
Appendix A 
This appendix includes the comments received in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and response 

to those comments. 

June 2010 	 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Environmental Impact Statement 

AR00000855 



Federal Agencies 

June 2010 	 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Environmental Impact Statement 

AR00000856 



Proservm9 America's Heigage 

Jantituy 27, 2009 

Mr. Leslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration Region IX 
201 Mission St, Suite 1650 

San Francisco, CA 94105-1839 

RE: 	ilimolitht Iligh-Ctrpocrily Man.vit Carrick» .  Pro/eel 
timiolithi, Hawaii 

Dear Mt _ Rogers: 

Consulting parties have recently contacted the Advisory Council on ilistoric Preservation 
(ACHP) with concerns about the effects of the referenced undertaking on historic properties, 
particularly visual etTects that !nay result to the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark (NHL). 
The extent and complexity of the planned undertaking calls tbr the Federal Transit 
Administration (17A) to provide appropriate guidance mid oversight to its applicant, the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (City) to ensure that consulting 
parties and other stakeholders are involved in consultation in keeping with the spirit and intent of 
the Section lOti implementing regulations, -Pmtection of Historic Properties" (36 CPR Part 800). 

We would like to confirm our understanding that the FTA has not yet circulated a finding of 
effect for this undertakiim as the City is presently conducting additional study and nnaly,i, of 

effects to historic properties in response to comments received from consulting parties during the 
recent circulation of a Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEN) for the project. Should the 
FrA conclude, following the results of this additional analysis and consultation with the Hawaii 
SHP0 and other consulting parties, that the undertaking will adversely affect historic properties, 
or that the development of a Progranunatic Agreement is necessary, the agency must notify the 
AC:HP and provide the documentation detailed at 36 CFR § 800.11(c). The Hawaii State Hisioric 
Preservation Unice (SHP()) has raked concerns about the proposed development of two Section 

106 agreement documents should adverse effects result from the proposed undertaking, it is 
unclear to us how the FTA has proceeded to this point without ongoing consultation with all 
consulting parties. Further, we wish to clarify that, per the provisions of §800.6 of our 
regulations. a Section 106 agreement document should address all the adverse effects that may 
result from an undertaking. It therelbre is inconsistent per 36 CFR Part 800 for the 1 7TA to 
develop two agreement documents for this single undertaking, 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

1100 Pennsyiva nia Avenue NVV, Suite 803 • Washington, DC 20004 

Mono: 202.606-8503 • Fax: 202-606-8647 • achpeachp.clov • www.achr.s.gov  
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We request an ii date on the status of the Section 106 consultation for the Honolulu High. 
Capacity Transit Corridor as well as information about how the FTA is providing oversight to the 
City regarding the coordination of the historic preservation review and consultation with all 
consulting parties, including tslative Hawaiian organizations. This information will help us 

respond to inquiries from consulting, parties and members of the public who express concerns 
about the PTA's Section 106 coordination. We will also be able to better advise the FTA 
regarding interpretation of the regulations and procedund requirements. 

We look lbrward to your response and io assisting the PTA with its responsibilities under the 

National Historic Preservation Act. If you have any questions, please contact Blythe Seminer by 
telephone at (202) 606-8553 or by e-mail at 1.1seinmer@achp.gov . 

Sincerely. 

/k14-:-7 

Chadene Dwin Vaughn, MCP 
Assistant Director 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
Federal Permitting, Licensing, iind Assistance Section 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOI<A 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338202 

Ms. Charlene Dwin Vaughn, Assistant Director 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W., Suite 803 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Ms. Vaughn .  

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

At the time of issuance of the Draft EIS, the FTA had not submitted an Effects 
Determination Report. The Proposed Effects Determinations included in the Draft EIS were not 
formally submitted to the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) and, consequently, FTA 
had not received SHPD concurrence. The Draft EIS provided an opportunity for agencies and 
the public to review and comment on the preliminary determinations. The SHPD and other 
consulting parties provided substantive comments that have been considered and are reflected 
in the Honolulu Fligh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Resources Effects Report (RTD 
2009d) and summarized in Section 4.16, Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources, in the 
Final EIS. 

Based on concerns raised by Section 106 consulting parties, preliminary effects 
determinations as shown in the Historic Resources Technical Report (August 2008) and in the 

AR00000859 



Ms. Charlene Dwin Vaughn 
Page 2 

Draft EIS (November 2008) were reevaluated and documented in a Historic Effects Report 
(April 2009). This report is available at the Department of Transportation Services, Rapid Transit 
Division office, at libraries, and on the project website (www.honolulutransitorq).  

The Historic Effects Report showed that the Project will adversely affect a number of 
historic properties not discussed in the review conducted for the Draft EIS. 

Both direct and indirect effects to historic properties were reconsidered in this report. 
Following consultation, SHPD concurred with the adverse effect findings and identified 11 
additional resources as adversely affected. In July 2009, the FTA accepted the SHPD's opinion 
of effect on the additional resources. These determinations of effect are documented in Section 
4.16 of the Final EIS. 

The Programmatic Agreement (PA) related to the finding of adverse effect is included in 
the Final EIS as Appendix H, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Programmatic Agreement. As you know, ACHP participated in the development of the 
programmatic agreement during the Section 106 consultation process. 

The FTA, ACHP and SHPD will execute a single programmatic agreement (PA) that 
includes both specific effects and mitigations to historic properties and a second part that is 
programmatic and addresses the level of exploration for sub-surface archaeological resources 
during the final design process and the treatment of any resources found. 

FTA has provided direction as to the preparation of the PA and finding of effects. All 
Section 106 documentation has been circulated to all consulting parties. Historic properties 
were identified in the Historic Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008); preliminary assessments 
of effect to these properties were also included in that document. As described, concerns from 
consulting parties regarding these initial effect assessments led to their reconsideration. 
Preliminary effect assessments as documented in the Historic Resources Technical Report 
(RTD 2008) were thus superseded by the findings documented in the Historic Effects Report 
(RTD 2009). Section 106 consultation with consulting parties, including correspondence, 
circulation of documentation, meetings, and site visits, is documented in both reports. 

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

Very truKj yours, 

WAYNEY YOS !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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aw nee T. Yam to 
Director 
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Pf tec 

-13 Fro• 
• 

•row 
.•••• 

UrOted States Department of fispictiltsire 

4NRCS 
Nature/ Reaourees Conservation Service 
1,1 _ 0. 8ex 59004 
HonoTuhl, Hawaii 98800  
(808) 541-2840 

January 7, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City end County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3ni  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 0813 

Thank you for providing the NRCS the opportunity to review the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(t) Evaluation. Previously, the NRCS has worked 
With the City and County of Honolulu and Ms. Amy Zaref, Project Manager from Parsons Brinckerhoff, on 
this project to provide the Important Farmland information. We assisted In completing a Farmland Impact 
Conversion Rating Form (AO-1006) for this project. This form is required on projects that convert 
farmlands into non-farmland Uses and have federal dollars attached to the project. See the website link 
below for more Information on the Farmland Protection and Preservation Act (FPPA), and a copy of the 
AD-1006 form, with instructions. 

Another area of potential concern are the impacts on wetlands, The NRCS Soil Survey of Oahu, Hawaii 
identifies areas of hydric soils. Hydric soils are potential  areas of wetlands. If wetlands do exist, any 
proposed impacts to these wetlands would need to demonstrate compliance with the 'Clean Water Act', 
and may need an Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit. The Nns Soil Survey Maps are not provided 
with this report due to the extent of the project area. If you have any questions concerning hydric sob or 
obtaining NRCS Soil Survey information please contact us at the number provided below. 

The NRCS Soil Survey is a general planning tool and does not eliminate the need for an onsite 
investigation. It you have any questions concerning the soils or interpretations for this project please 
contact, Tony Rolfes, Assistant State Soil Scientist, by phone (808) 541-2600 Ext. 129, or email, 
Tonv.Rolfesahi. usda .gov . 

Cc 
Michael Robotharn 
Mr. Ted MatleY 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1660 
San Francisco, California 94105 

http:/Avww.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/fppa/  

Helping Peopre Help ihe Land 
Evad oppetway PAsysar awl Ernpbter 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Iniernet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-294699R 

Mr. Lawrence T. Yamamoto 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
P.O. Box 50004 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Yamamoto: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, pubiic and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Coordination regarding the Farmland Protection Policy Act has been ongoing between 
the City and NRCS. This coordination includes two submittals of the Form NRCS-CPA-106 with 
a request for NRCS to complete the corridor assessment scoring portion of the form. Only one 
corridor was evaluated in the Form NRCS-CPA-106 as only one alignment through farmlands 
were evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. As defined in 7 CFR 658.4(0(2), "Sites receiving a 
total score of less than 160 need not be given further consideration for protection and no 
additional sites need to be evaluated." The Project was given a Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating Score of 120. On April 24, 2009, this final form was sent to you. Therefore, no further 
action is necessary for the Project regarding its compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy 
Act. 
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Mr. Lawrence T. Yamamoto 
Page 2 

The two proposed alignments in the Draft EIS for the rapid transit route extend over 
20 miles across southern Oahu. All of the crossings of named streams along this route were 
evaluated to determine whether the water bodies were navigable waters, waters of the U.S., or 
not waters of the U.S. Field investigations for waters of the U.S. were conducted along the 
project's alignment from December 2007 through January 2008 and from January 2009 through 
July 2009. Thirty-one sites were studied that were either streams or areas where there was the 
potential for wetlands. The results of this study are documented in the Wetland and Waters of 
U.S. Study (RTD2009b). 

The methods used to evaluate potential wetlands along the project alignment followed 
the Wetlands Delineation Manual (USA CE 2987). The NRCS Soil Survey of Oahu, Hawaii was 
one of the sources of information used to determine the presence of hydric soils. 

In addition, maps of wetland sites were also examined. There are three information 
sources for wetland sites: 

• The USFWS 1970 wetlands map, which catalogues known wetlands and open 
water surfaces from aerial surveys. Many open water bodies (such as those on 
the Ewa Plain near the rapid transit route) were previous irrigation impoundments 
that have long been removed. 

• The Geographic Approach to Planning (GAP) maps, which only covers bird 
habitats in the Pearl Harbor area. 

• The Hawaii Wetlands Joint Venture, which provides a point location (not an area) 
as a wetland identifier. 

DTS has coordinated with the USAGE throughout this study and will continue 
coordination as part of the Section 404 permitting process. The results of the analysis 
demonstrate that the project will not impact wetlands. Sections 4.14.2 and 4.14.3 in this Final 
EIS document this effort. 

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

Ve tru y yours, 

, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00000863 



REPLY TO 
AITENTM OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CaTRICT, HONOLULU 

FORT SHAF TeR, HAWAII 86858-5440 

February 6, 2009 

Regulatory Branch 
Engineering and Construction Division 

Mr. Ted IvIatley 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'1 Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear ME Malley and Mr, Yoshioka. 

Corps File No.: POH-2007-127 
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This letter transmits our comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 

Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated Noverraer 2008. The 
document was jointly prepared by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) and the City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation 
Services (DTS) to evaluate the environmental consequences of the. proposed 23-mile rapid transit 
project located between Kapolei and University of Hawaii lama on the Island of Oahu, Hawaii, 
Our comments are provided pursuant to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulatory 
authorities promulgated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 and Section 
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899. Our feedback is also guided by the Project's 
Draft Coordination Plan that was developed for this project pursuant to Section 6002 of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act A Legacy for Users 
(SAFTEA-LU) and our independent statutory responsibilities under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

As a way of background, our rote as an official cooperating agency is to ensure appropriate 
consideration of the aquatic ecosystem throughout the environmental review process. In doing so, 
we expect the Final EIS to be substantively sufficient for purposes of our agency's adoption in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) NEPA implementing 
regulations. Furthermore, our early involvement in the Project is intended to assist FTA and 
DTS in complying with all applicable federal laws that fall under our regulatory jurisdiction. 
Towards this end, my office has submitted comments on the Project in letters dated February 13, 
2006 1 ; April 10, 20072; May 8, 20073  and September 16, 2008. Our most rccent review of the 

Letter from George P. Young, U.S. Army Corps nirngineet to Kenneth Harratyasu, DTS, regarding scoping and 
EIS Preparation Notice 
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public DEIS encompassed all pertinent documents provided to our agency, including, but not 
limited to 

▪ DEIS, Chapters 1 through 8 (FTA and DTS, November 2008); 
▪ Appendix A of the DEIS: Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles (DTS, September 

2008); 
• Appendix C of the DES: Construction Approach (DTS, November 2008); 

Water Resources Technical Report (DTS, August 2008); 
• Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS, November 2006); and 
• Draft Coordination Plan (FTA and DTS. March 2007) 

Based on our review, we found that a number of our agency's previous comments and 
concerns relating to the identigcation/delineation of waters of the United States, project impact 
assessment, the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, and proposed compensatory mitigation were not 
adequately addressed or incorporated into the D1.18. In the absence of this key information, we 
are unable to provide meaningful conunents on the subject draft NEPA document as it relates to 
our statutory responsibilities. Moreover, these data and assessment deficiencies could adversely 
affect the timeliness and streamlining of OUT Department of the Army (DA) permit decision. 
Therefore, as a cooperating agency, we suggest the following comments be vetted and resolved, 
as appropriate, by the Federal lead and cooperating agencies prior to the next formal step in the 
NEPA process. 

Aquatic Resources Data Gaps 

According to the President's CEQ, an EIS must rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a 
reasonable range of alternatives, including the proposed action. One of the cornerstones of the 
NEPA process is the disclosure of the environmental consequences of the proposed action and its 
alternatives. An analytical evaluation of project impacts is necessary in order for a reviewer to 
sharply compare and contrast alternatives. While there is no mandate for a particular outcome or 
that the lead agency achieves particular substantive environmental results, a rigorous evaluation 
of alternatives is required to inform decision-makers of the likely environmental consequences, 
both detrimental and beneficial, of the alternatives. The preface of the Project's DEIS 
acknowledges the purpose of the document is to "...provide...(a) full and open analysis of costs, 
benefits, and environmental impacts of alternatives considered...", yet based on our review of the 
document, we do not concur that some of these basic NEPA tenets have been adequately 
fulfilled. 

Irrespective of the NEPA precept of a concise. environmental document, at the project.. 
specific DEIS stage we require greater specificity and disclosure of quantitative data regarding 
the aquatic environment. We note neither the Water Resources Technical Report (WRTR) nor 
Chapter 4 of the DEIS (Environmental Analysis, Consequences and Mitigation) contains 

Letter from George P. Young, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to Kenneth Hamayasu, 13TS, regarding NEPA 
seeping comments in response to FTA's NO! 

/ Letter from LTC Charles H. Klinge, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to Leslie T. Rogers, LTA, regarding 
c.00peraiing agency status and SA_FETEA-LU coordination plait 
4  Letter from George P. Young, U.S, Army Corps of Engineers to We Yoshioka, D-rs, rogarding comments on 
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information on: 1) the geographic boundaries of waters of the (J.S., including wetlands; 2) 
quantitative data documenting the areal extent of direct and indirect impacts for each of the 
proposed build alternatives (o.g., footprint of disoubance); and 3) specific docuinentation of how 
the Project will avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic resources to the maximum extent 
practicable. In previous correspondence, the Corps requested the DEIS include these standard 
analytical and procedural requirements in order to document our geographic scope ofjurisdiction 
and to characterize the functional losses to the aquatic ecosystem, if any, as a result of project 
implementation. Both aspects are fundamental to our regulatory program and DA permit 
decisions. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned data omissions, we offer the following specific 
comments on the presence/absence of aquatic resources, the analysis of impacts on the aquatic 
environment and proposed mitigation. 

• 'Fable 4-1 in the WRTR identifies 18 streams/waterways that occur within the study area, 
whereas Table 4-25 in the DEIS depicts 17 streams; the Ala Wei Canal is excluded in the 
latter. A third matrix, entitled "Streams in the Study Corridor?' was distributed for 
discussion purposes during our December 2008 agency coordination meeting. This table 
lists 20 streams occurring in the study area that could be affected by the Project. The 
Corps renrarricnds any discrepancies with the various tables he reconciled and a clear, 
comprehensive accounting of the existing aquatic resources within the study area be 
presented, 

• Page 4-130 of the DEIS indicates "...wetland areas are listed in Table 4-28..." However, 
the aquatic resources called out in Table 4-28 do not appear to be classified or delineated 
based on the Corps' 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (manual) and other current Corps 
policy. For example, nine of these water resources listed in Table 4-28 are described as 
concrete channels or concrete culverts, which generally are not !mown to support hydric 
soils (unless they maintain a natural channel invert), and therefore would not be 
considered wetlands. The Corps suggests this table be reviewed and modified, as 
appropriate, to categorize or otherwise identify water resources that constitute a 
"wetland" based on the Corps methodology. 

▪ We noted inconsistencies with respect to the conclusions made in the DEIS regarding 
environmental consequences. For instance, page 4-135 of the DEIS states that mitigation 
is not required because no impacts to wetlands are expected, although page 4-159, 
Section 4.17.7 (Natural Resources), indicates "...[Cionstruction activities could affect 
wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and streams near the Project." (Emphasis addedl. The 
Corps recommends clarification on the conclusions of the water resourees impact 
analysis. We also suggest a reference or citation be provided in the DEIS that directs the 
reader to the actual field data and detailed analysis that substantiate the findings. 

• While Section 4.13.3 of the DE,IS (page 4-131) asserts._ "„.the project would not 
adversely affect water resources...", page 5-1 of the WRTR states: "Piers to suppoit the 
guideway may have to be located in some streams." Similar statements on page 6-1 of 
the WRTR and page 4-132 of the DEIS indicate'. "[Any piers in streams would be 
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placed to line up with existing bridge structures when feasible...fa]reas where elevated 
structures would cross navigable waterways have been identified and consultation with 
the Coast Guard in underway to address effects" We infer from these statements that 
there would be direct impacts to [potential] waters of the U.S., likely requiring review and 
authorization under Section 404 of the CWA and/or Section 10 of the RHA, The Corps 
suggests this section of the DEIS be clarified. 

• Subsequent to the release of the DES, the Corps was informed that them may be 
construction methodologies that could result in direct impacts to waters of the U.S., such 
as the use of coffer dams (pers. comm., Amy Zaref et al., December I6, 2008). 
Therefore, we recommend the Final 1215 identify all project features and construction 
methodologies that may affect waters of the U.S. FTA and DTS should provide an 
explicit accounting of what waterways and wetlands will be impacted, including an 
estimate of the footprint of disturbance (e.g., acres) and the type of impact (e.g., direct, 
indirect, permanent, temporary, and so forth). In order to accomplish this, a formal SD 
must be undertaken by a qualified consultant and verified by the Corps. Information 
contained in the 3D, in conjunction with detailed engineering plans, should then be used 
to substantiate the presence/absence of jurisdictional waters of the US. and whether 
impacts would result from implementation of the proposed build alternatives. 

• Section 4.13.1 of the DEIS (Regulatory Context) indicates the Corps regulates activities 
in jurisdictional waters pursuant to Section 10 of the RHA and Section 103 of the Marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, however, omits the fact we also 
regulate activities that involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the CWA. Although a separate subheading 
entitled 'Wei/ands" (page 4-128) correctly explains the Corps regulates wetlands under 
Section 404 of the CWA, it does not explicitly acknowledge that we regulate activities 
that discharge fill material into other types of waters of the U.S., such as non-wetland 
tributaries. Therefore, the text of the DEIS should be modified to clarify the scope of our 
jurisdiction under Scotian 404 of the CWA. Unless PTA and oTs intend to transport 
dredged or fill material for ocean disposal, the Corps does not anticipate our authorities 
under Section 103 of the MPRA will be relevant to this Project. 

• Page 4-134- of the ()EIS indicates verbatim: "...[A] letter has been sent to the Army 
Corps of Engineers asking for their jurisdictional determination concurring that the 
Project will not have a direct impact on wetlands." We are concerned with the accuracy 
of this statement, as the Corps has not received a Letter from the Project proponent or its 
designated agent requesting our jurisdictional determination (.1D). Further, we havc . not 
received a draft JD report prepared in accordance with the 1987 Wetlands Delineation 
Manual, 33 C.F.R. § 328.3(d) and 33 C.F.R. § 38(e) to review and approve. POT this 
reason, we request this statement be stricken from the DEIS or substantially modified to 
accurately portray the status o f coordination with our office on the Project's ID. 

Based on recent coordination with your consultant team, we understand the aforementioned 
data gaps arc under development and that site-specific information will be forthcoming. It is not 
clear, however, how this yet-to-be obtained information will be incorporated into the DEIS and 
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considered by the public and agency decision-makers prior to the final determination of a 
federally preferred alternative. Again, due to the absence of a geographic ID, we are unable to 
determine the extent, intensity and permanence of impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. At this 
time, we are also precluded from weighing in on the adequacy of a 404(h)(1) alternatives 
analysis, appropriate mitigation, and the possible identification of the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). 

Alternatives Analysis 

The purpose of the Project is to: "...{pirovide high capacity rapid transit in rhe highly 
congested east-west transportation corridor, between Kapolei in the west and University of 
Hawaii, Miinoa in the east, as specified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030" (page 
1-19). A number of alternatives were initially examined, but rejected as part of the Alternative 
Analysis process conducted by DTS in 2006. The Alternative Analysis Report evaluated four 
alternatives, including the No Build, Transportation System Management, Express Buses 
Operating in Managed Lanes, and Fixed Guideway Transit System. The latter was selected by 
the City Council as the locally preferred alternative. According to the DEIS, the NEPA scoping 
process confirmed that there were no other available alternatives that would satisfy the project 
purpose at less cost, with greater effectiveness or less environmental or community impact. 

The 404(13)(1) Guidelines5  impose substantive requirements on the applicant with respect to 
the alternatives analysis and the sequenced search for the LEDPA. These guidelines are heavily 
weighted towards preventing environmental degradation of waters of the U.S. The regulation 
specifically requires that no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a 
practicable°  alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences {40 	§ 230.10(a)]. Section 4,13.1 of the DEIS (Background 
and Methodology) appropriately acknowledges the applicant must conduct a 404(b)( 
alternatives analysis, however, we were unable to locate this analysis within the DEIS, its 
appendices or technical studies_ Presuming this analysis has not yet been prepared, there is no 
reference in the DES as to when it might be performed. 

Generally, if the NEPA alternatives analysis is adequately robust with respect to the aquatic 
ecosystem impacts such that it demonstrates that the proposed activity is the LEDPA, then it can 
duly serve to fulfill the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis requirement. Otherwise, a separate 
alternatives analysis must be conducted to provide greater specificity and/or a modified range of 
alternatives in order to satisfy the substantive criteria of the Guidelines (i.e., the identification of 
the LEDPA). It is germane to note that if it is otheiwise a practic,able alternative, an area not 
presently owned by the applicant which could be reasonably obtained, utilized, expanded or 
managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed project may be considered under the 
Guidelines. NEPA has similar language in which it requires that even if an alternative is not 

the administrative draft EIS 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 404(b)(1) Guidelines, 40 C.F.R. § 230 (43 FR 85336 — 85357, dated 

December 24, 1980) 
6  "Practicable" is cleaned in regulation as being available and capable of being done after taking into consideration 
cost, existing technology and logistics in tight of the overall project purpose, 

AR00000868 



- 6 - 

within the lead agency's jurisdiction it should be rigorously analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable 
and achieves the project purpose [40 C.F.R. 1506.2(d)1. Despite some alternatives being outside 
the control or legal jurisdiction of the lead agency, their inclusion in the EIS helps to provide a 
sharper contrast among alternatives and informs the public as well as decision-makers of the 
environmental consequences (beneficial or detrimental) of alternative actions. 

For the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor project, the range of alternatives includes 
the No Action alternative plus one build alternative with two alignment variations. The 
alignments considered in the DEIS are: I) the Honolulu International Airport variation, 2) the 
Salt Lake Boulevard variation, and 3) implementation of both the Airport and Salt Lake 
Boulevard variations. Aside from the area between Aloha Stadium and Kalihi where the 
alignment varies, the alternatives traverse the same footprint for the majority of the19-mile 
length. In fact, the DEIS states: ”...the guideway would follow the same aligament for all Build 
Alternatives through most of the study corridor, except between Aloha Stadium and Kalihi." 
(pages 5-4, 2-9). In consideration of the requirements of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the Corps 
recommends PTA and DTS carefully examine and clearly document the environmental 
differences between the build altentatives/aligarneins and provide documentation that there is no 
other practicable alternative—other than the locally preferred alternative—that would have less 
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. 

Cumulative Effects 

According to the DEIS, the proposed transportation corridor is approximately 23 miles in 
length, of which a detailed environmental evaluation was conducted ftn -  a core 19 miles located 
between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. Future transit extensions to West Kapolei and UH 
Mance and Waikiki may occur, but are only considered in the DEIS in the context of cumulative 
effects. We agree this is an appropriate approach for potential future Project extensions that 
currently have not been approved, designed or funded. The NEPA requires that the lead agency 
take a hard look at alternatives and the resultant environmental consequences to enable informed 
agency decisions. Environmental consequences may be beneficial or adverse, but in all cases, the 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts must be assessed and disclosed within the NEPA 
document. We found the Project's cumulative impact analysis for waters of the U.S. to lack 
sufficient analytical detail and robustness for purposes of public disclosure and agency decision-
making. A meaningful cumulative impact assessment includes an evaluation of the historic and 
current conditions of the environmental resource of interest, a thorough accounting of past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects and how such projects affect a given 
environmental resource when assessed in the aggregate. 

The cumulative impacts to waters of the US.  must be considered in the context of the 
pre-established geographic boundaries for the wetlands/waters cumulative effects analysis. The 
impacts that would result from the Project's build alternatives must be evaluated in comparison 
to the quantity and quality of aquatic resources occurring within the geographic study area and in 
consideration of other stressors or impacts resulting from past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable projects. That is, it may be that the resulting impacts from the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor project alternatives are, individually, deemed minimal when compared 
to the overall Project footprint ofdisturbance, but when the project impacts are compared to the 
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already diminished extent and health of wetlands existing within the study area, such impacts 
could be considerably more substantial. The discussion of the water resources cumulative effects 
offered in Section 4.18.3 (page 4-174) is inadequate to enable a fair and objective evaluation of 
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the Corps recommends the text be expanded to better address the 
suggestions outlined above, 

Compensatoor Mitigation 

For projects evaluated under Section 404 of the CWA, no discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the U.S. Can be approved that does not meet the requirements of the 
404(b)(1) Guidelines. Guidance for implementing the 404(b)(I) Guidelines is provided through 
the joint Corps-EPA 1990 Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement (WA) and the new 
Compensatory Mitigation Rule?.  which supersedes certain provisions of the 1990 MOA. Among 
other things, the MOA states that compensatory mitigation may not be used as a method to 
reduce environmental impacts in the evaluation of the alternatives for the purposes of 
requirements under 40 C.F,R. Section 230.10(a). 

'fhc Corps anticipates providing feedback on the draft 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis as the 
environmental process moves forward. In general, however, the following sequence of 
determinations will be used in evaluating the Project: 

▪ A determination that potential impacts have been avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable; 

• A determination that remaining unavoidable impacts will be mitigated to the extent 
appropriate and practicable by requiring measures to minimize impacts through project 
modifications and permit conditions; and 

a A determination that appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation has been 
provided for unavoidable adverse impacts. 

The DS should document an explicit and transparent link between project impacts and 
proposed mitigation. Under the new Compensatory Mitigation Rule, greater flexibility exists for 
perrnittee-responsible mitigation through on-site and off-site mitigation The same holds tnie for 
out-of-kind mitigation. In general, however, implementation o f compensatory mitigation should 
occur on-site unless it is demonstrated there is no practicable opportunity for on-site mitigation 
or if off-site mitigation provides greater ecological benefits. Compermatory mitigation should 
also occur within the same watershed of impact whenever possible. If compensatory mitigation 
is recommended to occur outside the watershed of impact, a sound ekological rationale must be 
presented as to why it is the most practicable choice. 

In our previous comment letters, we cautioned DTS shout deferring specific mitigation 
planning to the permitting stage of this project. In our view, it is important that discussions with 

Final Rule, Compensatory Mation for Losses of Aquatia Resources (Corps and EPA, April 10, 20(18; 73 FR. 
19594 19705), 
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key regulatory and resource agencies related to compensatory mitigation begin at this phase of 
the NEPA process and continue throughout the permit process. Also, it is noteworthy to point 
out that the new Compensatory Mitigation Rule requires our Public Notice (PN) for the preferred 
alternative contain a statement explaining how impacts associated with the proposed action are to 
be avoided, minimized and compensated for and that a final mitigation plan be approved by our 
district engineer prior to issuance of an individual permit. Therefore, it is important that at the 
time of issuance of our PN the mitigation proposal is specific enough for the public to offer 
ineaningfiti comments on its appropriateness and effectiveness, 

Should your augmented impact analysis for aquatic resources determine there are 
unavoidable adverse impacts to waters of the U.S., we expect a draft compensatory mitigation 
plan to be prepared in accordance with Honolulu District's Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines 
and the Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule, At a minimum, this plan should include the 
following: 1) a direct correlation between project impacts and proposed mitigation to offset the 
loss in functional value; 2) the specific functions and values expected to be gained through the 
proposed establishment, restoration, enhancement and preservation efforts; 3) a schedule for 
implementation; and 4) an evaluation and monitoring plan. 

In addition, it may he prudent to consider implementation of certain components of the 
compensatory mitigation plan in advance cf thc impacts occurring, which may then reduce the 
temporal losses associated with project construction. 

NEPA Procedural Requirement,s 

As a cooperating agency with both special expertise and jurisdiction by law, we intend to 
adopt FTA's Final EIS for compliance with the Corps' independent NEPA responsibilities for 
our federal action (i.e., DA permit decision). fn doing so, we will he required to issue a Notice of 
Intent in the Federal Register and prepare our own Record of Decision (ROD). The Corp? ROD 
will constitute our agency's decision document and will be relied upon for the final DA permit 
decision. As part of agency decision-making, the Corps will need written evidence from VIA 
that compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Speeiea Act and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act has been achieved. Similarly, prior to a DA permit decision, the Corps 
must have evidence that the Project has obtained Section 401 of the CWA certification (or 
waiver thereof) and Section 307(e) of the Coastal Zone Management Act consistency (or 
ex empti on). 

Pu lic Interest Review 

Lastly, our project evaluation process requires we balance the project purpose against the 
public interest. The public benefits and detriments eta!! factors relevant to this transportation 
project will be carefully reviewed end considered. Relevant factors may include, but are not 
limited to, conservation, economics, aesthetics, wetlands, cultural values, fish and wildlife 
values, water quality, and any other factors judged important to the needs and welfare of the 
people. The following general criteria will be considered in evaluating the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor project application: 
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▪ The relevant extent of public and private needs 

▪ Where unresolved conflicts of resource use exist, the practicability of using reasonable 
alternative locations and methods to accomplish project purposes; and 

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

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

We appreciate the opportunity to conunent on the Project's DEIS. Our goal is to ensure the 
environmental review process is appropriately comprehensive, technically sound and tra.nspaient 
to enable meaningfili public participation and informed agency dedsion-making. We look 
forward to continuing our dialogue with your respective offices as well as your consultant team. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Ms. Susan A. Meyer of my staff at (808) 
438-2137or by electronic mail at Dav.a.KrieyerQusace.arrqpil.  Please refer to the Corps 'File 
No. POH,2007-127 in any future correspondence or communications related to this project. 

Sincerely, 

*Georg 11 , Young, P.E. 
Chief, Regulatory Branch 

Copies Furnished: 

Mr. Alec Wong, Chief, Clean Water Branch, State Dept of Health 
Mr. John Nakagawa, Office of Planning, State Coastal Zone Management Program 
Mr. Michael Molina, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Honolulu 
Dr. Lance Smith, Protected Resources Division, NOAA Fisheries 
Mr. Gerry Davis, Habitat Conservation Division, NOAA Fisheries 
Dr. Wendy Wiltse, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Honolulu 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 766-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299501R 

Mr. George P. Young, Chief 
Regulatory Branch 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Engineer District 
Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858-5440 

Dear Mr. Young: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Aquatic Resources 

Coordination with Federal, State, and Local agencies with water resource expertise and 
responsibilities has been ongoing to provide input and guidance on the resources, design, and 
construction of the Project. Coordination will continue as appropriate with regulatory agencies 
throughout final design and construction. Since publication of the Draft EIS, several meetings 
have been held with the USA CE December 9, 2008, January 15, February 25, May 13, July 3, 
and August 10, 2009. DTS appreciates the time the USAGE has taken to review the Project 
materials required to fill the aquatic resource data gaps. 
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Sections 4.14 and 4.18.10 of this Final EIS have been revised to include the deficiencies 
and clarify the discrepancies identified by the USAGE in the Draft EIS. These revisions occurred 
in the following water resource areas: 

• Regulatory authority of the USAGE. 

• Identification and delineation of waters of the U.S. 

• Project impact assessment for waters of the U.S. (permanent and temporary). 

• The 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. 

• Mitigation to waters of the U.S. 

USA GE guidance permits the use of a preliminary jurisdictional determination (JD) 
approach to satisfy NEPA requirements. The "preliminary JD" approach is being followed for this 
Project. Under this approach, areas that are potentially waters of the U.S. are considered to be 
waters of the U.S. For the purposes of this document, all waters (including intermittent and 
ephemeral streams) are considered waters of the U.S. if they fit the definitions of tidal, wetland, 
RPW, or non-RPW waters, unless otherwise stated. The Wetland and Waters of the U.S. Study 
(RTD 2009b) provides additional information on areas being covered under preliminary JDs 
which is also documented in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also includes an 
evaluation of impacts to waters of the U.S. (See Section 4.14.4 in this Final EIS). 

On September 15, 2009, the Army Corps of Engineers stated in a letter that its 
substantive concerns relating to Section 404 of the Clean Waters Act had been addressed and 
that the scope and intensity of impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United States are now 
relatively minor due to the extent of avoidance and minimization of impacts on the aquatic 
environment resulting from project site selection and design. This letter is in Appendix F of this 
Final EIS. There will be impacts to waters of the U.S by the Project. Transit guideway support 
columns will be placed in Waiawa, Moanalua, and Nuuanu Streams. In addition, the Project will 
be widening the existing Dillingham Boulevard Bridge at Kapalama Stream which will require 
extension of the existing piers and abutments. The total permanent impacts from structural 
elements of the Project is 0.02 acres. An existing storm water outfall in Waiawa Springs will be 
extended at the Pearl Highlands Station to reduce ponding (total impact is 0.06 acres). For all 
work in waters of the U.S., the City will apply for USAGE Section 404 nationwide permits for 
impacts to waters under the jurisdiction of the Corps where impacts could not be avoided. 

Permanent mitigation features are proposed at Waiawa Stream, within the Pearl 
Highlands Station, see Figure 4-62 in the Final EIS. This approximately 17-acre site provides 
sufficient space for mitigation since only approximately 5 acres will be required for the station, 
leaving the remainder of the site available for mitigation. Regulations suggest, but do not require, 
mitigation within the same watershed. Impacts from the Project amount to several small impacts 
in different watersheds. Individually these would be difficult to mitigate separately (i.e., keep 
within the same watershed as the impact) to achieve lasting compensation. Impacted 
watersheds could be more broadly defined on the basis of the nearby receiving waterbody for 
the impacted estuary; these are Pearl and Honolulu Harbors and Ke`ehi Lagoon. Of the three, 
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Pearl Harbor has the greatest potential for benefit from a mitigation effort directed at improving 
function within a contributing stream system. This is because it is the largest of the estuarine 
environments (i.e., of a type closer to the environments impacted) and is the most enclosed. As 
a result, it is more sensitive to land impacts than Kerehi Lagoon or Honolulu Harbor. The 
proposal is to consolidate mitigation to a single site (Site 12) Figure 4-62 and Figure 4-67 in the 
Final EIS, on Waiawa Stream. Waiawa Stream was selected over an estuary location because 
of the availability of land that is part of the Project where enhancement of the stream and 
potential establishment of a riverine wetland are possible with a high degree of long-term 
success. The mitigation area would become part of the Project. Although the Project will have 
minimal effect on the stream, Figure 4-62 in the Final EIS, it will have a considerable effect on 
the riparian area at that location. Waiawa Springs (Site 13) Figure 4-62 and Figure 4-67 in the 
Final EIS, is under the jurisdiction of the USAGE. The impact area of constructing a culvert to 
direct the storm water outfall and spring flow away from under the Pearl Highlands Station is 
greater (0.06 acre) than all the permanent impacts from the guideway (0.02 acre). Mitigation in 
this location can also be used to improve the existing outfall, improve water quality, and enhance 
the natural setting of the station. 

As discussed in Section 4.18, during construction of the linear transportation features of 
the Project, it is anticipated that there will also be a temporary effect of up to 0.13 acre of waters 
of the U.S. 

A "functional assessment" was also performed for each location where the Project is 
adjacent to or crosses waters of the U.S., as identified in the Wetland and Waters of the U.S.  
Study (RTD 2009b). Given this level of impact to water resources within Honolulu's urban core, 
the intent of the functional assessment was to analyze impacts of the aquatic ecosystem to 
develop mitigation concepts for those waters of the U.S. where impacts could not be avoided 
and only after impacts were minimized to the extent feasible. 

Alternatives Analysis 

Additional discussion regarding the consideration of aquatic resources that is 
documented in previous studies is now more clearly summarized in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered, in this Final EIS and Section 4.14.4, includes an analysis of alternatives to meet the 
requirements of the Clean Water Act 404(b)(1) Analysis. As noted by the USAGE, the City has 
avoided and minimized impacts to waters of the U.S. which has resulted in relatively minor 
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

Cumulative Effects 

Section 4.19.3 Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS has been refined to add detail 
regarding past actions as well as to elaborate upon how past actions have affected water 
resources and how water resources will be effected cumulatively by the aggregate of both the 
Project and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 
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NEPA Procedural Requirements 

The required documentation of compliance with the Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act are in this Final EIS 
Sections 4.13 and 4.16. Prior to the USAGE'S permit decision, DTS understands the need to 
meet the requirements for Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA and Section 307(c) of the Coastal 
Zone Management Act. 

Agency Coordination 

The City will continue to work with the USAGE to ensure that the USAGE receives of 
the necessary documentation to satisfy its public interest review criteria. 

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

Very twW yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Commander 
Fourteenth Coast Guard District 

U.S. Department al 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, VI  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

300 Ala Moans Blvd, 9-216 
Honolulu, lit 6850-4962 
Staff Symbol: (dpv+1 
Phone: (80B) 535 , 3412 
Fax: (806) 535-3414 
Erna: Dougtas.a.1annusch4Puscg,rnil 

16590 

DEC 2 3 ISO 

As a cooperating agency for the Honolulu High Capacity "fransit Corridor project, we appreciate the opportunity to 
review both the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Dras) dated 1 August 2008 and the November 
2008 ptthlie copy. Per our letter to Mr. Leslie Rogers at the Federal Transit Administration dated 28 September 2007, the 
Coast Guard had identified every impacted waterway but was still determining each waterway's navigability, 

This review, as well as associated impacts to navigation resulting faoni the project, has been completed. "fable 4-25 of the 
DEIS identi (lea 17 streams within the study corridor. During our review, however, we considered not only the currently 
planned route (including alternatives), hut also all future planned extensions. Doing so added Makakilo Gulch near the 
proposed Fort Barrette Road Station and Ala Wai Canal near the proposed Convention Center Station, Additionally, we 
added Kalauao Springs Stream, Aolele Street Ditch and Kahauiki Stream, which are all within the study corridor but not 
included on table 4-25, 

Enclosure (1) details the results of our analysis. Out of the 22 streams reviewed, eight are considered navigable and 
aubjeat to Coast Guard jarisdicticni. Ho%waveta at the r..,levated guideways proposed location ova each or these eight 
streams, no vessels other than canoes, rowboats, ratis and small motorboats would be able to transit the waterway. 
Therefore, pursuant to 33 CFR 115.70, the Coast Guard grants advance approval to the location and plans for the 
guideway over the eight streams. The clearances provided as part of the elevated guideway system arc considered 
adequate for meeting the reasonable needs of navigation, and, in fact, are greater than those ef the bridges already in place 
over these streams. Accordingly, Coast Guard bridge permits will not be required for the project. Pursuant to 33 CFR 
118A0, the project is also exempted from providing bridge lighting on the guideways over each navigable stream. 

This authorization is valid for a period aitwo years to commence construction. With respect to completion of the 
guideway over each affected navigable stream, the Coast Guard accepts the project timeline as proposed in figure 2-45 of 
the DEIS. Should you not adhere to this titne frame, you must resubmit documents for Coast Guard review to ensure that 
conditions have not changed that would preclude the project lions meeting the criteria for advance approval. nut 
determination dues not relieve you of your responsibility - to obtain appropriate permits from any other federal, state or 
local agency having jurisdiction in this matter. 

Because identification of a waterway as an Advanee Approval Waterway is not a major federal action for purposes of the 
NEPA, and Is in fact a categorical exclusion, the Coast Guard requests to alter its affiliation with this project from a 
cooperating agency to a participating agenoy. 

• If you havo any questions or concerns, piekt3e do not hesitate to contact my representative iu this matter, LT Doug 
Jannusch, at (808) 535-3412 or Douglas.A.Jannuseh@useg.mil . 

CIPPie'lallkk,  
W. R. MAR1IOF 
Captain, U. S. Coast 
Chief, Prevention 
By direction 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAlk 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-293103R 

W.R. Marhoffer, Captain 
U. S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 9-216 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-4982 

Dear Captain Marhoffer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Table 4-25 from the Draft EIS was updated and appears as Table 4-26 in the Final EIS. 
It reflects all the streams within the corridor along with the Coast Guard's navigability 
determinations. 

The assessment regarding elevation and clearance under the guideway is correct. 

DTS appreciates the Coast Guards' efforts on the Project and understand the 
requirement to resubmit documents for Coast Guard review if the proposed time frame for 
construction changes. 
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Ve t u if yours, 

(

, 

WAYNE Y YOS IOKA 
Director 

W.R. Marhoffer, Captain 
Page 2 

In response to your comment, the status for the Coast Guard has been changed to 
"participating" in Section 8.2.2, Government and Other Agency Coordination, of this Final EIS. 

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

Enclosure 
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U.S. Department or (lomat:id Security 
FEMA Rep,ion (X 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Chddiutd, CA. 94607-4052 

n IZ 

LE FEMA 

December 12, 2008 

Wayne Y, Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

This is in response to your request for comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

Please review the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (F1RMs) for the City and County 
of Honolulu (Community Number 150001), Map revised June 2, 2005. Please note that the City 
and County of Honolulu, Hawaii are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program 
(MAP). The minimum, basic NMI) floodplain management building requirements arc described 
in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65. 

A summary of these NFIP Eloodpiain management building requirements are as follows: 

• All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, Afl, AE, 
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest 
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood 
Insurance Rate Map. 

• If the area of construotion is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the 
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term 
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate, 
including but not Ihnite41 to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling, 
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or 
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior  to the start of 
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in 
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways. 

www.fenia.flov 
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Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Page 2 
December 12,2008 

• All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the "V" Rood Zones 
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest 
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above 
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the 
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement 
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building 
components. 

• Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood-Hazard Areas, 
the NPIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and 
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CPR, Section 65.3, 
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months alter such data becomes available, a 
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood 
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA's Flood Map Revision Application Packages, 
please refer to the FliMA website at http://www.feina.govibusinessinfipiforms.shart . 

Please Note: 

Many NMI' participating communities have adopted floodplain management building 
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44 
CFR. Please contact the local community's floodplain manager for more information on local 
floodplain management building requirements. The Honolulu floodplain manager can be 
reached by calling Mario Sitt Li, at (800 768-8098. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Cynthia McKenzie of the 
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7190. 

Sincerely, 

Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief 
Ploodplain Management and Insurance Branch 

cc: 
Ted Malley, FTA Region IX 
Mario Siu Li, NFIP Coordinator, City and County of Honolulu 
Carol Tyau-Beam, State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Cynthia McKenzie, Senior Floodplanner, CFM, DilS/FEMA Region IX 
Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX 

wWW.1011121.g0V 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: Y,nerw.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-291950R 

Mr. Gregor Blackburn, Chief 
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region IX 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, California 94607-4052 

Dear Mr. Blackburn: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This fetter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final 85 shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The current Flood insurance Rate Maps for the City and County of Honolulu have been 
reviewed with the hydrological and hydraulic studies for this Project. The flood zones and their 
associated water bodies within the study corridor are presented in Section 4.14.2, Affected 
Environment [Water], and Table 4-29, Streams Having FEMA Mapped Flood Zones, in this Final 
BS. 

Structures associated with the Project will be elevated so that the lowest floor is at or 
above Base Flood Elevation levels in accordance with the effective Flood Insurance Rate Map. 
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Mr. Gregor Blackburn 
Page 2 

More detailed hydrological and hydraulic studies are ongoing. Should these studies 
show any potential rise, the design will be changed so that when the Project is constructed there 
will be no rise in the base floodplain elevations as required by FEMA. 

The Project meets the requirements for construction within a coastal high hazard area, 
including elevation of lowest horizontal structural member, resistance to water loads, and 
resistance to wind loads. 

DTS will comply with FEMA's requirements for a FIRM revision if it is necessary, in 
accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
fetter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Action Completed 
Record Date : 	 1/7/2009 
First Name : 	 Doug 
Last Name : 	 Lentz 
Business/Organization: 	U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
Address : 	 300 Ala Moana, Box 50165 
Apt/Suite No. : 	 Rm 6-226 
City : 	 Honolulu 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96850 
Email : 	 Doug_Lentz@nps.gov  
Telephone: 	 808-541-2693 
Telephone Extension : 	737 
Add to Mailing List : 	Both 

Submission Method : 	Website 
Submission Content/Notes: Hello, 

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

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoitilu.gov  

IvIUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337211 

Mr. Doug Lentz 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 6-226 
P. 0. Box 50165 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Lentz: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Thank you for your interest in the project. The National Park Service has been notified of 
applicable consultation meetings. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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NATIONAL 
PARK 

SERVICE 
United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Pacific West Region 
Jackson Sueei, Suile 700 

Oakland, Calif-ornia 94607-4807 

TNT REPLY REFER TO 

A3615 (PWR-PA) 

JAN 0 6 2009  

Leslie Rogers 
Regional Administrator 

S . Department of Transportation 
Federal fransit Administration 
20 Mission Street 
Suite 1650 
San Ftancisco, CA 94105-1839 

Dear Mr.. Rogers: 

Thank you for your recent letter notifying the Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS) of 
the City and County of Honolulu's Department of Transportation Soivices (PIS) consultation For a 
proposed 20-mile elevated guideway transit system on Oahu and your invitation to participate in this 
consultation per 36 C Fk§ 800 10(c) The National Park Service accepts the invitation and looks 
forward to working with you and your staff 

Your letter also seeks our determination about prospects for a de minion's finding for the impact of the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project on the Pearl Harbor National Historical Landmark 
District (NFIL).. The NPS supports the concept of a transit system with a primary or alternate route that 
includes a station with convenient access to the USS Arizona Memorial (included with the recently 
designated wwfr Valor in the Pacific National Monument) and will participate. in the tylniming process as 
applicable However, the proposed de minimus finding seems premature and the NPS cannot, at this 
time, concur with a dc minimus finding due to the reasons described below NPS will participate in the 
ongoing consultation process and will provide our determination once an assessment of effect fin the 
Pear Hallam NEIL Distlict, the Bowfin NHL, and the Valor in the Pacific National Monument have heen 
completed and once we have conferred with the State Historic Preservation Office, The NPS also will 
provide formal comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEES) by the Pebruaty 6 
deadline. 

Proposed Transit System Construction within the Pearl Harbor NHL The boundary of the NHL proceeds 
along the Pearl Harbor side nIKamehamelia Highway fiom Aloha Stadium to the opposite side of 
Radford Drive.. Three station entrances (stops) to the transit system ale proposed within that distance: 
Aloha Stadium Station, Arizona Memorial Station, and Pearl Harbor Naval Base Station. The DEIS only 
discusses impacts associated with the Pearl Harbor Naval Base Station (Table 4-32, Historic Properties 
within Project's Area of Potential Effect).. The DEIS should analyze the potential impacts of the other two 
proposed station entrances within the Pearl Harbor Nationai Historic Landmark before a de minivans 

TAKE PR IDE' 
1 NAM ER I CA • 	• 
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finding can be considered For example, there would be a major impact at the proposed USS Arizona 
Memorial Station proposed to be located on an existing NPS parking lot There is currently not enough 
parking at the site, so losing this parking space would have a major effect on NI'S operations and 
visitation 

Visual Impact. A 30-40 foot tall elevated guideway transit system along Kamehameha Highway could 
cause significant negative impacts to the Peat! Harbor NHL view shed 'I he NPS recommends that a view 
shed analysis be completed feu the proposed route before a de minimus finding can be considered. 
Potential Impacts to Soundscape The DEIS is not clear about the existing acoustic environment and what 
impacts to the soundseape of the Pearl Harbor NHL the proposed guideway rail system would generate 
A soundscape analysis should be completed to determine impacts to the Pearl Harbor and USS Bowfin 
NHL's and the USS Arizona Memorial before a de tninimus finding can be considered 
Potential Vibration ECfccts The DES states that vibration levels should not exceed 65 VdB, which is 
below the 72 Vc113 allowed by the 1,  TA around residential buildings Analysis should be included for 
potential vibration . effects on historic structures before a de minimus finding can be considered 
WWII Valor in the Pacific National Monument The DEIS does not analyze the potential impact to the 
newly designated monument 

At this time, the NPS does not concur with a de minirnus finding in regards to impacts of the Honolulu 
High.Capaeity Transit Corridor Project on the Pearl Harbor NHL The National Park Service looks 
lb/ward to working with the conferees to develop the measures necessary to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
effects of the proposed transit project on the significant historic resources of the Pearl Harbor NHL 
District , the USS Bowfin NHL, and the WWII Valor in the Pacific National Monument 

Sincerely, 

Oi?c nevhatAt/L. 

_4
11 Jonathan 13. Jarvis 

. Regional Director, Pacific West Region 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoIiLu.gov  

MUFI FIANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338271 

Mr. Jonathan B. Jarvis, Regional Director 
National Park Service, Pacific West Region 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Oakland, California 94607-4807 

Dear Mr. Jarvis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Based on concerns raised by Section 106 consulting parties, including the National Park 
Service, preliminary effect determinations described in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Historic Resources Technical Report  (RTD 20080) and the Draft EIS were 
reconsidered. An effects evaluation for all eligible resources was completed and the results are 
documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Historic Effects Report 
(RTD 2009d). This report was provided to the National Park Service for consultation under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended). The State Historic 
Preservation Division (SHPD) has concurred with the 22 adverse effect determinations and 
recommended that an additional 11 resources were adversely affected. FTA accepted these 
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Mr. Jonathan B. Jarvis 
Page 2 

additional adverse effect determinations. The determinations of effect and the SHPD's 
concurrence are presented in Section 4.16 in this Final EIS. 

The U.S. Naval Base Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark (NHL) district and the 
C1NCPACFLT Headquarters were determined to be in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and 
identified as such in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Historic Resources Technical 
Report (RTD 2008o). Potential Project impacts to the Pearl Harbor NHL and historic properties 
associated with it and the C1NCPACFLT Headquarters were reevaluated and addressed in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Historic Effects Report (RTD 2009d). This portion of 
the report is preceded by a special section explaining the methodology used to evaluate these 
resources. Although the Historic Effects Report concluded that there was no adverse effect to 
these NHLs, the SHPD did not concur and FTA agreed to accept the SHPD's recommendation. 
Ossipoff's Aloha Chapel was also determined to be adversely affected by the Project. The NHLs 
USS Arizona, USS Utah, and USS Bowfin are not within the APE and, therefore, are not part of 
the Historic Effects Report. 

The City refined the Project design to avoid and minimize impacts to the NHL and, 
therefore, there are no direct impacts from the Project and there is no need for the NPS to 
concur on de minimis impacts within the NHL. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS includes the 
Section 4(t) evaluation. 

Impacts resulting from the Arizona Memorial Station were not reevaluated in the Historic 
Effects Report since this station was part of the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative in the Draft EIS. 
This station is not part of the Project as defined in this Final EIS and, therefore, will not cause 
any effects to resources. 

Based on the National Park Service's comment, additional viewshed analysis was 
conducted for the Project. Section 4.8, Visual and Aesthetic Conditions, in this Final EIS 
includes this viewshed analysis with two visual simulations that demonstrate that the Project 
would have a /ow visual effect on the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark and the portion of 
the World War II Valor in the Pacific National Monument that is contained within Pearl Harbor's 
boundaries. 

Based on the National Park Service's comment, additional noise analysis was completed 
to determine the impacts of the Project on the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark acoustic 
environment. After consultation with the National Park Service regarding sampling locations, 
noise measurements and analyses were completed at three additional locations. Using FTA 
guidelines, no noise impacts were found (see Section 4.10.3 for figure identifying the noise 
measurement locations and results (Aloha Stadium to Kalihi), in the Final EIS). Vibration effects 
from the Project were determined using the detailed vibration assessment information and 
procedures contained in the FTA's Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006a). 
FTA reference data on ground transmission of vibration energy were used to estimate vibration 
levels. Based on this analysis, there is no long-term vibration impact to historic resources. 
Vibration impacts and mitigation are discussed in Section 4.18.5 of the Final EIS and in the 
Programmatic Agreement for the Project (Appendix H of the Final EIS). 
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Very trul yours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

. YOSHIOKA 

Mr. Jonathan B. Jarvis 
Page 3 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy 
of which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

AR00000891 



NATIONAL 
PA UK 

SEnVttE United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Pacific West Regicia 
111 f Jacksan Street, Suite 700 

Oaklawl, Califinufa 946074807 

107 kliPEY1t128.1t Itt 

A3615 (PWR-PA) 	 FEB 0 6 2009 
	, 

	

FED 204 

Wayne Y_ Yoshida 
Director; Department of Iransportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3' Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96g1.3 

Dear Mr. Yoshida: 

Thank you for your letter and Dia: Fovironmental Impact Statement (EIS) to KeViCW regarding 
the City and County of Honolultes Department of Transportation Services (DTS) proposed 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

The National Park Service (NPS) supports the concept of a transit system with a priinai y or 
alternate route that includes a station with convenient access to Valor in the Pacific National 
Monument (formerly known as the USS Arizona Memorial) but has some significant concerns 
and comments. Please see the enclosure for a complete list of NPS courune,nts. The National 
Park Service looks forward to working with the U. S. Department of Transportation on this 
important project If you have any questions please contact Frank Hays at 808-541-2693 
extension 723 or email him at Frank .,:llays@nps.gov . 

Sincerely, 

Jot admit 1 Jar is 
R g,ional D tor, Pacific West Region 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Vted Maley, Federal Transit Administration, Region DC 

Frank Hays, Pacific West Region, Honolulu 
Patty Nenbacher, Pacific West Region 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-338279R 

Mr. Jonathan B. Jarvis 
National Park Service, Pacific West Region 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Oakland, California 94607-4807 

Dear Mr. Jarvis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

NPS Comment 1 

Potential Project impacts to the CINCPACFLT Headquarters and Pearl Harbor National 
Historic Landmark and historic properties associated with it were evaluated and addressed in the 
Historic Effects Report: Honolulu Hiqh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (RTO 2009d). This 
report contains information, including mapping, detailing the methodology used to evaluate these 
resources. Although the Project team determined that there were no adverse effects to the NHL, 
the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) did not concur with these evaluations. FTA 
agreed to accept these adverse effect determinations. Final determinations of effect are 
documented in this Final EIS, Section 4.16. A figure illustrating the location of these resources 
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has been added to the Final EIS Section 4.16. Effects to the World War II Valor in the Pacific 
National Monument were also considered, although this resource type is not specifically 
provided for under Section 106. Please note that the USS Arizona Memorial and the USS 
Bowfin are not within the Area of Potential Effects for this project. Section 4.5 of the Final EIS 
identifies community resources and facilities within one-half mile of the Project. This figure has 
been revised in this Final EIS to include World War ll Valor in the Pacific National Monument. 

NPS Comment 2 

The discussion of construction effects on Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic 
Resources is included in Section 4.18.11, Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources, in 
this Final EIS, and includes discussion of mitigation measures, including sampling, monitoring, 
and where appropriate, preservation of such resources. The Programmatic Agreement 
(Appendix H of the Final EIS) identifies measures will be employed to mitigate potential impacts 
to archaeological resources and all work will follow applicable state laws. The effects to historic 
resources were re-evaluated after the publication of the Draft EIS. The effect determinations are 
presented in Section 4.16.3 of the Final EIS. Thirty-three historic resources will be adversely 
affected by the Project. Any potential construction impacts to historic properties will be mitigated 
using measures outlined in previous construction sections related to noise, vibration, air quality, 
and water quality. 

NPS Comment 3 

The National Park Service's support for an alternative that is in reasonable proximity to 
the National Monument (NM) is noted. The Preferred Alternative as presented in the Final EIS 
includes a station at Aloha Stadium. Visitors can walk or transfer to a bus to visit the NM. 

NPS Comment 4 

As indicated in Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS, the Arizona Memorial Station would have 
been constructed only for the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative. The City has identified the Airport 
Alternative as the preferred alternative. 

NPS Comment 5 

As indicated in Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS, each alternative would have had a different 
station location or combination of station locations in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium. The City has 
selected the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative. This alternative includes one station 
at Kamehameha Highway at Salt Lake Boulevard. 

NPS Comment 6 

There is no longer a station planned near the Arizona Memorial. The closest station will 
be almost a half-mile away at Aloha Stadium. Parking would be provided for commuters 
at Aloha Stadium Station, and therefore, it is not expected that commuters would park at 
the Arizona Memorial to use the Project. 
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NPS Comment 7 

Table 3-27 in this Final EIS presents information on lane closures during construction of 
the fixed guideway system. Under the Airport Alternative, one lane will be closed in the Koko 
Head-bound direction on Kamehameha Highway from Salt Lake Boulevard to Center Drive. 
Arizona Memorial Place is within this segment. This is expected to have temporary traffic 
impacts on Kamehameha Highway during construction. 

NPS Comment 7 

As discussed in Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of Construction-related Effects, in this Final EIS 
a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by the contractor prior to 
construction, and will describe road closures and delays. Maintaining traffic flow and access are 
the primary objectives of these plans. As stated in this Final EIS, "During final design... detailed 
Work Zone Traffic Control plans, including detour plans, would be formulated in cooperation with 
the City, HDOT, and other affected jurisdictions." Coordination with the Pearl Harbor Historic 
Sites will occur and access to the Memorial will be maintained throughout the construction 
period to minimize disruption. 

As stated in Section 8.7, Continuing Public Involvement through Construction, in this 
Final EIS, several public involvement strategies will be utilized to inform businesses and the 
general public (and, in this case, the NPS and Memorial staff) about construction activities, 
including roadway detours and temporary arrangements to accommodate construction activities. 
These strategies include: a public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform 
business owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns to 
inform people that businesses and other visitor destinations are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding construction activities 
and ongoing activities provided in print and on television and radio. 

NPS Comment 8 

Section 4.5 of the Final EIS identifies community resources and facilities within one-half 
mile of the Project. This figure has been revised in this Final EIS to include World War II Valor in 
the Pacific National Monument. 

NPS Comment 9 

The Project will not acquire land from the Pearl Harbor Sites and therefore, it is not listed 
in Section 4.5.3 as a community facility that will be affected by the Project. As indicated in 
Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS, the Arizona Memorial Station would have been constructed only for 
the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative. The City has selected the Airport Alternative as the preferred 
alternative. 

NPS Comment 10 

The preferred alternative for the project is the Airport Alternative only, which extends 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Arizona Memorial Station referred to would only be 
constructed if the combined Airport and Salt Lake Alternative were selected. The Airport 
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Alternative, the Salt Lake Alternative and the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative were carried forward 
in the Draft EIS, and none was identified as the preferred alternative at that time. The City has 
since identified the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative. This selection was based on 
consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council 
Resolution 80-261 identifying the Airport Alternative. Therefore, the Arizona Memorial Station 
will not be constructed, and no land acquisition would occur within the commercial bus parking 
lot of Aloha Stadium. 

NPS Comment 11 

Section 4.5, Community Services and Facilities of the Final EIS, including parklands and 
recreational facilities, has been revised to include the Pearl Harbor Historic Sites are adjacent to 
the Project and acknowledges the 1.5 million visitors a year. 

NPS Comment 12 

The reference to "Pearl Harbor (East Loch) in the discussion of the Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center Landscape Unit, has been deleted in this Final EIS. 

NPS Comment 13 

After consultation with NPS, two additional visual simulations were prepared and views 
from the NM were analyzed. The vie wshed analysis of the World War II Valor in the Pacific 
National Monument at Pearl Harbor has been prepared and added to Section 4.8 in this Final 
OS. The viewshed analysis in the Final EIS includes two additional viewpoints: visual 
simulation from the Arizona Memorial looking mauka and visual simulation from the World War II 
Valor in the Pacific National Monument Visitor Center parking lot looking mauka. The analysis 
showed that the Project would not affect the NHL's visual integrity and will hardly be visible on 
mauka views from the Harbor. The Project elements will be dominant visual elements along the 
mauka edge of the NHL Visitor Center parking lot." 

NPS Comment 14 

As stated in Section 4.10.1 of the Final EIS, noise measurements were taken at 46 noise 
sensitive location along the study corridor. Eight of the noise measurements were taken at sites 
near the Arizona Memorial and Pearl Harbor Naval Base in response to comments on the Draft 
EIS. 

Noise analysis was completed at the Arizona Memorial Remembrance Circle, parking lot, 
and boat dock. The results are included in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS and in the Noise 
Technical Report Addendum. There will be no noise impact at these locations as a result of the 
Project. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 
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NPS Comment 15 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Electric and Magnetic Fields Technical 
Report (RTD 2008h) indicates: "3.1 Field Survey of Potentially Affected Facilities Sensitive land 
uses that may be affected by changes to the Earth's geomagnetic field from operation of the 
Project could include research, manufacturing, medical, and possibly military facilities that use 
tools that depend on the stability of the Earth's field. These tools can include, but may not be 
limited to, electron microscopes, nuclear magnetic resonance spectrometers, and magnetic 
resonance imaging (MRI) equipment used for medical diagnostic purposes. 

Verification of land uses in the study area was necessary because the City and County of 
Honolulu (City) does not have a designated land use map in its General Plan. Therefore, the 
following steps were taken to establish existing conditions: 

1. Prior to conducting field verification, the following land uses were mapped 
according to readily available data: high-voltage power lines, medical and 
diagnostic facilities, institutional and research facilities, and military operations. 

2. The maintenance facility at the National Monument to which you refer to does not 
meet "the tools that depend on the stability of the Earth's field" methodology and 
will not be effected. 

NPS Comment 16 

In Section 4.8.3 of this Final EIS, the following design criteria will be implemented in Final 
Design as mitigation measures to minimize lighting effects: 

• The quality of the lighting design will greatly influence the appearance and 
attractiveness of stations and will play an important role in enabling the public's 
acceptance of the system and the stations. 

• Glare from transit station lights or reflective surfaces will be reduced to an 
absolute minimum such that it does not affect the vision of motorists. 

• Light spill will be prevented from the stations onto roadways and areas adjacent 
to stations and station sites. 

• Brightness and glare will be reduced to an absolute minimum by: 

o Locating light sources to avoid direct reflection or by selecting anti-
reflective finishes. 

o Minimizing or eliminating undesirable reflections in glazed and polished 
surfaces, glass, walls and other similar elements. 

o Minimizing or eliminating light spillage onto adjacent properties and 
eliminating night sky pollution. This will be done using full cut-off 
luminaries (fixture and lamp design) and low-reflective surfaces. 
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• Light sources in parking structures will not be visible from outside the structure, 
particularly those on the upper decks. 

NPS Comment 17 

The National Park Service has been added to the list of agencies and groups in 
Section 4.16.1, Background and Methodology, in this Final EIS that have participated as 
consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. 

NPS Comment 18 

The Airport Alternative has been identified as the preferred alternative, and therefore, the 
Arizona Memorial Station is no longer being considered. The environmental effects related to 
the Aloha Stadium Station are discussed in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, in this Final EIS. 
These two stations differ from the other project stations. Both are fairly remote from other 
developments and not likely to have any indirect transit-oriented development (TOD) effects. 
The primary land use near the Aloha Stadium is the Stadium and Pearl Harbor Navy facilities, 
neither of which is likely to be redeveloped before 2030. 

NPS Comment 19 

The cumulative impact analysis as presented in Section 4.19.3 of the Final EIS has been 
expanded since the Draft EIS and discusses the cumulative effects of the Project and describes 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the study corridor. The environmental 
effects related to the Aloha Stadium Station are discussed in this section as part of the overall 
Project analysis. 

NPS Comment 20 

FTA has accepted SHPD's recommendation that the Project will have an adverse effect 
to the Pearl Harbor NHL. In addition, there will be no direct use of land by the Project in U.S. 
Naval Base Pearl Harbor HNL, USS Arizona Memorial, and USS Bowfin National Historic 
Landmarks. Therefore, a de minimis approach is no longer applicable. 

NPS Comment 21 

The World War II Valor in the Pacific National Monument, identified as the United States 
Naval Base Pearl Harbor NHL, has been added to Table 5-2, Historic Resources Evaluated for 
Section 4(1) Use, in this Final EIS. 

NPS Comment 22 

Section 5.5.2, Historic Sites, in this Final EIS has been revised to identify that there will 
be no use of the Pacific Aviation Museum, USS Bowfin Submarine Museum and Park, Battleship 
Missouri Memorial, and USS Arizona Memorial. 
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Mr. Jonathan B. Jarvis 
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NPS Comment 23 

The National Monument has been added Section 5.5.2, Historic Sites, in this Final EIS. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDER 

NAVY FMGION HAWAII 
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PEARL HARtsOR ft G860-5101 

CERTIFIED mAIL No. 7003 1680 0000 7269 2083 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 	Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96B13 
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Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

We recently received a copy of your Historic Resources Technical 
Report for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We 
are concerned that the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) has conducted 
assessments of Navy properties and evaluated said properties for 
National. Register eligibility without Navy input. Accordingly, 
several of the eligibility determinations listed in the Transit 
Corridor report conflict with determinations upon which Navy 
previously received State Historic Preservation Office (SRPO) 
concurrence. These include both sites and structures on Navy owned 
property at the former Naval Air Station Barbers Point. we maintain 
that Navy's National Register for Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility 
determinations remain valid and that CCH may net revise these 
determinations on Navy's behalf. 

Navy consulted with the SHP() during development of the 1999 
Barbers Point Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and during the 2002 Ford Island Master Development 
(PIMD) Programmatic EIS. Through these processes, Navy received 
concurrence on all Barbers Point NRHP eligibility determinations as 
documented in these SISs. Surveys conducted during the 1990s 
including our 1997 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory 
Summary, cultural resource surveys leading up to the 1997 survey, and 
the Navy's 1999 Cultural Resources Management Plan formed the 
foundation for these consultations. 

A5 we recently conveyed 499 acres at Barbers Point pursuant to 
congressional mandate, we are especially interested in the following 
structures on the 499 acres: 

• Quonset huts 1144, 1149, 1150, 1152, 1153, 1562, and 1570 
• Facilities S. 77, 128, 471'.,, 477, and 484 

With respect to the Quonset huts, Navy determined these Quonset 
Huts as "not eligible' for listing on the NRHP. Navy operates under a 
nationwide Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PM0A) for World War 
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II Temporary Buildings. The Advisory Council for Historic 
Preservation (ACHE?) and the national Council of :Mate Historic 
Preservation Officers (NCEHP0) established conditions and stipulations 
under which the temporary building demolition program would be carried 
out for the Deoartment of Defense. The Navy, SHPO, ACHP, National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, Historic Hawaii Foundation, and the 
Oahu Council of Hawaiian Civic Clubs subsequently aigned a 2003 
Programmatic Agreement Regarcgng Navy Undertakings io Hawaii which 
recognizes the World War II Temporary Buildings PMOA and addresses 
treatment of these Quonset huts. Specifically, the parties to the 
2003 PA will be notified of any adverse action to be taken with 
respect to these structures, and the Navy agrees to engage in 
discussions to explore preservation options for these structures. 

Navy surveys determined facilities 5, 77, 128, 476, arid 477 as 
"not eligible" for NRHP listing. Navy also considers facility 484 as 
"not eligible" for NRHP listing because of its association with 
facility 128 (radio transmitter facility), Navy is unaware of any new 
information that has surfaced since we received S1{P0 concurrence on 
our site evaluations. Only Building 77, which was constructed in 
195a, has become 50 years old since our surveys were conducted. 
Despite its age, Building 77 was originally included in our 1997 
survey as part of the Cold War Building Inventory (Appendix 8.11 in 
Tuggle and Tomanari-Tuggle 1997 Part I) and was determined ineligible 
for listing on the NRHP. 

We request that you revise your report to reflect Navy's 
eligibility determinations for the above-listed structures. We plan 
to review your Uistoric Resources Technical Report in more detail with 
respect to all Navy property at the former NAS Barbers Point, and we 
look forward to receiving your reply related to the 499 acres. We 
also intend to send separate correspondence on the proposed corridor 
alternatives as they relate to Navy property and operations. Please 
contact Mr. John Muracka, (808) 413-4137 extension 239, if you require 
additional information related to historic resources. 

Sincerely, 

rx  7r/L-,22,1,1,72/. 
MUILENBuRG  

Captain, CSC, U.S. Navy 
Regional Engineer 
By direction of the 
Commander 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wswitionolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT11/08-288794R 

Muilenburg, Commander 
Department of the Navy, Navy Region Hawaii 
850 Ticonderoga Street, Suite 110 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-5101 

Dear Commander Muilenburg: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Navy's eligibility determinations remain valid. The properties in question, including 
the 499 acres at Barbers Point, are outside the boundaries of the Project covered in the Draft 
EIS, and the FTA makes no eligibility determinations for them. No eligibility determinations for 
the properties in question were submitted the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) for 
concurrence, and SHPD's concurrence letter does not discuss these properties. Section 106 
consultation letters are presented in Appendix G, Record of Public and Stakeholder 
Correspondence and Coordination, of this Final EIS. 

Section 106 consultation did not include eligibility determinations for the properties in 
question. Neither the eligibility determinations in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Historic Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008o) nor the Historic Effects Report 
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Very truly ours, 

PWAYNE . YO HIO 
Director 

Commander B.J. Muilenburg 
Page 2 

(April 2009) include the properties in question. These reports are available from the Department 
of Transportation Services and on the project website (www.honolulutransit, org). 

The FTA and CITS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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PEARL NARROR 141 28860-3162 

11011 
Ser N4/548  
1? Dec 08 

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

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

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

In a separate letter dated November 12, 2008, the Navy 
raised concerns that the Historic Resources Technical Report for 
the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor (HHCTC) Project 
evaluated Navy property for National Register eligibility without 
Navy input. This letter provides additional information in 
response to your letter dated August 18, 2008 requesting Navy's 
written comments on the project. 

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

As mandated by the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure 
legislation, Hickam Air Force Base and Naval Station Pearl Harbor 
will join to form Joint Base Pearl Harbor Hickam in 2010. As 
Navy is the lead service for the Joint Base, for planning 
purposes the issues discussed in the enclosure can be expected to 
apply to Hickam AFB and related housing areas. 
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Should you have any questions, please contact my Public 
Works Officer, CDR Lore Aguayo, at 471-2647 or email 
maria.aguayo@navy.mil  

Warm regards, 

R. W. KITCHENS 
Captain, U. S. Navy 
Commanding Officer 
Naval Station Pearl Harbor 

Enclosure: 
(1) U. S. Navy Initial Comments for the Honolulu High-Capacity 

Transit Corridor Project, dtd 24 NOV 08 

2 
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November 24, 2008 

U.S. NAVY INITIAL COMMENTS FOR THE HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY 
TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

I. Impacts to Security and Operations 

This issue was discussed in the security meeting of July 16, 2008 attended by:both U.S. 
Navy and DTS key players. The Navy cites potential security issues regarding,the 
Airport Alternative as it runs adjacent to Navy property. The location of the Pearl Harbor 
Station (#32) raises security concerns due to its proximity to the Iviakalapa Entry Control 
Point and other high occupancy or critical Navy facilities such as barracks, medical • 
facilities and administration buildings, The location, elevation and design of all stations 
should incorporate measures to protect Navy property and prevent increased visibility of 

. and access to Navy assets and bperations. The Navy is also concerned about potential 
increases in traffic along Kamehameha Highway at the Pearl Harbor Station and 
congestion around drop-off zones for this station. Security concerns along the Salt Lake 
Alternative are noted below under Item 3, Impacts to Navy Housing. 

2. Navy Real Property Encroachments 

- City use of Navy MO requires issuance of appropriate real estate documents prior to use 
of the property. Please provide information on all Navy lands required by the City for the 
transit project to this office for Navy review. A formal request must be submitted to 
Navy Region Hawaii for such use at least nine months in advance to enable the 
processing of the request. Based on the information provided thus far, impacts to Navy 
property were noted at the locations listed below. In addition, it is our understanding that 
the project may also encroach upon Navy property along other parts of the tra:nsit Mute 
outside of the Pearl Harbor main base area. 

Salt I,ake Alternative 
a. #20, near Lawehana. Street 
b. #21, near Radford Drive 
c. #22, near Peltier Avenue 

Airport Alternative 
a. Aloha Stadium Station 
b. Arizona Memorial Station 
c. Pearl Harbor Station 
d, Ohana Nui Area 

3. Impacts to Navy Housing 

 

Navy housing is currently managed and controlled by Ohana Military Conurtunities, 
LLC, Any necessary adjustments to property boundaries or real property encroachments 

Enclosure (1) 
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should be addressed through formal agreements between City and County and the Navy 
as discussed above. 

In addition, the Navy is concerned about possible visual impacts of an elevated track 
system, increases in ambient noise levels in adjacent housing areas, and traffic congestion 
generated by transit stations. In particular, the Navy is concerned about the location of 
the Ala Lilikoi Station, the potential increase in vehicular traffic on Camp Catlin Drive 
and the impacts to surrounding housing areas and pedestrian safety. Camp Catlin Drive 
traverses through throe residential areas. When fully developed, Camp Catlin will have 
318 homes, Doris Miller Park will have 214 homes and Halsey Terrace will have 477 
homes. Although Camp Catlin Drivels primarily a residential secondary street servicing 
local traffic needs, construction of a light rail station at the north end of Camp 
Catlin/Arizona Road will likely result in Camp Catlin Drive becoming a primary 
thoroughfare. 

Camp Catlin Drive is a federally-owned road that is an integral part of a security plah. 
negotiated between Ohana Military Communities, U,C and the Department of the Navy. 
Substantial increases in traffic on Camp Catlin Drive may adversely impact • 
implementation of the security plan and jeopardize the security of the housing residents. 
Camp Catlin Drive is also a major pedestrian route used by students in the housing area 
to walk to Aliamanu Elementary and Intennediate Schools. Current vehicular traffic is 
heavy enough towarrant the provision of a security guard to assist pedestrians across the 
street. The Navy requests that the City implement appropriate mitigation measures for 
affected streets and surrounding areas and consider accepting fee title to this roklwap 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-292736R 

R.W. Kitchens, Commanding Officer 
Department of the Navy 
Pearl Harbor Naval Station 
850 Ticonderoga Street, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-5102 

Dear Commander Kitchens: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft ES. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Security and Operations 

DTS is coordinating with the Navy regarding base security concerns. Section 2.5.4 of 
the Final EIS provides an overview of Safety and Security features of the Project. Specific 
security concerns have been addressed with the Navy through inter-govemmental 
coordination. Project threat assessment staff have met with Navy staff to evaluate issues of 
concern and provide appropriate security mitigation through project design. 

As mentioned in Final EIS section 3.4.3, traffic volumes along major roadways will 
decrease with the Project, compared to the No Build alternative. For example, the traffic model 
found decreases in traffic of 11 percent at the Kalauao screenline and the Salt Lake screenline, 
in the Koko Head direction. At the Pearl Harbor Naval Base Station, increased activity could 
occur due to transfers between buses and trains, passengers being dropped off or picked up, 
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and pedestrians crossing the street to reach the station or nearby destinations such as the Navy 
Base. The traffic analysis found no significant effect from the Project at this location. 

2. Navy Real Property 

DTS continues to coordinate with the Navy regarding project right-of-way requirements 
and its impacts. The Navy has been provided a map of areas required for the Project. 
Coordination with the Navy for use of Navy lands is ongoing. Current information regarding 
station design and right-of-way needs was presented to the Navy on dune 12, 2009. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry more passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built environment. During 
the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported The Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and 
agency coordination. The Final BS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

3. Impacts to Navy Housing 

DTS has coordinated with the Navy regarding project right-of-way requirements. As 
shown in Figure 4-25 of the Final EIS, the Project will be visible to some residential areas. 
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In response to concerns expressed by the Department of the Navy, the Final EIS, 
Section 4.10.3, contains additional noise analysis of Navy housing areas. As shown on 
Figure 4-55, the noise monitoring was conducted at Betio Place, Makalapa Guest House, 
Makalapa Drive, Community Center, and MWR Youth Field for the Final EIS. Moderate noise 
impacts were predicted to occur at Makalapa Guest House and Be/to Place; however, wheel 
skirts on transit vehicles will be included as noise mitigation in project design. As a result, with 
mitigation, the Project will cause no noise impacts in this area. 

With the selection of the Airport Alternative, there would not be an Ala Lilikoi Station; 
therefore, substantial traffic effects on Camp Catlin Drive are not expected. 

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

Very tru yours, 

WAYNE Y. Y 
Director 

Enclosure 
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CERTXFXED MAIL NO. 7007 3020 0002 3044 3834 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Service 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'4  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project. These comments supplement initial comments 
provided in our December 17 2008 letter. 

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

In addition to concerns raised in our December 17 °' letter, Navy 
requires a complete understanding of Navy and Air Force properties 
needed for the corridor alignment. Although the DEIS discusses 
reduction of Navy road widths and land acquisition at Nimitz Field, 
Richardson Field, Navy-Marine Corps Golf Course, and Makalapa Branch 
Medical Clinic, we have not been provided a detailed listing of the 
full scope of Navy and Air Force properties along the entire corridor 
alignment. Request the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) provide Navy 
a letter listing all Navy and Air Force properties required, including 
detailed drawings and property lines, for all alternatives considered, 
This will allow Navy to fully understand the scope and breadth of 
impacts and to provide guidance related to those properties. 

Associated general concerns and specific DEIS comments, along with 
a site location map of Halawa Landing, are provided as enclosures (1) 
and (2) to this letter. As a result of the many issues associated 
with the transit corridor proposal and potential impacts to Navy and 
Air Force properties, Navy has assembled a team of subject matter 
experts to address areas such as real estate, security, family 
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R. W. KITCHENS 

11011 
Ser N00/028 
0 5 FEB 2009 

housing, utilities, fuels, hazardous waste and cultural resources. 
This will assist in the coordination required between Navy and the 
City in our role as a Cooperating Agency. 

We look forward to continued dialogue throughout this process. 
Should you have any questions, please contact my Public Works Officer, 
CDR Lore Aguayo, at (808) 471-2647 or e-mail maria.aguayoftavy.mil . 

Enclosures (2) 

Copy to: 
COMNAVREG HI (N3, N4, N9) 
FISC PH (Code 700) 
HICKAM AFE (15 CESYCEV - R. Lanier) 
NAVFAC HI (1RE1, EV, °PHAN, OPRAM1GW, PRP) 
PACFLT (NO10E) 
PHNSY&IMF (Code 900 - D. Webber) 
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U.S. NAVY ADDITIONAL COMmENTS ON THE HONOLULU HIGH-CAWITY TRANSIT 
CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAPT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (bElS) 

(These comments supplement Navy comments of December 17°  2008) 

General Comments / Concerns:  

1) Navy and Air Force lancia.g_gution. Appendix B of the DEIS 
reflects a number of Navy-owned lands in the Pearl Harbor area 
that are identified as being required for the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project. A determination must be made 
by the Navy as to whether those identified lands can be made 
available for City and County (CCH) use from a security, 
operational and legal standpoint. This will require that CCH 
submit an official letter identiEying each parcel (Navy and Air 
Force) and requesting Navy's comments on the acquisition of those 
parcels for the Corridor Project. If ptoperty can be made 
available, fee conveyance to CC R would likely be in the beat 
interests of the Navy for liability and administrative reasons. 
Certain properties may not be available as they have security or 
operational issues or are encumbered under existing long term 
agreements to other parties. As noted in our December 17 th  
letter, the process Eor land acquisition from the Navy requires 
at least nine months. 

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

2) Impacts to Navy utilities. Identification and any necessary 
relocation of Navy utilities including high-voltage power lines 
and underground utility lines will require extremely close 
coordination with the Navy. We are particularly concerned about 
water, sewage, and high-voltage electrical lines. No Navy sewer 
lines run along either alignment (Salt Lake and Airport routes), 
but several lines run perpendicular to these route, including a 
major 184 line from Camp Smith that crosses Salt Lake Boulevard 
in the auxiliary Stadium (triangle) Parking area The aiiport 
alignment contains several sewer crossings, including one area 
where an 18" sewer parallels Kamehameha Hwy near the Federal Fire 
Department area. Water lines run along both salt Lake Boulevard 
and along (amehamena Highway near the Post Office. High voltage 
lines run parallel to Moanalua Terrace. Of note, abandoned Navy 
fuel lines exist along the proposed corridor route. Navy cannot 
guarantee lines are completely empty because of potential water 
intrusion into these lines over time. Navy will not be 
responsible for any potential releases from these lines during 
the course of construction. 

3) Impacts to Navy roadways and traffic patterns adjacent to Navy 
property. Wear-and-tear on Navy roadways from increased traffic 
to-and-from transit corridor stations and park-and-ride 

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

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

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

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

7) Security concerns including proximity to Pearl Harbor Naval  
Station fenceline and housinot/ parking impacts. The Draft Els 
does not specify the transit corridor height and lateral distance 
from the Pearl Harbor Naval Station fenceline for the Airport and 
Airport/Salt Lake build alternatives. Further, unauthorized 
parking and increased vehicular and foot traffic will likely 
increase around transit corridor stations for the various build 
alternatives, including the Aloha Stadium Station and Park and 
Ride, the Arizona Station, the Pearl Harbor Station, and the Ala 
Liliko'i Station. We request further mitigation discussions with 
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the City to discuss: (1) appropriate platform height and stand-
off distances from the Pearl Harbor Naval Station fenceline to 
ensure adequate Station security; and (2) CCH plans for security 
and prevention of unauthorized parking in Navy family housing 
areas and areas adjacent to Pearl Harbor Naval Station, including 
HaIawa landing (Arizona Memorial and museums, Richardson Center 
Complex, Rainbow Bay Marina, Dry Boat storage, and Oahu 
Concepts). 

8) Integration of public transportation  with transiu corridor 
stations. The Draft EIS does not elaborate on the integration of 
other public transportation systems with the transit corridor. 
Depending on the time of day, the corridor will run every three, 
six, or ten minutes. Navy is specifically interested in how 
other forms of public transportation will integrate with the 
transit corridor schedules and ultimately transport riders to and 
from their originating or final destinations, including: (1) Navy 
and Air Force employment concentration areas (e.g., Pearl Harbor 
Naval Shipyard); (2) Navy and Air Force housing areas; and (3) 
Military shopping areas. Further, Navy is interested in 
discussion of impacts resulting from changes to the public 
transportation system as it integrates with the transit corridor. 

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

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

11) Impacts to Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Properties. 
Any specific undertakings affecting Navy eligible historic 
properties require consultation with the Navy. Specific 
requirements are provided below. 
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psecific Comments: 

1) Section 4.5 Neighborhoods:  4.5.3, p. 4-45, Aliamanu-Salt Lake 
description states, "Except for certain areas, Navy allows the 
general public to drive through these areas, and many motorists 
travel to and from Kamehameha Highway and the H-1 Freeway." This 
statement is misleading as these roadways and the roadways 
through the Navy housing areas near the airport are not 
specifically intended as main roadways for the general public. 
Navy currently retains the ability to close these Navy roads 
under certain security postures. Navy is concerned about 
increased roadway maintenance related to implementation oE any of 
the proposed alternatives in the DEIS. Navy would like to 
further discuss with CCR appropriate mitigation measures for 
direct and indirect effects to certain Navy roadways resulting 
from implementation of any of the build alternatives. 

2) Section 4.11 Hazardous Waste and Materials: 

a) 4.11.1, 2d paragraph. Requires slight revision. Hazardous 
Waste (HW) is primarily regulated by Department of Health (DOH) 
Solid and Hazardous Waste (SRW) Branch, Hawaii Administrative 
Rules (HAR) 11-260 series. The HEER Hazard Evaluation & 
Emergency Response (HEER) group is a mirror of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation & Liability 
Act (CERCLA) and is responsible for release response of RS 
Hazardous Substance (HS)/petroleum and cleanup of sites 
associated with past releases of HS/petroleum. There is a 
distinction of HW regulation under Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (HCRA), which is the responsibility of the sHw 
Branch and not the SEER group. 

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

c) 4.11.2, Military Uses, 1st bullet. Requires clarification. 
Navy still retains portions of property at the former Naval 
Air Station Barbers Point WAS BP). The Navy retained portion 
of the NAS BP is under Navy jurisdiction and not Hawaii 
Community Development Authority (HCDA) jurisdiction as noted 
in the DEIS. 

d) 4.11,2, Military Uses, 2 bullet. Refer to the NFL 
designation comment, Pearl Harbor Naval Station, The NPL is 
also identified as the former Navy Drum site and active Navy 
base. The former Ewa Drum facility is not a Navy base and has 
been closed under the State Contingency Plan (SCP). DOR 
provided Navy a concurrence letter on the closure of the 
former Ewa Drum facility. The Installation Restoration (IR) 
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site of the former Ewa Drum facility is referred to as "Fleet 
Industrial & Supply Center (FISC) 27 Ewa Junction Motor 
Gasoline (MOGAS) Spill." 

e) 4,11.2, Military Uses, Ranked "i" bullet, Refer to the NPL 
designation comment, Pearl Harbor Naval Station. Please 
provide rationale for including this information, as the 
proposed transit corridor is outside of the borders of the 
Pearl Harbor Naval Complex. The road systems within the 
transit corridors are controlled by the State of Hawaii and 
CCH. 

f) 4.11.2, Military Uses, page 4-112, last paragraph, last 
sentence. The draft EIS needs to clearly state the former Ewa 
Drum site has been closed under the SCP. 

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

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

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

iii) Near the area of the golf course: Northern alignment 
of the Airport Viaduct route is near several former IR 
sites (mainly transformer sites) and a current IR site: UST 
NS - 29. UST N529 is at the corner of Building A-19. 

3) Section 4.15 Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources: 
Any identification of or undertakings affecting a Navy eligible 
historic facility requires consultation with the Navy. Specific 
requirements include: 

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

b) The Navy as a Federal Agency retains authority for the 
identification of eligible historic properties on Navy land. 
As such, CC R should consult with Navy during identification of 
potentially eligible Navy historic properties along and 
adjacent to the proposed transit corridor. 

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

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (803) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honotulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299171R 

R.W. Kitchens, Commanding Officer 
Department of the Navy 
Pearl Harbor Naval Station 
850 Ticonderoga Street, Suite 100 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-5102 

Dear Commander Kitchens: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Cover Letter 

The Navy has been provided a map of areas required for the Project. Property 
for the Pearl Harbor Station will be needed in the vicinity of the Little Makalapa Housing 
Area, and a small portion of Hickam Air Force Base property will be needed in the vicinity 
of Nimitz Field for the guideway. DTS has coordinated with the Navy throughout the 
development of the Project. 

General Comments/Concerns: 

1) Navy and Air Force land: As described above, the Navy has been provided a 
map of areas required for the Project. Coordination with the Navy for use of Navy lands 
is ongoing. The most recent information regarding station design and right-of-way needs 
was presented to the Navy on June 12, 2009. 
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2) Navy utilities: As presented in Section 4.18.2 of this Final EIS, "Design criteria 
will govern all new utility construction outside of buildings, as well as the support 
maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities encountered or affected by project 
construction." In addition, coordination will occur with property owners on factors 
including, but not limited to, underground utility service connections, access or driveway 
reconstruction, utility disruption, water service, grounding work, demolition, landscape 
protection, landscape restoration, fencing, mail delivery, and garbage collection. This will 
include notifying and working with the Navy regarding non-State roadways and roadway 
rights-of-way on Navy properly. 

3) Navy roadways and traffic patterns adjacent to Navy property: There will be 
no substantial additional wear and tear on Navy roadways as a result of commuter traffic 
to fixed guideway stations or park-and-ride lots. Any wear and tear resulting from 
construction will be repaired by the contractor upon completion of construction. 

As shown in Table 5-40 in Addendum 02 to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Transportation Technical Report (D TS 20091), the analysis of the effect 
of the park-and-ride trips to the Aloha Stadium Station was conducted at nine 
intersections adjacent to the proposed station. The access to and from Ford Island to 
the proposed park-and-ride station would be via the intersections of Kamehameha 
Highway at Salt Lake Boulevard (makai bound) and Kamehameha Highway at Ford 
Island Boulevard at Admiral Clarey Bridge/Salt Lake Boulevard (mauka bound). The 
analysis indicated that neither of these two intersections near the Aloha Stadium Station 
park-and-ride will experience an increase in delay compared to No Build Alternative. 

4) Noise impacts to Navy housing areas: Additional noise measurement sites 
have been added between Aloha Stadium and Hickam Air Force base based on Navy 
concerns. The Project noise levels in this area have been added to Section 4.10 of the 
Final EIS. As discussed in this section, the noise monitoring was conducted at Betio 
Place, Makalapa Guest House, Maka/apa Drive, Community Center, and MWR Youth 
Field for the Final EIS. Moderate noise impacts will occur at Makalapa Guest House and 
Bello Place. However, the Project will include an integrated parapet wall at the edge of 
the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of rail. The parapet wall with 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the 
parapet wall at locations above the elevation of the track. As a result, the Project will 
cause no noise impacts in this area. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be 
remeasured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

5) Construction impacts: As the Project proceeds to construction in the vicinity of 
Navy and Air Force facilities, the DTS will coordinate construction timing. The selected 
construction contractor will be required to keep the Navy and other neighbors informed of 
upcoming activities. 

6) Impacts to Navy permits: As detailed in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS, the fixed 
guideway will not generate water pollution nor will it add to impervious surface. In the 
vicinity of Pearl Harbor, it will run above a currently paved area. DTS will continue to 
work with the Navy so that the Project will not impair Navy permit conditions. 
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7) Security concerns including proximity to Pearl Harbor Naval Station fenceline  
and housing/parking impacts: DTS is coordinating with the Navy regarding base security 
concerns. Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS provides an overview of Safety and Security 
features of the Project. Specific security concerns have been addressed with the Navy 
through inter-governmental coordination beginning with the April 17, 2009 meeting. 
Appendix B, Preliminary Alignment Plans and Profiles, of this Final EIS includes the 
location and height of the system and stations. 

The park-and-ride lot at Aloha Stadium will be located closer to a station than any 
of the listed areas above; therefore, users are likely to use the authorized parking at that 
location. Nonetheless, DTS has committed in the Final EIS to work with local property 
owners around stations to develop measures to limit the effects of potential spillover 
parking. As stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to mitigating the 
effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will conduct 
surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking demand near stations and implement 
one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies include, but are not limited to, 
parking restrictions, parking regulations, permit parking, and/or shared parking 
arrangements. The specific mitigation strategies and the schedule for implementation 
will be determined as stations are opened. Parking surveys will be conducted prior to 
starting construction of a station, and again within six months after opening of the station. 

Increased pedestrian traffic near Aloha Stadium station will primarily consist of 
residents accessing nearby residential communities and people walking to/from the 
stadium during events. In addition, some Arizona Memorial visitors will likely walk from 
the Aloha Stadium station along Kamehameha Highway (about a 10-minute walk) to 
reach the memorial. The primary users of the Pearl Harbor Navy Base station will be 
Base workers and some nearby residents or visitors. After getting off at the station, most 
pedestrians will walk directly to the Base. 

8) Integration of public transportation with transit corridor stations: Chapter 3 in 
the Final EIS states: "The bus network will also be restructured to provide access from 
surrounding communities to the fixed guideway with more frequent bus service. Bus 
routes serving guideway stations will typically be shorter and will operate in less 
congested residential communities. These operations will help maintain service reliability 
compared to operations of longer-distance routes." 

The restructured bus network serving the stations includes connections to the 
major employment centers on Oahu, including Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Hickam Air 
Force Base. These locations are currently served by TheBus routes and are frequently 
delayed due to traffic conditions outside of the military facilities. With the Project, these 
two employment areas will be served with all-day shuttles connected to the guideway. 
The Pearl Harbor shuttle (Route 312)/s planned to provide 8-minute service in the peak 
hour with 30-minute mid-day frequency directly serving Pearl Harbor from the Aloha 
Stadium Station and Transit Center. The Hickam Air Force Base shuttle (Route 313) 
is planned to provide 15-minute service in the peak hour with 30-minute mid-day service. 
Future transit routes and frequencies are shown in a table and series of maps in 
Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, of the Final EIS. 
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Other planned service improvements include: 

1. Reconfigured Route 314 will provide service to the entire island. 

2. Reconfigured Route 312 will operate via Aloha Stadium Station to 
EB Kamehameha, right on Arizona to serve Pearl Harbor via 
Halawa Gate. The route will continue left on Neches, right on 
North Road, left on Kuahua, right on Jarvis, right on Northampton 
to Simms, right on Vincennes serving the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center. The route will continue along its current alignment 
and would enter/exit Pearl Harbor via Halawa Gate. 

3. The Fleet and Industrial Supply Center will be served as described 
above. 

4. Kuahua Avenue will be served as described above. 

5. Although South Avenue will not be directly served under this plan, 
many of the buildings along South Avenue are served by Route 
312 operating along Central Avenue. 

6. New Route 315 will provide peak period weekday service to the 
office buildings in Makalapa Crater. The route will operate via 
Aloha Stadium to EB Kamehameha, left on Halawa Drive to 
Luapele Drive with a turnaround. Route 315 is approximately 1.35 
miles roundtrip from Aloha Stadium Station and will offer 4:00 a.m. 
and 4:00 p.m. peak period trips. 

Shuttle service frequencies will be adjusted based upon passenger demand 
experience as the guideway is developed. Guideway connections for military residential 
and shopping areas have been designed based upon the same travel demand and 
access information as other areas on Oahu. 

All of the transit centers (Aloha Stadium, Pearl Highlands, West Loch, and 
University of Hawaii at West Oahu) serving the guideway are being planned with space 
for bus shuttles not operated by the City, including the military's bus service, to pick up 
and drop off passengers. 

The Final EIS includes information about changes to the public transit system to 
accommodate the fixed guideway operations in Appendix D. 

9) Hazardous waste and materials and Installation Restoration (IR) sites: The 
Project will not affect the golf course site. No Navy property between Elliot Street and 
Moanalua Stream will be affected. This is shown in Appendix C, Preliminary Right-of-
Way Plans, of the Final EIS. The individual issues in this comment are addressed to the 
"Specific Comments" section below. No impact to Navy hazardous materials/waste 
facilities are anticipated. 
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10) Navy fuel distribution system: DTS is coordinating with the Navy to ensure 
that the Navy fuel distribution system will not be affected by the Project. 

11) Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Properties: DTS has consulted with 
the Navy on the Programmatic Agreement for the Project. 

Specific Comments: 

1) Section 4.5 Neighborhoods: The section discussing Aliamanu-Salt Lake 
Boulevard has been removed from the Final EIS. The selection of the Airport Alternative 
as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA 
regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). As stated previously, DTS does not anticipate substantial 
increased traffic by persons not affiliated with the Navy on Navy streets as a result of the 
Project. 

2) Section 4.11 Hazardous Waste and Materials 

a) In response to your comment, the second paragraph of Section 4.11.1 
of the Draft EIS has been modified in Section 4.12.1 of this Final EIS to read 
"Hazardous waste in the City is primarily regulated by the Solid and Hazardous 
Waste Branch of the HDOH. The Solid and Hazardous Waste Branch is 
responsible for overseeing the Office of Solid Waste Management, the 
Underground Storage Tank Program, and the Hazardous Waste Program. The 
HDOH Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response is responsible for 
implementing the Hawaii Environmental Response Law (HRS 128D), the State 
Contingency Plan (HAR 11-451), and the Hawaii Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act (HRS 128E)." 

b) In response to your comment, the name of the National Priority List site 
has been changed to read Pearl Harbor Naval Complex in Section 4.12.2 of 
this Final EIS. 

c) In response to your comment, the bullet has been changed in Section 
4.12.2 of the Final EIS to read "Former Naval Air Station Barbers Point—portions 
of which are still under the jurisdiction of the Navy, while other portions are now 
under the Hawaii Community Development Agency's jurisdiction." 

d) In response to your comment, the bullet has been changed to read 
"Pearl Harbor Naval Complex—an active Navy base on the National Priority List 
(Superfuno); the complex formerly included in the Navy Drum site." Because this 
site has a history of being referred to as the "Navy Drum" site, we will continue to 
use this term instead of the official IR name. The closure of the site is discussed 
in Section 4.12.2 of the Final EIS. 

e) The Pearl Harbor Naval Station was given a "1" rank not because of its 
current use and condition but based on past petroleum and chemical releases. 
We understand that many of those releases have been appropriately addressed. 
The 1 ranking indicates further assessment is warranted prior to construction of 
the Project. 
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t) In response to your comment, the last sentence has been modified to 
read "The U.S. Department of Health & Human Services and Hawaii DOH 
reviewed the study, concur with the findings, and consider the case closed." 

g) The interior passenger area of the transit vehicles will use fluorescent 
light bulbs. Fluorescent light bulbs would also likely be used in station areas 
and other Project areas. 

h i - iii) The information provided is noted. This has been reviewed during 
planning and design efforts to address potential contaminated soil and 
groundwater in these areas. 

3) Section 4.15 Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources 

a) The Navy has been included as a Section 106 consulting party. All 
Section 106 documentation has been transmitted to the Navy for review and 
comment. The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Effects 
Report  (DTS 2009d) was provided to the Navy on April 17, 2009. 

b-c) The Navy was consulted in the effects determination for historic 
properties. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSH OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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cHmuks 
HELEN GILLMOR. 

CHs DRIED S TAT ES DISTRICT JUDGE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
myrizicr OF HAWAII 

VC) ALA MOANA BOULEVARD. CAW 
HONOLULU. HAWAR g6850-0400 

TELE_PHOIVE 

MB) 54/-3502 
EACSTMILL 

Ma) 540574 

November 18, 2000 

mr. Leslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street 
Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 9410S-1_839 

Olt  
Ch 

Re: Honolulu Rail Transit System (HonoluLu High - 
Capacity Transit Corridor project, 2008/PIM-l); 
5ecuriv Risk for Federal Court Building  

Dear Mr. Rogers: 

The undersigned Judges, being all of the Unit,s:d States 
Judges of the District of Hawaii, write to strongly voice our 
opposition to the proposed route of the HonoLulu Rail TI:ausit 
System on Halekauwila Street immediately adjacent to the Federal 
Court Building_ The proposed Halekauwila Street route, or any 
route similarly close to the Pederal Courthouse, raises 
unacceptable severe security concerns - exposing our Cmirthouse 
to potential terrorists' gunfire and/or bombing such as occurred 
in Oklahoma City and within trains in Madrid, or to a lone 
attack by an individual holding a grudge against a particular 
Judge. We understand that you have reviewed the initial draft 
nvironmental Tmpact Statement submitted by the City and County 

of Honolulu. We believe there are suitable alternative routes 
other than Halekauwila Street. 

On October 16 °' of this year we met with the Chief of the 
Rapid Transit Division of the Dept. of Transportation Services of 
the City and County of Honolulu, Mr. Kenneth Torn Hamayasu, to 
express our concern of the high security risk to which the Federal 
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Courthouse would be exposed should the rail transit system run on 
Halekauwila Street. Ife informed us that he did not feel there are 
any viable alternatives to Halekauwila Street and that any change 
would be highly unlikely and would require Honolulu City Council 
approval." We disagree that there are no reasonable alternatives_ 

We believe that Queen Street, King Street, Beretania 
Street, and possibly other streets could be utilized instead. We 
recognise, as does Mr. Hamayasu, that any route (including 
Halekauwila Street) presents problems. 

We understand from our discussion with Mr. Hamayasu that 
the guideway structure will be 45 feet above street level and will 
pass within a mere 45 feet of the Federal Courthouse 
building. Cur Court building is 4 stories high, so the guideway 
structure will be at the same level as the windows ot three 
Judges' chambers. The guideway structure will be 25 feet wide, 
providing 2 sets of tracks for trains proceeding in either 
direction. There will be approximately 50 trains, with a train 
passing by our Courthouse during rush hours every 3 minutes in 
each direction. As noted in the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Halekauwila Street is an unusually narrow street. 
morever e  currently there is no public transport system along this 
street. 

Subsequent to our meeting with Mr. Hamayasu e  we met with 
the City's security committee_ The security committee presented 
us with its seCurity analysis entitled "Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project Potential Threats to Federal Court Building from Transit 
Viaduct", a copy of which is enclosed L The City's security 
committee acknowledged that this security analysis was prepared 
only after our earlier meeting with Mr. Hamayasu, arid that 
previously no consideration had been given to the Federal 
Courthouse's unique security concerns. It was also noted that 
neither the U.S. Marshal nor any other federal court security 
representative was previously consulted or even contacted 
regarding a proposed transit line running along fralekauwila Street 
adjacent to the Federal Courthouse. The City's security committee 
also acknowledged that none of the security specialiSts who 
participated in preparing its analysis was familiar with security 
standards for Federal Courthouses. 

" You may be aware that the City Council is considering 
initially re-routing the rail transit system to run by the 
Honolulu Airport rather than the Salt Lake community. 
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The City's security analysis concludes that "the 
possibility of an assault from the viaduct to the Courthouse is 
deemed to be most improbable for many reasons"; yet the analysis 
fails to effectively address our concerns. As an example, our 
primary concern is detonation of explosives placed inside a train 
triggered by a cell phone, operated by terrorists from a f.ar 
distance (similar to what occurred in the Madrid attacks). This 
could be accomplished in a number of ways; such as several people 
carrying sufficient explosives boarding a train several stops 
before the Federal Courthouse and exiting one or two stops before 
the Courthouse after leaving the explosives on board, or simply by 
several suicide bombers. Further, the security enhancements 
suggested by the City's analysis would afford little, if any, 
protection from a major bomb blast within a passing train. 

After the Oklahoma City bombing and the terrorists 
attacks of September 11, certain security issues affecting the 
Federal Courthouse were recognized, and concrete berms and 
planters were placed along Halekauwila Street to impede trucks 
with bombs from destroying our court building as happened in 
Oklahoma City and Lebanon. A cable secured fence was constructed 
around the lawn area on the northwest side of the Courthouse, and 
security patrols were implemented_ 

We are still at war with terrorists who want to destroy 
us - and will be for years to come. Federal buildings have been 
prime targets. 

Now the proposed rail transit system on Halekauwila 
Street would expose the Federal Courthouse to a much greater risk, 
similar to the train bombings which occurred in Madrid. We urge 
that you consider this security risk thoroughly, and we request 
that you require the transit system to utilize a street other than 
Halekauwila Street. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any 
questions concerning the above. 

Very ruly y  u • .!tia 
en Gillmo 

qudge Susan Oki Moliway 
1.1 	*) V-avle%/ 	

• 1,-1, 

3 
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Judge Samuel P. (lug 

Judge Alan 	Kay 

Magist.ratR,f si-ge Barry M. Kurren 

4 .L111- ' 
----- 

Judg  J. Michael Seabright 

tek 
Magistrate Judge Lesl'e E. Kobayashi 

eeL 
4- -„ - . . . - .. . . . ,...,...... . . . ... • 	. 

Magis rate judge Kevin C. Chang 

Judge David A. Ezra has vecused 
himself from consideration of this 
is 

4 
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Very truly yours, 

)7

--  
Mark M. Hanohano 
U.S, Marshal for the 
District of Hawaii 

As the U.S. Marshal for the District of Hawaii, 	concur 
with the above assessment of the Judges of this District that the 
proposed route of the Honolulu Rail Transit System on Ralekauwila 
Street presents a severe security risk to the Federal Court 
building, and I join in opposing this route. 

Dated; Mtro44,A0  /g 	, 2008. 

cc 
	

Kenneth Toru Kayamayu, P.E. 
Chief, Rapid Transit Division 
Department of Transportation Srvices 
City and County of Honolulu 

M. Sherry Little 
Deputy Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 

5 
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HONOLULU RAH_ TRANSIT PROJECT 

Potential Threats to Federal Court Building from Transit Viaduct 

The construction of a transit viaduct in close proximity to the court house has been 
evaluated by security specialists for potential security vulnerabilities. As a result of this 
evaluation, the possibility of an assault from the viaduct to the court house is deemed to 
be most improbable for many reasons, including: lack of access to viaduct, easy detection 
of trespassers, lack of sufficient time to plan an attack, lack of time to carry out an attack, 
lack of a plausible escape route by a perpetrator, challenge of coordination between train 
schedules and target availability, and alternatives for accomplishing such an assault 
which would have significantly less tisk of failure. 

The evaluation team included a PB Force Protection Specialist with extensive DOD 
experience, a PB Senior Security Specialist who was a former DI-4/fSA executive for 
Mass Transit and a PB Senior Safety and Security Specialist who was the former 
DOT/PTA Director of Safety and Security. All of these specialists have conducted 
numerous vulnerability assessrcients for transit systems, and maintain high security 
clearances and liaisons with their prior agencies for current threats, threat trends and 
security best practices. 

Parc of the evaluation process was examining similar systems the team is familiar with: 
the Miami Dade People Mover,. Detroit People Mover and Seattle Monorail all travel 
within close proximity of buildings and in some cases within 50 feet. The Detroit People 
Mover is adjacent to the federal court house. There have never been any threats or 
incidents from the People Movcr. 

The evaluation team contacted the intelligence community regarding this possible threat. 
Factors considered that would, dissuade this type of an assault are: lack the ability of "dry 
runs", challenged by timing of the target versus train schedules, possibility of being 
detected (during planning and execution of the attack) and the lack of a good escape 
method. The team, also checked fur new or existing current threats that would affect this 

— situation; none were identified. 

Significant challenges for auyone attempting an assault front the viaduct include An 

intrusion detection system protecting entrances to the track area, complemented with 
CCIVs specifically pointed from platform ends to track area. Trespassers will he 
detected and a response generated, making it very difficult for a sniper to carry out 
surveillance or an attack successfully. 

Security standards for federal buildings are pnblished by the US General Services 
Administration. After 9/11, the standards were categorized listed as sensitive security 
information (SSE) and are no longer available without a specific need to know_ The US 
Protective Services and the US Marshals have access to this information. Judges need to 
confer with them fbr any guidance in this matter, 

November 10, 2008 
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HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

A requirement in the System Safety Management Plan (SSMP) is the development of a 
Security Plan fbr the construction phase of the project. The construction contractor will 
be required to develop the plan and address security issues such as this one. There are a 
variety of measures that can be implemented, including security fencing to restrict access 
to the guideway, lighting to aid in detection, intrusion detection systems, and security 
patrols. 

Though the evaluation team found this threat to be most improbable, the following 
security enhancements for the courthouse can be taken: 

8  Obscure the direct line of view from the viaduct. Installing a screening wall 
along the viaduct in the areas of access where there is a direct line of view to 
the courthouse will reduce opportunities for surveillance of the building and 
access to areas where a direct fire event could be launched. 

• 'Window glass film/frame anehoritia. Attaching a clear or tinted composite 
film over the window's glass to resist a direct fire or blast overpressure.; also, it 
keeps the glass panel together as a single unit, thus reducing flying glass shards 
(Kobar Towers). However, window frames require anchoring to the building 
structure and a horizontal cateh bar should be installed on the inside of the 
window to 'catch' the glass panel if the frame fails, thus, preventing the glass 
panel from becoming a missile hazard. 

• Relocate the Jud_ges_giainbers. Relocating the judges' chambers to an area of 
the building that has limited or no direct line of view and limited entry, multi-
level access controls. Remove any public, external, or internal identification, 
signs, boards, menu's, entrances, etc that list directions or locations to 
Chambers- 

• TintChamber windows. Prevent the public from seeing into the Chambers to 
determine if they arc occupied by applying a reflective film over the windows. 
This may also provide environmental conditioning savings to the building and 
prevent ultra-violet damage to office property. 

November 10, 2008 	 2 

AR00000936 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet, www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y, YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288564R 

The Honorable Helen Gillmor, Chief Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, C-400 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Gillmor: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) 
related to the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety 
and Security Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on 
October 16 and November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue 
to work with GSA staff on security concerns. The Project has been working with property 
management staff from the GSA. We will commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in 
addition to other security measures as discussed directly with the GSA to safeguard the 
Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security plan is being developed for 
the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined 
to be inferior to Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that 
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avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. 
This alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials 
within the vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, 
and severe engineering constraints, and was not brought forward into the Draft EIS for these 
reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen 
Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for screening. Following initial 
soaping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was determined that the 
Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening 
Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this 
alignment is a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street 
alignments were advanced to the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment 
was acknowledged to have the potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was 
evaluated in the context of the fact that the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact 
to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a number of historical resources. The Queen Street 
alignment would have significant visual impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis 
(Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat greater negative visual 
impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked alignment in the 
Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii 
Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected 
by the Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the 
Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either 
the State Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana 
Boulevard to Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process 
partially because the alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building 
property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department 
will continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design 
meets the applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to 
determine security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288564R 

The Honorable Susan Oki MoIlway, Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Mollway: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building, 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwlla Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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The Honorable J. Michael Seabright, Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Seabright: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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The Honorable Samuel P. King. Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge King: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with properly management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

/ 
Verytr ly yours, 

v/ 4/1 

WAYNEY. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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The Honorable Alan C. Kay, Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Kay: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2000. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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The Honorable Barry M. Kurren, Magistrate Judge 
US. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Kurren: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwlia Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Very truly/yours, 

WAYNE tr. YO !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 

environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, Very 

 Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288564R 

The Honorable Leslie E. Kobayashi, Magistrate Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Kobayashi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Hale kauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
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brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Hale kauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT11108-288564R 

The Honorable Kevin S.C. Chang, Magistrate Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Chang: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from the U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to 
the security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2006, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns, The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street 
was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual 
impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near 
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Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was 
determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives 
Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near 
high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is 
a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the 
potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that 
the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a 
number of historical resources, The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As 
noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat 
greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked 
alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the 
Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment 
would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the 
Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives 
Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements. 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Vertrul yours, (,y 

WAYNE Y YOSH OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT11/08-288564R 

Mr. Mark M. Hanohano 
U.S. Marshall for the District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Mr. Hanohano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your cornments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The City has received documents from U. S. General Services Administration (GSA) related to the 
security needs of the Federal Building. Representatives from the Project's Safety and Security 
Department have met with GSA and Court staff to address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009, and will continue to work with GSA staff on 
security concerns. The Project has been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will 
commit to meet all applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed 
directly with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. A safety and security 
plan is being developed for the Project, which will take into account the unique security concerns of the 
Federal Building. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. An alignment that 
avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives Analysis process. This 
alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts on historic properties, evidence of burials within the 
vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe 
engineering constraints, and was not brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in 
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the Alternatives Screening Memo (Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila 
Street, had been proposed for screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further 
engineering analysis, however, it was determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be 
feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Page 6-3), The elevated alignment [along Queen 
Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations within the 
physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." Both the Queen Street and the 
Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to the Alternatives Analysis. While the Hale kauwila Street 
alignment was acknowledged to have the potential for visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was 
evaluated in the context of the fact that the Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha 
Tower and would have impacts on a number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would 
have significant visual impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen 
Street alignment would have somewhat greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-
of-way would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between 
Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila 
Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the best alignment option within Section V." The Capital 
Historic District is not affected by the Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen Street alignment did 
not advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State 
Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to 
Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the project screening process partially because the 
alignment would cross a substantial portion of the Federal Building property. 

As indicated above, representatives from the Project's Safety and Security Department will 
continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns and will ensure that the project design meets the 
applicable Courthouse security requirements, 

The Court's concern with explosive attacks is noted. DTS is working with the GSA to determine 
security requirements and ensure that the project design meets the requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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cmmusksor 
HELENGILLMOR 

CIIIET. UNITED STATES DIST FUCT JUDGE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT 01. HAWAII 

300 ALA IviOANA BOILEVARD, 0400 
HONOLULU. HAWAII 93850-0400 

TELEeHONE 

(8053541.3502 
PACSBOLE 

(808) 541-3579 

January 22, 2009 

The Honorable Todd K. Apo, Councitmember 
Honolulu City Council 
530 S. King Street, Room 202 
Honolulu, HI 96913 

Re: 	Honolulu Rail Transit System (Honolulu High 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 2008/PIM-1); 
Security Risk for Federal Court Buildinq  

Dear Councilman Apo: 

I write on behalf of the Judges of the United States 
District Court to strongly voice our opposition to the proposed 
route of the Honolulu Rail Transit System on Halekauwila Street 
immediately adjacent to the Federal Court Building. The 
proposed Halekauwila Street route, or any route similarly close 
to the Federal Courthouse, raises unacceptable severe security 
concerns - exposing our Courthouse to potential terrorists' 
gunfire and/or bombing such as occurred in Oklahoma City and 
within trains in Madrid, or to a lone attack by an individual 
holding a grudge against a particular Judge. We believe there 
are suitable alternative routes other than Halekauwila Street 
(such as Queen Street, which we understand from Mr. Kenneth Toru 
Hamayasu, Chief of the Rapid Transit Division of the Department 
of Transportation Services of the City and County of Honolulu, 
was the City's initial choice for this route). 

We previously expressed our deep concern over this 
matter by letter dated November 28, 2008, to Mr. Leslie T. 
Rogers, Regional Administrator of the Federal Transit 
Administration. We reiterated our position by letter dated 
December 9, 2008, addressed to The Honorable Nestor Garcia, 
Chairman of the City Council Transportation and Public Works 
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Committee. Copies of both of these letters were sent to Mr. 
Hamayasu. 

We received a response dated December 24, 2008 from 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director of the Department of 
Transportation Services of the City and County of Honolulu, 
informing us that any changes to the rail transit system route 
on Halekauwila Street would require City Council action. 
Accordingly, we are now addressing our concerns directly to the 
City Council. 

We understand from an article in the Honolulu 
Advertiser on January 3, 2009, that the City intends to pursue 
an "aggressive schedule, g including such steps as promptly 
issuing requests for proposals on design/build contracts for the 
project's first phase, and revising a final Environmental Impact 
Statement for Federal approval. An article in the Honolulu 
Advertiser on January 11, 2009, reports that a risk management 
feasibility study contract will be awarded next month, and that 
the City has introduced Bill 63 to allow the City administration 
to seek construction proposals without Council approval. We 
urge the City Council to consider relocating the rail transit 
system route to avoid Halekauwila Street before making any 
costly commitments as to this route prior to the final review by 
the Federal Transit Administration. 

On October 16 of last year we met with Mr. Hamayasu to 
express our concern about the high security risk to which the 
Federal Courthouse would be exposed should the rail transit 
system run on Halekauwila Street. He informed us that he did 
not feel there are any viable alternatives to Halekauwita 
Street, and that any change would be highly unlikely and would 
require Honolulu City Council approval. We disagree that there 
are no reasonable alternatives. We believe that Queen Street, 
King Street, Beretania Street, and possibly other streets could 
be utilized instead. We recognize, as does Mr. Hamayasu, that 
any route (including Halekauwila Street) presents problems. 

We understand from our discussion with Mr. Hamayasu 
that the guideway structure will be 45 feet above street level 
and will pass within a mere 45 feet of the Federal Courthouse 
building. Our Court building is 4 stories high, so the guideway 
structure will be at the same level as the windows of three 
Judges' chambers. The guideway structure will be 25 feet wide, 
providing 2 sets of tracks for trains proceeding in either 
direction. There will be approximately SO trains, with a train 
passing by our Courthouse during rush hours every 3 minutes in 
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each direction. As noted in the draft environmental Impact 
Statement, Halekauwila Street is an unusually narrow street. 
Morever, currently there is no public transport system along 
this street. 

Subsequent to our meeting with Mr. Hamayasu, we met 
with the City's security committee. The security committee 
presented us with its security analysis entitled "Honolulu Rail 
Transit Project Potential Threats to Federal Court Building from 
Transit Viaduct". The City's security committee acknowledged 
that this security analysis was prepared only after our earlier 
meeting with Mr. Hamayasu, and that previously no consideration 
had been given to the Federal Courthouse's unique security 
concerns. It was also noted that neither the U.S. Marshal nor 
any other federal court security representative was previously 
consulted or even contacted regarding a proposed transit line 
running along Halekauwila Street adjacent to the Federal 
Courthouse. Nor was the owner of the Federal Building and 
Courthouse given any notice of the proposed Halekauwila Street 
route. We enclose a copy of letter dated December 15, 2008, 
from Michael D. Larson, Property Manager, U.S. General Services 
Administrator, Public Building Service, PJKIC Federal Building, 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, expressing concerns over the 
Halekauwila Street route and the lack of any notice. The City's 
security committee also acknowledged that none of the security 
specialists who participated in preparing its analysis was 
familiar with security standards for Federal Courthouses. 

The City's security analysis concludes that the 
possibility of an assault from the viaduct to the Courthouse is 
deemed to be most improbable for many reasons;" yet the analysis 
fails to effectively address our concerns. As an example, our 
primary concern is detonation of explosives placed inside a 
train triggered by a cell phone operated by terrorists from a 
far distance (similar to what occurred in the Madrid attacks). 
This could be accomplished in a number of ways; such as, several 
people carrying sufficient explosives boarding a train several 
stops before the Federal Courthouse and exiting one or two stops 
before the Courthouse after leaving the explosives on board, or 
simply by several suicide bombers. Further, the security 
enhancements suggested by the City's analysis would afford 
little, if any, protection from a major bomb blast within a 
passing train. 

After the Oklahoma City bombing and the terrorists 
attacks of September 11, certain security issues affecting the 
Federal Courthouse were recognized, and concrete berms and 
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Cl ic.. Judge Helen Gillmor 

planters were placed along Ralekauwila Street to impede trucks 
with bombs intent on destroying our Court building as happened 
in Oklahoma City and Lebanon. A cable secured fence was 
constructed around the lawn area on the northwest side of the 
Courthouse, and security patrols were implemented. 

We are still at war with terrorists who want to 
destroy us - and will be for years to come. Federal buildings 
have been prime targets. 

The proposed rail transit system on Halekauwila Street 
would expose the Federal Courthouse to a much greater risk, 
similar to the train bombings which occurred in Madrid. We urge 
that you consider this security risk thoroughly, and we request 
that the City re-route the transit system to utilize a street 
other than Yalekauwila Street. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have 
any questions concerning the above. Our judges would be pleased 
to meet with you and show you the close Proximity ot the 
proposed guideway structure to our chambers. 
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As the U.S. Marshal for the District of Hawaii, I 
concur with the above assessment of the Judges of this District 
that the proposed route of the Honolulu Rail Transit System on 
Halekauwila Street presents a severe security risk to the 
Federal Court building, and I join in opposing this route. 

Dated: jantiatyS 	, 2009. 

Very truly yours, 

)1/1  
Mark M. anohano 
U.S. Marshal for the 
District of Hawaii 

Enclosure 

CC: Mr. Leslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 

Ms. Sherry Little 
Deputy Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 

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

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director of the Department 
of Transportation Services 

Mr. Harry Berliner 
Department of Transportation Services 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
659 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulugov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-297221R 

The Honorable Helen Gillmor, Chief Judge 
U.S. District Court 
District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, 0-400 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Judge Gillmor: 

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

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, DTS has coordinated directly with the U. S. General 
Services Administration (GSA) on safety and security concerns at the Federal Courthouse building. GSA 
has provided documents allowing a more comprehensive determination of security needs. The Project's 
Safety and Security experts will continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns. Project staff have 
been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will commit to meet all applicable 
setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed directly with the GSA to 
safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. DTS met with representatives of the Court 
and GSA on October 16 and November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009. A threat and 
vulnerability assessment was developed for the Federal Building, including the Federal Courthouse. The 
assessment was provided to GSA. 

An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives 
Analysis process. A Queen Street alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts on historic properties, 
evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao Church, impacts on street traffic 
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patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not brought forward into the Draft EIS for these 
reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, 
rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for screening. Following initial scoping of the 
alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was determined that the Queen Street alignment 
might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated 
alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some locations. 
Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." Both the 
Queen Street and the Hale kauwila Street alignments were advanced to the Alternatives Analysis. While 
the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the potential for visual impacts on the Aloha 
Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that the Queen Street alignment would 
have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a number of historical resources. The 
Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis 
(Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat greater negative visual impact 
because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown area and 
because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic District. The 
Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the best alignment option 
within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the Hale kauwila alignment. As a result, 
the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

The City Council received the letter provided by the Courts. It was forwarded to the Department 
of Transportation Services, Rapid Transit Division, for response in the Final EIS. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. The effects from a Queen Street alignment are 
discussed previously in this letter. In addition, Queen Street is narrower than Halekauwila Street. An 
elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State Capitol or 
lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. 

As stated above, DTS is coordinating with the GSA so the Project complies with applicable 
Courthouse security requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
660 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE V. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-297221R 

Mr. Mark M. Hanohano 
U.S. Marshall for the District of Hawaii 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0400 

Dear Mr. Hanohano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) Issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, DTS has coordinated directly with the U. S. General 
Services Administration (GSA) on safety and security concerns at the Federal Courthouse building. GSA 
has provided documents allowing a more comprehensive determination of security needs. The Project's 
Safety and Security experts will continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns. Project staff have 
been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will commit to meet all applicable 
setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed directly with the GSA to 
safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. DTS met with representatives of the Court 
and GSA on October 16 and November 10, 2006, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009. A threat and 
vulnerability assessment was developed for the Federal Building, including the Federal Courthouse. The 
assessment was provided to GSA. 

An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the Alternatives 
Analysis process. A Queen Street alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts 
on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao Church, 
impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not brought forward into 
the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Chapter 6), an alignment 
along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for screening. Following initial 
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Very trull yours, 

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Mark M. Hanohano 
Page 2 

scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, however, it was determined that the Queen 
Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Page 6-3), 
"The elevated alignment [along Queen Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some 
locations. Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." Both 
the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to the Alternatives Analysis. 
While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the potential for visual impacts on the 
Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that the Queen Street alignment would 
have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts on a number of historical resources. The 
Queen Street alignment would have significant visual impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis 
(Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat greater negative visual impact 
because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown area and 
because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic District. The 
Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the best alignment option 
within Section V." The Capital Historic District is not affected by the Halekauwila alignment. As a result, 
the Queen Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

The City Council received the letter provided by the Courts. It was forwarded to DTS Rapid 
Transit Division, for response in the Final ElS. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to 
Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. The effects from a Queen Street alignment are 
discussed previously in this letter. In addition, Queen Street is narrower than Halekauwila Street. An 
elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street would run in front of either the State Capitol or 
lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. 

As stated above, DTS is coordinating with the GSA so the Project complies with applicable 
Courthouse security requirements. 

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

Enclosure 
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Mr. Mark M. Hanohano 
Page 3 

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

Very tr ly yours, zzy 

&Z---  
VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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ds,,IE0  54/.64,  

4' elk Ti zocao, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION f X 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105•3901 

February 12, 2009 

Mr. Ted Malley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Subject: 	Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Honolulu High 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Oahu, Hawaii (CEQ #20080469) 

Dear Mr. Matley: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments arc enclosed. 

While EPA supports the goal of providing transportation choices to the 
communities of Oahu, we bave some concerns related to wetlands, water quality, 
environmental justice, and noise impacts. EPA has rated this document EC-2, 
Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information, Please see the attached Rating 
Factors for a description of our rating system. 

We are particularly concerned that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) does not contain any quantitative information about the location, acreage, and 
potential impacts to aquatic resources, hydrology, and waters of the United States in the 
project area. Impacts to waters of the United States will be subject to Clean Water Act 
(CWA) Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230). if it is determined that an 
Individual Permit is required, only the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) can be permitted pursuant to the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. In addition, 
without any data regarding potential impacts to hydrologic flows and potential 
downstream impacts, it is difficult to determine whether significant impacts may occur 
and what mitigation commitments are needed. EPA recommends that a meeting be 
scheduled with our wetlands staff and staff of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch to discuss CWA requirements and potential project impacts to 
hydrology in the area. 

Primed on Recycled Paper 
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We are also concerned that required consultation processes, such as 1) Section 
106 consultation for potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources, 2) the 
water quality assessment associated with the sole source aquifer, and 3) the determination 
of consistency with the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program, have not been 
completed. These processes should be completed prior to publication of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) in order to determine whether or not significant 
impacts will result. The FEE should document the specific consultation processes, any 
additional impacts identified through this coordination, and all res lilting mitigation 
commitments. 

Finally, while we believe that most of the alternatives eliminated prior to the 
DEIS are documented sufficiently, we have remaining questions about why light rail or 
bus rapid transit in an exclusive right-of-way were not considered as reasonable 
alternatives in the DEIS. Additional information should be included in the FEIS 
explaining why these technologies were not considered to be reasonable alternatives and 
were therefore not reviewed in the DEIS. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS and look forward to future 
coordination on the project. When the FELS is released for public review, please send two 
copies to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please 
contact Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Leader, at 415-947-4161, or Carolyn 
Mulvihill, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-3554 or 
mulvihill.earolyn@epa.gov . 

Sincerely, 

Oerwee 
Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager 
environmental Review Office (CED-2) 

Enclosures: 
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 
EPA's Detailed Comments 

GC; 	Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Department of Transportation Services, City and County of 
Honolulu 
Susan Meyer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 
THE PROPOSED HONOLULU •IGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT, FEBRUARY 12, 
2009 

Alternatives Analysis 

EPA recognizes that a significant amount of analysis of alternatives has taken 
place and has been documented prior to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). While we believe that most of the alternatives eliminated prior to the DEIS are 
documented sufficiently, we have remaining questions about why light rail or bus rapid 
transit in an exclusive righ.t-of-way were not considered as reasonable aiternatives in the 
DEIS. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should identify the specific 
rationale behind the elimination of these technologies from consideration. 

Recommendation: 

• Include additional information in the FEB explaining why light rail or bus 
rapid transit in an exclusive right-of-way were not considered to be reasonable 
alternatives and were therefore not reviewed in the DEIS, If these 
technologies may have resulted in fewer environmental impacts, further 
justification is warranted to substantiate why those less damaging alternatives 
were not carried through for consideration. 

ft is also our understanding that modifications to the alignment described in the 
DEIS are being considered in order to avoid federal facilities in the current project area. 
These changes and the impacts associated with them should be described in the FEIS, 
along with the reasons for considered modifications. If significant variations from the 
analyzed alternatives are proposed, the Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) should consider preparing a Supplemental 
DEIS for public review. EPA is available to discuss with PTA and DTS the appropriate 
level of environmental documentation needed should new information be incorporated 
into the document. 

Recommendation: 

• Include information in the FEIS about any changes to the proposed aligmnent 
and impacts associated with those changes. Consult EPA regarding the 
appropriate level of documentation. 

We understand that the project will eventually include extensions of the proposed 
project on both ends of the initial segment. However, the extensions to the project were 
not analyzed in this DEIS. It is critical that selection of the alternative for the initial 
segment riot preclude a reasonable range of alternatives for those future extensions. 
Given that the proposed project is an elevated structure, there are few remaining 
alternative sites where the subsequent extension projects can "link" to the project. The 
extensions should be viewed as reasonably foreseeable future actions and, as such, should 
be analyzed thoroughly in the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, what additional 
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resources of concern will be affected should the proposed action be carried forward and 
should the proposed extensions bc 

Recommendation; 

• Ensure that selection of the alternative for the initial segment will not preclude 
a reasonable range of alternatives for future extensions. Include an analysis of 
potential impacts, and mitigation for those impacts, that would occur should 
the extensions to the project be built. Identify all reasonably foreseeable future 
actions associated with the placement of the proposed project as well as the 
impacts to resources from those future actions. Provide any mitigation for 
these identified cumulative effects. 

Wetlands and Waters 

In our January 6, 2006 and April 13, 2007 scoping comments, EPA stated that the 
DEIS should disclose the approximate area of waters of the United States that occur 
within the study area of the proposed project, including permanent and intermittent 
streams and wetlands. The Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 
CFR Part 230.10(a) state that" .. no discharge of dredged or till material shall be 
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have 
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have 
other significant adverse environmental consequences." While the DEIS states that "no 
direct impacts to wetlands are expected" (page 4-134), EPA believes that it is likely that 
the project will have both direct and indirect impacts to waters of the United States. FTA 
and DTS will have to demonstrate that potential impacts to waters of the United States 
have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable prior to obtaining a 
CWA Section 404 permit (40 CFR 230.10(a) and 230.10(d)). Our scoping comments 
further recommended that the following information be included in the DM, and We 
reiterate that this information should be included in the FEIS. 

We also recommend that DTS meet with EPA wetlands staff and staffer the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to discuss Section 404(b)(1) requirements. Please contact 
Wendy Wiltse of EPA's Honolulu office at 808-541-2752 to arrange a meeting. 

Recommendations: 

• Work with ETA and the Corps to acquire a jurisdictional delineation of waters 
of the United States and impacts to those waters in the project area, 

• Demonstrate that all potential impacts to waters of the United States have 
been avoided and minimized. If these resources cannot be avoided, clearly 
demonstrate how cost, logistical, or technological constraints preclude 
avoidance and minimization or impacts. 

• Quantify the benefits from measures and modifications designed to avoid and 
minimize impacts to water resources; for example, number of stream 
crossings avoided, acres of waters of the United States avoided, etc. 
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• Identify all protected resources with special designations and all special 
aquatic sites i  and waters within state, local, and federal protected lands. 
Additional steps should be taken to avoid and minimize impacts to these 
areas. 

• Identify and commit to mitigation for any unavoidable impacts. Include a 
timeftame for implementation of mitigation commitments along with the 
responsible party. 

Water Quality 

The DEIS states that a Water Quality Impact Assessment is underway, as required 
in areas that depend upon a sole source aquifer for drinking water. The results of this 
assessment should be included in the FELS. 

The DEIS also states that the project's consistency with the objectives and 
policies of the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program will be reviewed by the 
Department of Business, Economic Development Sc. Tourism (DBEDT) Office of 
Planning. This review should be completed and documented in the FEIS. 

While we support DTS's plan. to implement permanent best management practices 
(BMPs) to manage stormwater runoff, we do not believe that there is sufficient 	, 
information in the DEIS to document that the project will have no adverse impacts on 
water quality due to increased pollutants in stormwater. Additional information is needed 
in the FEIS to support the conclusion that there will be no adverse impacts to water 
quality. Where the proposed project will widen existing roads, the current stonn water 
detention basins and structures should be evaluated to determine if they will continue to 
be effective. We also recommend the use of green infrastructure as part of stonnwatcr 
management. Detailed information about green infrastructure approaches is available at 
http://c11)ub.epa.govinodes/greeninfrastructure/technology.Cfin. 

The EELS should also include a discussion of other impacts the project may have 
on local hydrology, such as sediment transport, groundwater recharge, and flood 
attenuation, and how these impacts would be minimized or mitigated. 

RecoMMenda0ons: 

• Include the results of the sole source aquifer water quality assessment in the 
FEIS and confirm that no significant impacts will result. Identify specific 
mitigation measures for any potential impacts. 

• Include a discussion of the DBEDT Office of Planning review of the project's 
consistency with the Coastal Zone Managein.ent Program and confirm that the 
project is consistent with the program. 

1  Special aquatic sites are defined a 40 CPR 230.40 — 230.45 and include wetlands, mud flats, vegetated 
shallows, coral reefs, and riffle and peel complexes. 
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• Consider including green infrastructure in the perinanent BIVIPs for 
stormwater management and document the BMPs in the FEIS. 

• identify the project's impacts on local hydrology, such as sediment transport, 
groundwater recharge, and flood attenuation in the FEIS rather than waiting to 
analyze these impacts at a future date. Include specific mitigation 
commitments in the FEIS and identify how these mitigation actions will 
reduce impacts to snake hydrology. Include an analysis of potential 
hydrological impacts due to the reasonably foreseeable future extensions of 
the proposed project. 

Noise Impacts 

The DEIS, including the visual impact simulations, indicate that residents in a 
number of areas may experience significant noise impacts due to the proximity of the 
project to homes. EPA encourages DTS to consider noise abatement measures not 
specified in the DEIS, such as noise insulation of receptor sites. 

EPA also recommends that particular attcntion be given to potential noise impacts 
and mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor and the USS Arizona Memorial. 

Recommendations: 

• Consider additional noise abatement measures, such as noise insulation of 
receptor sites, for residences and other sensitive receptors that would 
experience noise impacts. Provide quantitative information in the FEIS on the 
decrease in noise impacts from additional mitigation strategies. 

• Provide additional noise mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor and the 
LTSS Arizona Memorial, if necessary to preserve the contemplative nature of 
the site. 

Environmental Justice 

EPA previously provided feedback on the environmental justice (BO analysis 
methodology proposed for this project, which was based on the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization's method for determining ES areas. While we believe that the 
DEIS appropriately identifies ES areas, we have concerns about the proposed relocation 
of residents of the Banana Patch community, which is identified in the DES as an ES 
area of concern. We encourage DTS to choosm . an alternative alignment that would avoid 
relocation of this community. If no reasonable avoidance alternative exists, EPA 
recommends that extensive efforts be made to communicate and consult with the 
community in planning and implementing the project, and that all past and future 
consultation activities with this community be documented in the FEIS. 

In addition, EPA recommends that additional assistance be provided to any other 
residents of environmental justice communities who will be relocated. 
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Recommendations: 

• Identify an alternative alignment that would avoid the Banana Patch 
community and alter the proposed action to accommodate this modification. 

• Document the content and outcomes of the community meeting held with the 
Banana Patch community, as well as any other past or planned communication 
with the community, in the FM, 

• Identify and commit to specific mitigation measures to minimize the impacts 
of relocation on Iow-income and minority populations, 

• Conduct interviews with all potential displacees who have special needs to 
ensure that issues are fully identified and a plan for assistance is prepared. 
Based on the results from these interviews, identify and commit to additional 
measures to minimize the impacts of relocation, such as providing translation 
services, transportation to visit potential replacement housing, and/or 
additional relocation specialists to work with these communities. 

Section 106 Consuitation 

The DEIS states that Section 106 consultation is ongoing. The consultation 
process should be completed prior to release of the FEES and the process and required 
mitigation should be documented. This is critical to the determination of whether the 
project will have significant impacts on historical resources. 

Recommendation: 

• Complete the Section 106 process and document all related mitigation 
commitments in the FEES. Confirm in the FEIS that the Section 106 
consultation process included analysis of potential impacts from the 
reasonably foreseeable future action of the proposed extension of the project. 
Identify what, if any, additional impacts to historical properties may occur 
with future extensions of the project. 

Invasive Species 

EPA's January 6, 2006 and April 13, 2007 scoping comments included 
recommendations for minimizing the spread of invasive species. The islands of Hawaii 
are particularly vulnerable to invasive species, and construction associated with the 
project has the potential to aid in the establishment of invasive plants along any newly 
disturbed corridors. We reiterate our recommendations below and request that they be 
addressed in the FEE. 

Recommendations: 

• En accordance with Executive Order 13112, identify proposed methods to 
minimize the spread of invasive species and utilite native plant and tree 
species where revegetation is planned. 
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• Coordinate invasive species management with local agencies and 
organizations, such as the Oahu lnvasive Species Committee: a voluntary 
partnership organized to prevent new invasive species infestations on the 
island of Oahu, to eradicate incipient invasive species, and to stop established 
invasive species from spreading on Oahu (http://www.hear.org/oisci).  

• Coordinate measures to reduce the potential for the spread of invasive species 
with other ongoing planning efforts. Additional resources related to Federal 
and State programs to address invasive species can be found at: 
http://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/ 

Visual Impacts 

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

Recommendation: 

• Utilize context sensitive desip, including neighborhood-based design 
guidelines and community input, as much as possible to mitigate the project's 
visual impacts. 

Climate Change 

Research on global climate change indicates that many coastal areas may be 
impacted in the future by sea level rise. The MC projects that global sea level will rise 
between 7 and 23 inches by the end of the century (2090-2099) relative to the base 
period (1980-1999). According to the 1PCC, the average rate of sea level rise during the 
21st century is very likely to exceed the 1961-2003 average rate. Storm surge levels are 
also expected to increase due to projected sea level rise. Combined with non-tropical 
storms, rising sea level extends the zone of impact from storm surge and waves farther 
inland, and will likely result in increasingly greater coastal erosion and damage. ?  

Recommendation: 

• Include a discussion in die FE1S of the potential impacts of climate change on 
the proposed project and identify adaptive management strategics to protect 
the project area from those impacts. 

2 fPCC, 2007b: Summary for Policyrnakers. En: Climate Change 2007.. Impacts, ,4daptatiem and 
Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group 11 to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Claonge [Parry, ML.. O.F. Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, Pi. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson 
(eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338276 

Ms. Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager 
Environmental Review Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105-3901 

Dear Ms. Goforth: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Alternatives Analysis 

The Transportation System Management Alternative that was evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis included aspects of bus rapid transit. As summarized in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft EIS, while the alternative had merit for cost-ffectiveness, its overall system benefit would 
be very low. Light rail technology was not eliminated; however, at-grade light-rail would not meet 
Project speed and reliability requirements. Additional clarification has been included in 
Chapter 2 in this Final EIS regarding the Alternatives Analysis. These alternatives were not 
advanced for further environmental analysis since they did not meet the purpose and need. 
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Ms. Kathleen M. Goforth 
Page 2 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (0 TS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more potential burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through 
the Capital Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's 
Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the 
Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade 
versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affect an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
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day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  The planned three-minute headways on the guideway 
will prevent effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced 
signal network in Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would 
affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no 
option to increase the capacity of the rail system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade 
system would require removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected 
streets. This effect is significant and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion 
would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead 
would spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's 
impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will 
reduce system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build 
Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no 
removal of existing travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. 
When traffic slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail 
transit will continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated 
system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to 
be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last 
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longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater disruption to 
business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

For the Kapolei future extension, the alignment may continue in the North-South Road 
median. The extension could either follow the alignment discussed in the Draft EIS, or diverge 
from North-South Road at any point. The alignment decision would be made as part of a 
separate environmental evaluation if an extension is proposed and funded for implementation. 
Impacts will be analyzed at that time, and appropriate mitigation measures will be developed. At 
the Koko Head end of the Project, the Project has been designed to allow for an extension to 
climb over the Ala Moana Center parking garage that is immediately beyond the end of the 
Project. The alignment would follow Kona Street and is anticipated to cross to Kapiolani 
Boulevard at a point prior to Mahukona Street. The alignment decision would be made as part 
of a separate environmental evaluation if an extension is proposed for implementation and 
receives future funding. Impacts will be analyzed at that time, and appropriate mitigation 
measures will be developed. 

Construction of the Project will not preclude future development of the planned 
extensions. The planned extensions will be evaluated through a separate NEPA and HRS 343 
environmental review process. The Indirect Effects, 4.19.2and Cumulative Effects analysis in 
Section 4.19.3 Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS has been expanded since the Draft BS to 
include a more comprehensive list of the planned and foreseeable development and includes 
evaluation of the planned extensions. No mitigation for the impacts of the extensions would be 
provided by the Project. Additional analysis will be undertaken before action is taken on the 
proposed extensions. 

Wetlands and Waters 

Coordination with Federal, State, and Local agencies with water resource expertise and 
responsibilities has been ongoing to provide input and guidance on the resources, design, and 
construction of the Project. Coordination will continue as appropriate with regulatory agencies 
throughout final design and construction. Since publication of the Draft EIS, several meetings 
have been held. On December 9, 2008, the USA CE, HDOH, Hawaii's CZM Program, Hawaii 
Commission on Water Resource Management, and EPA met with project staff to clarify water 
resource requirements for the Project. As materials were completed to support this section for 
the Final EIS, follow-up meetings with the EPA were held on March 10, 2009, and July 10, 2009. 
Meetings were held with the USAGE on January 15, February 25, May 13, July 3, and 
August 10, 2009. Additional coordination between technical staff and the USA CE has occurred. 
Input from these agencies has directed the analysis included in this Final EIS. 
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USAGE guidance permits the use of a preliminary jurisdictional determination (JD) 
approach to satisfy NEPA requirements. The "preliminary JD" approach is being followed for this 
Project. Under this approach, areas that are potentially waters of the U.S. are considered to be 
waters of the U.S. For the purposes of this document, all waters (including intermittent and 
ephemeral streams) are considered waters of the U.S. if they fit the definitions of tidal, wetland, 
RPW, or non-RPW waters, unless otherwise stated. The Wetland and Waters of the U.S. Study 
(RTD 2009b) provides additional information on areas being covered under preliminary JDs 
which is also documented in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also includes an 
evaluation of impacts to waters of the U.S. to meet the requirement of the Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) analysis (See Section 4.14.4 in this Final EIS). 

On September 15, 2009, the Army Corps of Engineers stated that its substantive 
concerns relating to Section 404 of the Clean Waters Act had been addressed and that the 
scope and intensity of impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United States are now relatively 
minor due to the extent of avoidance and minimization of impacts on the aquatic environment 
resulting from project site selection and design. There will be impacts to waters of the U.S by 
the Project. Transit guideway support columns will be placed in Waiawa, Moanalua, and 
Nuuanu Streams. In addition, the Project will be widening the existing Dillingham Boulevard 
Bridge at Kapalama Stream which will require extension of the existing piers and abutments. 
The total permanent impacts from structural elements of the Project is 0.02 acres. An existing 
storm water outfall in Waiawa Springs will be extended at the Pearl Highlands Station to reduce 
ponding (total impact is 0.06 acres). For all work in waters of the U.S., the City will apply for 
USAGE Section 404 nationwide permits for impacts to waters under the jurisdiction of the Corps 
where impacts could not be avoided. As discussed in Section 4.18, during construction of the 
linear transportation features of the Project, it is anticipated that there will also be a temporary 
effect of up to 0.13 acre of waters of the U.S. 

A "functional assessment" was also performed for each location where the Project is 
adjacent to or crosses waters of the U.S., as identified in the Wetland and Waters of the U.S.  
Study  (RTD 2009b). Given this level of impact to water resources within Honolulu's urban core, 
the intent of the functional assessment was to analyze impacts of the aquatic ecosystem to 
develop mitigation concepts for those waters of the U.S. where impacts could not be avoided 
and only after impacts were minimized to the extent feasible. 

Water resource mitigation is being proposed to compensate for the 0.06 acre of 
permanent encroachment into waters of the U.S from the linear transportation features of the 
Project and 0.06 acre of impact from other Project elements (culvert improvement at Waiawa 
Springs). The Project will temporarily impact 0.13 acre in waters of the U.S. during construction. 
The mitigation measures presented here satisfy the requirements established by 
33 CFR 325 and 332, and 40 CFR 230 (Subpart J: Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resources). These mitigation measures are presented only after measures to fully 
avoid the water feature have not been possible and only after all measures have been taken to 
minimize encroachment. 

Permanent mitigation features are proposed at Waiawa Stream, within the Pearl 
Highlands Station. Mitigation proposed for the Waiawa Stream mitigation site may include the 
following: 
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• Enhancement of the stream to restore and/or improve ecological and aquatic 
function. 

• Establishment of water quality basins or wetlands. 

• Enhancement of fioodway capacity conveyance to achieve zero rise in flood zone 
by removal of fill and an increase in stream area. 

• Relocation of Waiawa Stream to its original location. 

• Extension of existing culvert to Waiawa Stream to correct existing ponding 
situation. 

• Ecological restoration with native Hawaiian plantings and use of non-invasive 
species. 

Construction phase mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.18. Mitigation details 
will be developed during the permitting phase. The City will obtain Section 404 nationwide 
permits for the Project prior to construction and will comply with the conditions of the Section 404 
permit. 

Water Quality 

Results of the sole source aquifer water quality assessment are included in Section 4.14, 
Water, in this Final EIS. A Water Quality Impact Assessment for the Project was received by 
EPA, and they agreed that contamination of the Southern Oahu Basal Aquifer would not occur, 
based on the construction methods that would be employed and the presence of an upward 
hydraulic gradient in the study corridor. 

DTS is coordinating with Hawaii DBEDT Office of Planning to certify compliance with the 
Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program. There is no requirement to have the certification 
completed before the Final EIS is published. FTA and the Hawaii CZM Program have concurred 
with DT,S's approach. 

The discussion of permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) has been refined in 
Section 4.14.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Water], in this Final EIS. 
Permanent BMPs addressing storm water runoff and water quality for the park-and-ride lots and 
the maintenance and storage facility will be prepared during design. The permanent storm water 
BMPs will be designed, installed, and maintained in accordance with the criteria and guidelines 
described in the respective authority having jurisdiction's storm water management plan. Types 
and sizes of permanent storm water BMPs will depend upon the runoff quality and water quality 
requirements of each receiving water body. 

There are minimal hydrological impacts associated with an elevated guideway. The 
Project creates little new impervious surface, and therefore, there is negligible new storm water. 
Groundwater recharge for the water table or caprock aquifer will not be affected as most of the 
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runoff will be returned to the groundwater system close to where it originates by the permanent 
BMPs. Permanent BMPs would include vegetated swales, retention ponds, and sediment 
removal structures and are discussed in Section 4.13.3, Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation [Ecosystems], in this Final EIS. Groundwater recharge for the Southern Oahu Basal 
Aquifer is mostly unaffected since the Project generally overlies the caprock as discussed in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Water Resources Technical Report  (RTD 2008k). No 
increases in sediment transport should occur during the operation of the Project. Mitigation 
during construction for sediment transport impacts will be detailed in the required NPDES 
Construction Storm water permit and will include silt fences, stabilized entrances, covered 
stockpiles and other standard methods to control storm water runoff at construction sites. 

Since the Project is linear, it traverses several flood zones. As required by floodplain 
regulations, there will be no rise in the base flood elevations in the flood zones. The hydrological 
impacts for the future extensions would be studied in separate environmental evaluations should 
those projects become funded in the future. 

Noise Impacts 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

Additional noise analyses were performed in the area of Pearl Harbor and the USS 
Arizona Memorial for the Final EIS. Three additional noise sensitive receptor sites were 
modeled for noise impacts from the Project. As a result of this analysis, it was determined that 
there are no noise impacts at these receptors. The results of the noise analysis are presented in 
Section 4.10.3, Figure 4-55 in this Final EIS. 

Environmental Justice 

There is no reasonable alternative to avoid impact to the Banana Patch community. An 
avoidance alternative was evaluated in the Draft EIS to avoid the Solmirin House, which at that 
time was thought to be a historic property eligible for the NRHP. Since the release of the Draft 
EIS, the SHPD determined that this property is not eligible. Based on the analysis in Chapter 5 
(Section 4(t)) of the Draft EIS, there is no feasible alternative. 
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DTS has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community since 
October 2008. Every household has been visited by DTS staff, Right-of-Way staff, and 
Engineering staff to discuss the Project, special needs, and relocation assistance. 

A meeting was held at the Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship Church specifically for this 
community. Invitations were sent to each Banana Patch community household. At this meeting, 
a brief presentation was given on the Project and public testimony was recorded by a court 
reporter. A complete transcript is included in Appendix A in this Final EIS. The transcript of the 
community meeting held March 2009 is presented in Appendix A, Comments Received on the 
Draft EIS and Responses, in this Final EIS. 

The Project will not result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts within 
OahuMPO EJ Areas. Therefore, no specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts are 
warranted. The mitigation measures related to acquisitions, displacements, and relocations are 
presented in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final EIS. The 
City's right-of-way managers will be working with individual property owners to provide relocation 
services to all affected business and residential property owners and tenants without 
discrimination; persons, businesses, or organizations that are displaced as part of the Project 
would be treated fairly and equitably. The Final EIS provides mitigation measures for property 
acquisition in accordance with the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the USDOT's implementing regulations of 
49 CFR Part 24. 

Section 4.7.4 in this Final EIS presents a summary of all of the public outreach activities 
that have been performed. During the public outreach effort for the Project, particular attention 
has been paid to identifying and reaching low-income and minority populations that are 
traditionally underserved and underrepresented in the public involvement process. An update to 
the community outreach activities that have occurred since the publishing of the Draft EIS, 
including for the Banana Patch community, is also presented in this section of this Final EIS. 

Section 106 Consultation 

Potential Project impacts to historic resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places were evaluated and addressed in the Historic Effects Report: 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (April 2009). This report contains information 
detailing the methodology used to evaluate these resources. The status of the final 
determinations of effect is documented in this Final EIS, Section 4.16. As part of these effects 
determinations, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects were analyzed. To mitigate these 
adverse effects, a Programmatic Agreement was developed and is included in Appendix H. 
Impacts from any future extensions will be assessed when the Section 106 process is completed 
for that work. 

Consultation with Section 106 consulting parties will continue for the duration of the 
Project to accommodate post-Record of Decision discoveries. This consultation will consist 
primarily of interagency meetings and contacts with individuals and groups. Additional 
coordination regarding archaeological sampling, surveying, and construction techniques will be 
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ongoing after the Record of Decision is issued and throughout construction. The stipulations of 
this consultation are described in the Project's Programmatic Agreement. 

Invasive Species 

The Project specifications will ensure any construction equipment or material imported to 
Oahu from the mainland, neighbor islands, or foreign countries, be free of dirt, vegetative matter, 
and animals. Construction equipment from other parts of the island or other counties will have to 
be washed before being brought to the Project site. On-site workers will be trained to recognize 
common invasive species growing in the construction area. Criteria for cleaning, inspection, and 
treatment of plants that are at risk of harboring pests is part of the Landscape Architecture 
Design Criteria. Species that can be harmful invaders or contribute to existing problems will not 
be used for Project plantings. The design criteria includes the American Society of Landscape 
Architects' Invasive Species List shall serve as a "do not plant" list. 

DTS has met with the Oahu Invasive Species Council for this Project. The Oahu 
Invasive Species Council has provided the Project with specific construction procedures that are 
presented in Section 4.18.9, in this Final EIS and will be incorporated into construction contract 
documents. 

Hawaii DOT is developing construction standard specifications for Invasive Species 
Management (Hawaii Chapter of the ASLA Maintenance Specifications Section 665). Once 
adopted by Hawaii DOT as a standard specification, this Project will comply with it through 
incorporation into the construction contract documents. 

Visual Impacts 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Wai`anae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in 
the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 
2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For 
example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally 
accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway and its 
surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential 
visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 
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The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

Climate Change 

The minimum elevation for any Project feature is five feet above sea level; therefore, a 
rise of up to two feet would not directly affect any Project feature. Any evaluation of indirect 
effects, such as changes in ridership as a result of residents moving from low-lying areas, would 
be speculative based on available information. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/4/2009 

Moses 
Akana 
Federal Aviation Administration, Honolulu Control Facility 
760 Worchester Avenue 

Honolulu 
HI 
96818 
moses.akana@faa.gov  
808,840.6135 

00th 
Website 

02/04/2009 
: The height of the platform station along Aolete Street should not alter the 

flight path of aircraft landing or taking oft from Honolulu International 
Airport. Prior to construction, an aeronautical study must be performed 
to ensure there is no impact to flight operations, 
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June 11, 2010 	 R710/09-337446 

Mr. Moses Akana 
Honolulu Control Facility 
Federal Aviation Administration 
760 Worchester Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Akana: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The City is coordinating with HDOT Airport Operations and the FAA Honolulu office to 
ensure the design of the Project is consistent with flight operation requirements for runways 
22L/4R and 22R14L. With the design modifications that were made in coordination with HDOT 
Airports and the FAA and are included in the Final EIS, the Lagoon Drive Station location and 
guideway are compliant with the Runway Protection Zone requirements. The City will continue 
to coordinate with HDOT and FAA to ensure the Project is consistent with the Airport Master 
Plan and flight operation requirements. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

x  Very trul i  yours, 

. YOSHIO WAYNE 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/15/2008 

Jeff 
Neely 
GSA 
450 Golden Gate Avenue (9P) 

San Francisco 
CA 
94012 
ieffrey.neety@gs.agov 
4155223100 

Email 
Website 

12/15/2008 
i have questions and concerns about the proposed routing, the proximity 
of the proposed line to the United States Courthouse and the lack of 
involvement or coordination with my agency. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336953 

Mr. Jeff Neely 
U.S. General Services Administration 
450 Golden Gate Avenue (9P) 
San Francisco, California 94012 

Dear Mr. Neely: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, DTS has coordinated directly with GSA on safety 
and security concerns at the Federal Courthouse building. GSA has provided documents 
allowing a more comprehensive determination of security needs. The Project's Safety and 
Security experts will continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns. Project staff have 
been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will commit to meet all 
applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed directly 
with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff We are confident 
that we can adequately address your concerns without moving the proposed alignment. 
Section 2.5.4, Safety and Security Measures, of this Final EIS contains additional details on 
security measures being incorporated into the project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

7ryf
y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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S General Servicee Amin ration 
Pbtic Buildings Boniice 
PJKK Fedei al Building 

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Suite 1.-336 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

(808) 50-1950 
Fax: (808) 541-3601 

  

41N 2 9 200-  

December 5, 2008 

Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Depattmont of Transportation 
City and County of Honolulu 
630 8 King Sueet, 3id  Floor 
Honolulu, Ilawali 96813 

I.Jear NI' Yoshioka.: 

The purpose of this letter is to express Out concerns over the proposed Honolulu 'High Capacity 
Iransit Corridor Project 

The United States General Services Adrninistration is the le- -....orct ownet of the Prince Jonah Kuhl° 
Kalaniarraole Federal Building and Courthouse located at 300 Ala Mona Bouie -vard ("P.JKK 
Building") We have never teceiN , ed any notice froth the City and County of Honolulu Department 
of natispottation Services Rapid Transit Division (DOT) about this project As such, we were 
surptiaed to learn that the proposed ptoject entails the construction and operation of:an elevated 
traosit system along a narrow street directly abutting the P.IKK Building on Halekawita Street. As a 
federal agency and property owner significantly impacted by the proposed pinject, DUI is required 
to invite us to participate in the Scoping process which appears to have occurred in late Dee 2005 wad 
hammy 2006. Not have we received any of the multiple notices of intern issued foi this project and 
the draR Environmental Impact Statement. See Eist of Draft HIS recipients attached to the Draft 
EIS 

We hope that this project has not proceeded so far that any possibility of our providing meaningful 
comment at this time has been eliminated Gin obvious concerns include noise, vibtation, security 
and apparent site easement We are hereby requesting an immediate meeting with DOI in nide': that 
we may be briefed as to the proposed project and its particular impact upon the PIKK Building We 
would caution DOT not to proceed on the basis that that any property necessary for this project 
(including air rights) along ifalekawila can be obtained tlyough the eminent domain process since 
this process is not available against the United States. 
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Iv:lir:had ID Larnoli 
Ptopetty Manager 

- 

j/-  

We ti kiSi thai DO I will imMediaYely collet*. its notice pioceduits and now indlude us on the mailing 
list ft t this project and provide all documents prepared and invitations . of public meetings fiat the 
proposed pojact to the United States of Anierica New hOte that all infamation should he sent to 
the NICK Building as follow 

Micheal D Larson, Properbf  Manager 
Public Buildings Service 
US Ciemal Services Administration 
Prince Kuhlo Fetiet al Building & US Courthouse 
300 Ala Moana Blvd:, Suite 1-336 
Honolnlu, HI 968504992 
(808) 611-1632 
Mitt:had:1080h gsa:gov 

We 'took forward to hearing from 	at your earliest converiieliQe: Thank you 

cc Carrie Okinaga i  Corporation Counsel 
Faith MiyaMoto, Chief of Itaugportation Planning 
Lerle r. Rogers, It.egional Administrator 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-292266R 

Mr. Michael D. Larson, Property Manager 
Public Buildings Service 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Prince Kuhl° Federal Building & U.S. Courthouse 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Suite 1-336 
Honolulu, Hawaii 06850-4992 

Dear Mr. Larson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The General Services Administration (GSA) did not receive a scoping notice for the 
March and April 2007 NEPA scoping period, nor an invitation to be a participating agency 
because, at that time, the need for use of federal land at the Prince Jonah Kuhio 
Kalanianaole (PJKK) Federal Building had not been identified. Nor was any other required 
permit or approval from the GSA identified. The GSA will receive all relevant notices and 
documents regarding the Project in the future. The DTS met with the GSA and Court staff to 
determine courthouse security requirements and address security concerns on October 16 and 
November 10, 2008, and on February 3 and March 31, 2009. In addition, DTS staff will continue 
to work with the GSA to address safety and security concerns associated with location of the 
alignment near the PJKK Federal Building. DTS will commit to meet all applicable setback 
requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed directly with the GSA to 
safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. 
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Mr. Michael D. Larson 
Page 2 

An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the 
Alternatives Analysis process. This alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts on historic 
properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao Church, 
impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not brought 
forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening Memo 
(Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been 
proposed for screening. Following initial soaping of the alternatives and further engineering 
analysis, however, it was determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be 
feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (page 6-3), "The elevated alignment 
[along Queen Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some locations. 
Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." Both 
the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to the Alternatives 
Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the potential for 
visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that the 
Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts 
on a number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual 
impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis (pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment 
would have somewhat greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way 
would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between 
Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila 
Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the best alignment option within Section V." 
The Capital Historic District is not affected by the Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen 
Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS discusses noise and vibration impacts. This analysis 
concludes that there will not be any moderate or significant noise and vibration impacts on the 
PJKK Federal Building as a result of the Project. The Project will include an integrated parapet 
wall at the edge of the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of rail. The 
parapet wall with substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit 
from the parapet wall at locations above the elevation of the track. Once the Project is 
operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the 
Project. 

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

Very tru yours, 

i 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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General Services Administration, Ro.gion 9 
Public Buildings Service 

Hawaii Field Office, San Diego Service Center 9PDH 
300 Ala Moana Blvd, Suite 1-336 

Honolulu, HI 96850-0001 
Phone (808) 541-1950 

Fax (808) 541-3601 

February 6, 2009 

Wayne Yoshioka, Acting Director 
Departnient of Transportation 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention the following issues for the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (the Project) proposed by 
the Department of Transportation, City and County of Honolulu (DOT). The United States General 
Services Administration is the owner and property manager of the Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaoic 
Federal Building and Courthouse located at 300 Ala Moana Boulevard ("PJKK Building"). The NICK 
Building houses approximately 2,000 federal employees from tenants such as the United States District 
Courts, Marshals Service, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Secret Service, Drug Enforcement Agency, 
Coast Guard, Department of Homeland Security, Internal Revenue Service, and Social Security 
Administration. Further, the PJKK has approximately 500 to 700 public visitors per day, 

We understand that DOT is proposing an elevated light rail transportation system which will travel on 
Halekauwila Street, including a portion of the site of the PIKK Federal Building, On December 15, 
we wrote to DOT Co advise them that GSA, an affected property owner, had not received an invitation 
to participate in the seoping process. Nor have we received any of the multiple notices of intent issued 
for this project and the draft Environmental Impact Statement (A copy of our December 15 letter is 
attached). 

DDT's January 22 response was silent on the absence of required notice. DOT only expressed that 
GSA should have commented during the alternatives screening held in 2006 without explaining how 
GSA could have participated since we were never notified of the alternatives screening. The result of 
this screening process was that DOT decided to place the route on Halekanwila Street requiring the 
loss of a portion of the site, DOT stated that any changes to the route at this stage would need city 
council approval thereby implying that opportunity for meaningful comment has been foreclosed 
which is in direct contravention of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

DOT's excuse for thilure to notify GSA was that there was opportunity to comment on proposed routes 
prior to the issuance of the Draft ELS. However, the fact that there was a screening process prior to the 
issuance of the Draft EIS does not relieve the DOT of its legal obligation to notify interested parties of 
the EIS process. 

Further, as stated above, GSA was never notified of the screening process. Also, the fact that the 
alternatives screenings process was a public process does not meet the notice requirements of NEPA. 
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The fact that the proposed project is public knowledge provides only intbrmation from the government 
to the citizens and does not allow information to flow from the citizens to the government. Natural 
Resources affense Council »• Morton, 388 F.Supp. 829 (D.D.C. 1974), 

Since GSA is a property owner whose property is proposed for acquisition, GSA is an "interested 
party" under NEPA, See Colony Federal Savings and Loan Association, 482 F,Supp. 296 (W.D. PA 
1980), DOT is legally required to notify interested parties of the proposed project, By failing to do so, 
DOT has precluded GSA front raising environmental issues prior to its selection of Halekauwila as 
part of the preferred alternative. 

We believe that there are important issues critical to DOT's ability to make an informed decision about 
the Halekatiwila Street portion of the route. GSA would have been able to provide DOT information 
about the possible significant adverse impact of the proposed project. We arc very concerned that the 
presence of an elevated rail transit system in close proximity to the PAK will create security 
problems. 

En our February 3, 2009 meeting with Faith Miyamoto, Chief of Transportation Planning, and City 
consultants we discussed some of these security concerns, After the bombing of the federal building in 
Oklahoma, all federal buildings were classified according to necessary security level. Minimum 
security standards were established for each security level. Due to high volume public contaet and the 
presence of the US District courts and other agencies, the ['MK Federal Building has been classified at 
a security level necessitating stringent security requirements. As a result, the NICK building must be 
setback to the maximum extent possible from any potential point of explosion. Introduction of the Light 
rail along the Halekauwila Street and/or reducing our current setback will adversely impact the security 
of the occupants of the PJKK. Federal Building and may limit the agencies that can occupy this 
building. 

During this meeting, we also shared other possible impacts and asked for additional information. We 
were informed that an Ala 1VIoana route had been the preferred alternative for rapid transit in the past, 
but was ruled out during the current DEIS process primarily because of prior opposition from thc 
federal community. Frankly, we are perplexed that "federal concerns" were cited as the primary 
reason that the Ala Moana alternative was abandoned, yet we were not consulted during the process of 
selecting Hal ekauwila Street as the preferred local alternative. It should have been obvious to DOT 
that GSA and the federal community would have similar issues on either side of the RIKK Building; 
and in fact, our concerns arc more serious regarding the Halekauwila Street alternative given its more 
limited set-back. 

During our meeting we also discussed serious concerns about the shortfalls in the development and 
analysis of the City's in-house security evaluation titled, "Potential Threats to Federal Court Building 
atm Transit Viaduct (copy attached). This security evaluation was prepared last year and was not 
shared with GSA. In fact, we only learned of the existence of this report by second hand sources on 
February 2, 2009, the day before our meeting, However, we do appreciate DOT's willingness to 
provide considerable background information regarding the subject report. First, it was confirmed 
during our meeting that the report was prepared by the City's in-house security staff without any 
consultation with GSA as the P..EKK Building's owner or any federal executive agency tenants such as 
FBI, DHS, DEA and Secret Service. Second, it was confirmed that the P.EKK Building had been 
inadvertently overlooked as a building with a high risk security rating, and would have otherwise been 
considered for a compressive and participatory security study similar to those conducted at Pearl 
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Harbor Navy Yard, Hick= Air Force Base, and Fort Shafer. We were told that DOT acknowledges 
that a comprehensive security evaluation is in order. Subsequent to our meeting, we received a 
telephone call from DOT's security consultant, Peter Lovemo of Parsons Brinckerhoff, who has 
requested a kick-off meeting with GSA regarding a security evaluation scheduled for March 31, 2009. 

U appears that it is not too late for route changes from a cost standpoint, as evidenced by a recent 
change approved by the City Council from a routing along Salt Lake Blvd. to an alternative route 
closer to the Honolulu International Airport, Further, we were intbrmed during the meeting that the 
alternatives to Halekauwila (Ala Moana and Queen Street) arc still considered to be feasible routes 
from environmental impact, constructability and cost standpoints. 

In Oregon Environmental Council v. Tanzman, 817 fld 484.(9` h  Cir. 1987), the 9T1' Circuit held that 
the form, content and preparation of an EIS should foster both informed decision-making and informed 
public participation. Certainly, a security evaluation which accurately assesses the true security risks 
of the Project on PiKK will provide DOT with the ability to make an informed decision about the 
proposed route on Halekauwila Street in accordance with NEPA. 

In conclusion, we look forward to working with the City DOT and its consultants during the process of 
a comprehensive and participatory security evaluation of the Halekauwila Street route relative to the 
NICK Building. However, there should be no foregone conclusion that mitigation of our security 
concerns should stop short of a possible route change. 

Sincerely, 

c  /. • k. 
mel D. Larson 

Property Manager 

Attachments: December 15, 2008 Letter to DOT 
DOT — Potential Threats to Federal Court Building from Transit Viaduct 

Cc: 
	

Carrie Okinaga, Corporation Counsel 
Faith Miyameio, Chief of Transportation Planning 
Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator 

Received by: 

Date: 
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GSA 
U. S. General Service6 Administration 

Public Buildings Service 
PJKK Federal Building 

300 Ala Means boulevard, Suite 1-336 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

(808) 5411g50 
Fax: (808) 541-3601 

 

December 15,2008 

Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
.Depa.rtment of Transportation 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, PFloor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

The purpose of this letter is to express our concerns over the proposed Honolulu High Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project. 

The United States ()mufti Services Administration is the record owner of the Prince Jonah Kuhio 
Kalaninnaole Federal Building and Courthouse located at 300 Ala Moana 'Boulevard ("MK_ 
Building"). We have never received any notice from the City and County of Honolulu Department 
of Transportation Services Rapid Transit Division (DOT) about this project. As such we were 
surprised to loam that the proposed project entails the construction and operation of an elevated 
transit system along a MUTOW street directly abutting the P.IKK Building on Halukawila Street. As 
federal agency and property owner significantly impacted by the proposed project, DOT is required 
to invite us to participate in the seoping process which appears to have occurred in late Dec 2005 and 
January 2006. Nor have we received any of the multiple notices of intent issued for this project and 
the draft Environmental Impact Statement. Sue List of Drafl EIS recipients attached to the Draft 
EIS. 

We hope that this projeet has not proceeded so far that nay possibility of our providing meaningful 
comment at this time has been eliminated. Our obvious concerns include noise, vibration, security 
and apparent site easement, We are hereby requesting an immediate meeting with DOT in order that 
we may be briefed as to the proposed project and its particular impact upon the P.1KK Building. We 
would caution DOT not to proceed on the basis that that any property necessary for this project 
(including air rights) along Halekawila can be obtained through the eminent domain process since 
this process is not available against the United States. 
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We trusi thm Dar will linthecligtely correct its notice procedures and now include us on the mailing, 
lilt for this projeet arid provide all documents prepared and invitations of public meetings for the 
proposed project to the United States of America. Please note that all information should he gent to 
the P,IKK Building as follows: 

Michael 11 Larsen, Property Manager 
Public NI(dings Service 
US GOMM I ervioes AdinittistratiOn 
Prince Hithio Pederal Building & US Courthouse 
300 Ala Moana Blvdr, Suite 1- , 336 
Honolulu, HI 968,50-402 
((08) 541-3632 
michael.larsot gga,gov 

We look forward to hearing from you at your earliest coliveitioncie. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael a Larson 
Property Maiiagcr 

coi Carrie Okinagg, Corporgtion Counsel 
Faith Miyatholo, Chief of tratsportation Planning 

Rogers, Regional Adrninistrator 
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liONOUR.0 RAF— 	PrioJEcT 

Potetttial Threats to Ves.i.w..al Court rit_iii=i41g from Transit Viatlutz.t 

The construction °Ea transit viaduct in close. proximity to the court hotise has been 
evaluated by security specialists for potential security vulnerAilities. As a result of this 
evaluation, the possibility of an assault from the viaduct to the court house is deemed 
be most improbable for many reasons, ii-icluding: lack of access to viaduct, easy detection 
of trc,spasseys, lack of sufficient tinic to plan an attack, lack of time to carry out an attack, 
lack of a plausible escape route by a perpetrator, challenge of coordination between train 
schedules and target availability, and alternatives for accomplishing such an assault 
which would have significantly less risk of failure. 

The evaluation team included a PB Force Protection Specialist with extensive DOD 
experience, a PB Senior Security Specialist who was a forayer D'afiirSA i.-:x.ecutive. for 
Mass Trash and a PT3 Senior Safety and Security Specialist who was the :former 
DOTTTA Dire.ctor of Safety and Security. All of these specialists have conducted 
numerous vulnerability assessments for transit systems, and maintain high security 
clearances and liaisons with their prior agencies for current threats, threat trends and 
security best pmcnces. 

Part of the evaluation process was examining similar systems the team is familiar with: 
the Miami Dade People Mover, Detroit People Mover and Seattle Monorail all iravtl 
within close proximity o buildings and in some cases within 50 feat. The Detroit People 
Mover is adjacent to the tederaI court house. There have never been any threats or 
incidents from the People Mover, 

The evaluation team contacted the intelligence community regarding this possible threat. 
Factors considered that would dissuade this type of an assault are: lack the ability of "dry 
runs', challenged by timing of the target versus train schedules, possibility of beim>, 
detected (during planning and cy:ecution of the attack) and the lack of a good escape 
method. The team also checked for new or e,xisting cent threats that would affect this 

.— situation; none were identified. 

Significant challenges for anyone attempting an assault front the viaduct include an 
intrusion detection system protecting entrances to the .track area, complemented with 
CCTVs specifically pointed from platform ends to track. area. Trespassers Will be 
detected and a response izenerated, 5:naking it very difficult for a sniper to carry out 
surveillance or an attack successfully. 

Security sta.adards for federal buildings are published by the US General Services 
Administration. After 9/11, the standards were categorized listed as sensitive s;...cusity 
information (SS)) and are no longer available without a specific need to know. The US 
Protective Services and the US Marshals have access to this information. judges m:e.:1 to 
confer with them for any guidance in this matter. 

November 10.2008 	 1 
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HONOLULU RAIL TRAWirf PROJECT 

A requirement in the System Safety Management Plan. (SS:NIP) is the development of a 
Security-  Plan for the enastrix.tion phase of the project. The construction contractor will 
be required to develop the plan and address security issues such as this one. There are a 
variety of measures that can be implemented, including security fencing to restrict access 
to the guideway, lighting to aid in detection, intrusion detection systems, and security 
patrols. 

Though the evaluation team found this threat to be most improbable, the following 
security enhancements for the courthouse can be taken: 

6 (Aso= the direct line of view from the viaduct. Installing a screening wail 
along the viaduct in the areas of access where there is a direct line of view to 
the courthouse will reduce opportunities for surveillance of the building and 
access to areas where a direct fire event could be launched. 

Window glass film/frame anchorims. Attaching a clear or tinted composite 
film over the window's glass to resist a direct fire or blast overpressure; also, 
keeps the glass panel together as a single unit, thus reducing flying glass shards 
(Kobar Towers). However, window frames require anchoring to the building 
StrucWre and a horizontal catch bar should be installed on the inside of the 
window to 'catch the glass panel if the frame fails, thus, preventing the glass 
panel from becoming a missile hazard. 

Relocate the Jud egliambers. Relocating the judges' chambers to an area of 
the. building that has limited or no direct line of view and limited entry, multi-
level access controls. Remove any pubiic, external, or internal identification, 
signs, boards, menu's, entrances, etc that list directions or locations to 
Chambers. 

Tint Chamber wind,ow. Prevent the public from seeing into the Chambers to 
determine if they are oecupied by applying a reflective film over the windows. 
This may also provide environmental conditioning savings to the building and 
prevent ultra-violet damage to office property. 

Nove.rnber 10, 2008 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone; (8081768 -8305 • Fax: (808)768 -4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

 

 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

 

 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-298749R 

Mr. Michael D. Larson, Property Manager 
Public Buildings Service 
U.S. General Services Administration, Region 9 
Hawaii Field Office, San Diego Service Center — 9PDH 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Suite 1-336 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-0001 

Dear Mr. Larson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your December 15, 2008 letter is addressed in an individual response letter to the 
General Service Administration (GSA) that is included in Appendix A to the Final EIS. 

The GSA did not receive a scoping notice for the March and April 2007 NEPA scoping 
period, nor an invitation to be a participating agency because, at that time, the need for use of 
federal land at the PJKK Federal Building had not been identified. Nor was any other required 
permit or approval from the GSA identified. 
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Ms. Michael D. Larson 
Page 2 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, DTS has coordinated directly with GSA on safety 
and security concerns at the Federal Courthouse building. GSA has provided documents 
allowing a more comprehensive determination of security needs. The Project's Safety and 
Security experts will continue to work with GSA staff on security concerns. Project staff has 
been working with property management staff from the GSA. We will commit to meet all 
applicable setback requirements in addition to other security measures as discussed directly 
with the GSA to safeguard the Department of Justice and other federal staff. We are confident 
that we can adequately address your concerns without moving the proposed alignment. 
Section 2.5.4, Safety and Security Measures, of this Final EIS contains additional details on 
security measures being incorporated into the project. 

An alignment that avoided Halekauwila Street was evaluated at two stages of the 
Alternatives Analysis process. A Queen Street alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts 
on historic properties, evidence of burials within the vicinity of Queen Street near Kawaiahao 
Church, impacts on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints, and was not 
brought forward into the Draft EIS for these reasons. As stated in the Alternatives Screening 
Memo (Chapter 6), an alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been 
proposed for screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering 
analysis, however, it was determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be 
feasible. As noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (Page 6-3), "The elevated alignment 
[along Queen Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some locations. 
Locating stations within the physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." Both 
the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to the Alternatives 
Analysis. While the Halekauwila Street alignment was acknowledged to have the potential for 
visual impacts on the Aloha Tower, this impact was evaluated in the context of the fact that the 
Queen Street alignment would have the same impact to Aloha Tower and would have impacts 
on a number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would have significant visual 
impacts. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 to 6-5), "The Queen Street alignment 
would have somewhat greater negative visual impact because the narrow available right-of-way 
would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown area and because it would cross between 
Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila 
Street/Kapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the best alignment option within Section V." The 
Capital Historic District is not affected by the Halekauwila alignment. As a result, the Queen 
Street alignment did not advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS. 

Queen Street, King Street, and Beretania Street were previously evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process for either an elevated or underground alignment and determined 
to be inferior to Halekauwila Street based on a number of considerations. The effects from a 
Queen Street alignment are discussed previously in this letter. In addition, Queen Street is 
narrower than Halekauwila Street. An elevated system on either Beretania Street or King Street 
would run in front of either the State Capitol or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic 
lanes. The Ala Moana Boulevard to Pohukaina Street alignment was eliminated during the 
project screening process partially because the alignment would cross a substantial portion of 
the Federal Building property. The Halekauwila Street alignment is entirely within the City's 
street right-of-way as it passes in front of the Federal Building. The only encroachment from the 
Halekauwila Street alignment is to the open area Ewa of the Federal Building. 

AR00001002 



Ms. Michael D. Larson 
Page 3 

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

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOIOKA 

.4 ( V 
Director 

Enclosure 
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State Agencies 

June 2010 	 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Environmental Impact Statement 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTA.TIVeS 
STATE OF HAWAII 
STATE CAPITOL 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 958L3 

December 12, 2008 

The Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Director, Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3r d  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Comments on Rail Draft Environmental impact Statement 

Dear Wayne, 

We are writing to express our support for allowing bicycles and luggage on 
the Honolulu rail system. 'Making provision for bicycles and luggage on rail cars 
will increase ridership of the new system. 

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

With regard to luggage, whether the airport route or the Salt Lake route is 
ultimately chosen, we strongly support allowing luggage on the train including 
suitcases, backpacks, duffel bags and any other hand-carried container& While 
there are important advantages to riding the train, there are disadvantages as well. 
One disadvantage is that a rider can only bring on what he/she can carry, Putting 
any further limit on luggage discourages ridership. 
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presentative Joey Manahan 
District 29 

Some may argue that allowing suitcases poses a security risk, but a suitcase 

carried to the checkpoint of an airport poses just as great a threat. It could also be 

argued that a person weighted down with luggage will impede other passengers. 

While this is true to an extent, it is outweighed by the fact that every person who 

rides the train will alleviate traffic congestion. 

Mahal° for considering our comments. 

With warmest aloha, 

14.4_ A1144, 
Representative Karl Rhoads 
District 28 

Representative Marilyn Lee 
District 38 

Rept-  sentative Karen Awane. 
District 44 

461‘ 
epresentative Make Oshiro 
strict 33 

pottiL4444—. 
Representative Son Karamatsu 
District 41 

cc: Mr. Ted M.atIey, Federal Transit Administration 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336210 

The Honorable Kari Rhoads 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 326 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Rhoads: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
Identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time, 

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

Ver trul yours, () 

()., 

WAYNE 	S OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: IrowN.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2313 	 RT10/09-336220 

The Honorable Karen Leinani Awana 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 403 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Awana: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shalt 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

VrIly yours, 

WAYNEOVIOK6  
Director 

Enclosure 
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Very t uly yours, izi 

WAYNE 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 758-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336213 

The Honorable Joey Manahan 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 421 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Manahan: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

Enclosure 
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Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. OSH KA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336225 

The Honorable Blake K. Oshiro 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 439 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Oshiro: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final ES shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 758-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN TM:Ai 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336216 

The Honorable Marilyn B. Lee 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 434 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Lee: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

\kill tn.] yours, 

(1% 

(-1 I  WAYNP YO OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFINANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336236 

The Honorable Jon Riki Karamatsu 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 302 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Karamatsu: 

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

The US. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (01)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your questions about bicycle accommodations on trains, bicycles will be allowed on 
trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy that has yet to be developed. In addition, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the 
safety or comfort of other passengers. No change to the policy on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

ery,frjlly4foUrs, 

VVAYNE YYOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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City and County of Honolulu • State of Hawaii 

February 5, 2009 

Mr. Ted Malley, Community Planner 
Federal Transit Administration - Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
6S0 So. King Street, 3" 1  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 	96813 

Dear Messrs. Matiey and Yoshioka: 
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Subject: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu Draft EIS 4(f) Evaluation (November 2000) 

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

With respect to the central Kaka'ake and Ala Moana-Sheridan neighbornoods 
most directly impacted by the 1 -11-ICTCP route, we have the following concerns 
regarding displacement or existing businesses and older residents, as well as 
further congestion of heavily-trafficked thoroughfares: 

Transit Impacts upon Central Kaka'ako Elusiness district 
In 2006, the Kakalako rnauka portion of Kakeako included 1,479 businesses 
with 16,931 employees (representing 3.7% of Honolulu's non-agriculture 
workers), and generating $2.02 billion in annual sales. 

Of this amount, central Kaka'ako businesses in 2007 employed about 1,971 
people and generated estimated sales of $2S9 miliion dollars (source: final 
Report and Quarterly Report No. 4 for Contract entitled 'Transit Oriented 
Community-based Development Project", Honolulu City Council, March 2008). 

1. Central Kaka'ako transit right-of-way acquisitions: The City's HHCTCP DEIS 
identifies nine private properties for acquisition in their entirety, with an 
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Mr. Ted Matiey 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
February 5, 2009 
Page 2 

estimated 20 small businesses that generate at least $14.4 million in annual 
income being directly displaced. An additional 28 properties (with roughly 30 
small businesses) are proposed for partial acquisition (source: 111-ICTCP DEIS, 
Appendix B, November 2003), with various properties subject to loss of ore 
street perking, business visibility and aesthetics due to transit columns, 
Central Kakaiako service businesses are especially vulnerable to transit 
displacement because they are subject to multiple layers of regulation - 
rapidly-escalating property taxes Imposed by the City & County of Honolulu, 
combined with zoning/property assessments designed for larger landholdings 
imposed by the Hawaii Community Development Authority. The nature of 
small businesses also means that their needs and unique requirements 
cannot readily be addressed by a one-size-tits-af/ approach. 

Of the remaining 54 partial acquisitions and 15 full acquisitions of house 
numbers (portions within a single TMI4 parcel) identified by the HHCTCP DS 
for the central Kaka'ako route, a large number of home owners and residents 
in the area will be displaced as a result of the current alignment. 

2. Mitigation measures for businesses and residents displaced or impacted by 
transit route alignments In central Kakatako: Section 4-42 of the DEIS, 
covering impacts of the HHCTCP route upon neighborhoods, glosses over the 
likely impacts In the Ala Moane-Kaka'ako region through this observation: 

"[Me transition between.. .[Downtown] and Ala Man a Center would require 
acquisitions- and displacements...Because Kaka'ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes In land uses to transit-oriented development is 
likely, which may rassilt in a change In character along the alignment, 
especially near stations (emphasis added),' 

With a total of 82 partial acquisitions and 24 full acquisitions ie this area 
alone, the HHCTCP discussion of mitigation measures and ways to address 
the needs of those being displaced is woefully Inadequate. 

We believe the Following questions, which are not addressed in the Hi-ICTCP 
DEIS document, must be addressed by the City & County of Honolulu for 
heavily-impacted neighborhoods like Ala Moana-Kaka'ako: 

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

▪ What kinds of displacement assistance and/or relocation assistance, 
financial aid or tax relief will property owners, residents and businesses 
be provided in order to address business disruption/termination? What is 
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Mr. Ted Matiey 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
February 5, 2009 
Page 3 

the City & County of HonoMu's timeline for notifying affected property 
owners, residents and businesses and offering assistance with relocation, 
financial aid or tax relief? 

What steps will the City & County of Honolulu take to help maintain 
set-vice businesses in central Kaka'ako, especially where those businesses' 
strategic location near major employment centers (Downtown, Civic 
Center, Makikl, Ala Maria and Waikiki) equals over $250 million in annual 
sales? 

For example, central Kaka'ako houses over 25% of Honolulu's auto repair, 
mechanical repair/auto body and repainting businesses, as well as a 
substantial number of businesses providing wholesale and direct service 
support to Waikiki, Ala Moana hotels, restaurants and retail outlets, 
Where will residents, employees in urban Honolulu and Ala Moana/Weikiki 
businesses have to go to obtain these services? 

What actions will the City U., County of Honolulu take to address 
displacement of property owners and residents on fixed incomes or with 
limited means? What programs will the City & County of Honolulu provide 
to assist senior citizens and elderly property owners with relocation 
financing, alternative housing and transit assistance as development of 
TODs "of a different character" emerge in their neighborhoods? 

Transit Impacts upon the Ala Moanat5heridansomrnunitv 
In its cursory observation of the impacts that the proposed transit route will 
have upon the Ala Moana/Kaka'ako area cited in Section 4-42 of the DES, the 
HHCTCP DEls fails to Incorporate recommendations from community planning 
and traffic studies conducted over the past decade for this area. 

For example, the City & County of Honolulu's Ala Moana-Sheridan Draft 
Community Plan (Department of Planning and Permitting, 2006) and Transit 
Oriented Community-based Development Project, Phase X Report (Honolulu C)t),  
Council, March 2008) have characterized this area as one with a rapidly-growing 
percentage of elderly residents - 65-and older residents comprise 20% of 
today's population, and the number Is increasing. 

Recognizing the high percentage of elderly residents in the Ala Moan a and 
Kakeako area, the Ala Moana-Sheridan Vraft Community Plan recommended a 
series of changes to improve pedestrian safety In the Kaololani corridor (e.g., 
Kepiolani/Keeaurnoku, Kapiolani/Atidnson Drive, Atkinson/Ala Moana 
Boulevard). 

Tt also identified the Kapiolani/Keeaurnoku intersection as one of the Most 
dangerous intersections in Honolulu. it sought to reduce the level of through-
traffic through Sheridan streets by proposing that Plikal Street and Pensacola 
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Street be changed from one-way streets to two-way streets that utilized a 
landscaped median to provide a means for pedestrians and bicyclists to safely 
cross these two multi-lane streets. 

We believe that the following should also be addressed as part of the F1I -iCTCP 
OEN mitigation measures for the Ala Moanail(akarako community: 

• What steps will the City &County of Honolulu take to address the existing 
level of high traffic volume along the Kaplolani corridor and use transit 
station locations and services along its mass transit route to provide a 
safer transit travel alternative for elderly residents? 

• What steps will the City & County of Honolulu take to reduce pedestrian 
safety hazards in the Kapielarti/Keeaumoku intersection, especially with 
respect to the elevated transit station planned for the Ala Moana Center at 
Nordstrom's? 

• What design alternatives is the City & County of Honolulu evaluating to 
make it safe and easy for elderly, immigrant and very young transit-rieors 
and pedestrians to navigate between the elevated transit station and 
street-level buses departing/arriving at Ala Moana Center? 

• What alternatives has the City & County of Honolulu considered in 
Identifying the best solutions for separating pedestrian traffic from 
vehicular traffic in the Kapio!aril corridor? For example, has the City & 
County of Honolulu considered construction of a pedestrian overpass 
between the Ala Mane Center transit station at Nordstrom's and mauka 
side of Kapiolani poulevard? 

• What steps has the City & County of Honolulu taken to evaluate 
pedestrian-friendly alternatives for mauka-makal traffic in the Kapiolanl 
corridor (e.g., Kalakaua, Atkinson, Keeaurnoku, Pilkoi, Pensacola, Ward), 
such as modifying the one -way directions for Plikoi/Pensacola Streets into 
two-way streets? 

• What alternatives has the City & County of Honolulu considered in 
identifying the best means of enhancing the use of NBC Exhibition Hail 
and Arena and Its existing parking facilities with close proximity to a mass 
transit station? 

We strongly endorse the benefits that can accrue to our neighborhoods as a 
result of transit development; and seek to work proactively with our city and 
Federal partners. Although the draft EIS has not addressed some of these issues 
in sufficient detail to provide appropriate mitigation, we are confident these 
issues can be dealt with in the months ahead as we complete our review of the 
Final ES. 
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Senator Carol kunaga 
District 11 
Makikifiantalus, Ala Moan, McCully 

Representathie om Brower 
District 23 
Waikiki, Ala Moana 

CouncllmembelStke aalnum 
District 5 
Manoa, Palolo, Makikf, McCuliy/Moiliiii, 
St. Louis, Kapahulu, Kaimuki 

Mr. Ted Matiey 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
February S, 2009 
Page 5 

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

Sincerely, 

SenatoVr ricwood Gaiuteria 
District 12 
IwIlei, Chinatown, 
Downtown, Kakaako, Ala Moana, 
Waikiki 

1 R presentative Karl Rhoads 
District 28 
Palama, Chinatown, Downtown, 
Lower Makikl, Sheridan 

cc; Congressman Neil Abercrombie, District 1 
Congresswoman MazIellirono f  District 2 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gev 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2109-299621R 

The Honorable Carol Fukunaga 
The Senate 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 216 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Senator Fukunaga: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Central Kakaako Business District 

Regarding your comments on the Central Kakaako District, DTS has considered the 
complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako district. Overall the Project is expected to 
strengthen the district's function as an employment center. The Project also could bring in new 
customers for businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. 

According to Appendix C of the Final EIS, there will be 28 partial acquisitions and 6 full 
acquisitions, resulting in 18 business displacements between Bishop Street and Ala Moana 
Center. Of these displacements, 11 will occur along the alignment between South Street and 
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The Honorable Carol Fukunaga 
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Kamakee Street. In addition, 12 of the 28 partial acquisitions will occur between South Street 
and Kamakee Street, but these acquisitions are not expected to displace any businesses. There 
are not any residential displacements in this area of the corridor. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and property that will be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, 
"... compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." Specific 
mitigation measures are listed in Section 44 of the Final EIS. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below, 

• Owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been individually 
contacted to discuss right-of-way options. Those from whom property is to be 
acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for 
purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those 
affected. The Act requires that those in need of relocation be placed in 
comparable quarters for living or for business. It should be noted that because of 
the design of the system, it impacts fewer properties compared to other projects 
of this size and requires full acquisition of only 33 properties throughout the entire 
alignment, as indicated in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. 

• As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to 
affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." As stated 
previously, owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been 
individually contacted to discuss right-of-way options. 

• DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako 
district. Overall the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as an 
employment center. The Project also could bring in new customers for 
businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
predict where displaced businesses will choose to relocate. 

• Section 4.18 of the Final EIS discusses the temporary and limited construction 
effects of the Project. Coordination will occur with all businesses and residents 
adjacent to the study corridor who may be affected by construction regarding 
business and home-life activities that need to be maintained during construction. 
Details are available in Section 418.1 of the Final EIS, which includes proposed 
mitigation. 
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As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." 

Ala Moana/Sheridan Community 

To address your comments on the Ala Moana/Sheridan communities, the analysis 
conducted for the Draft and Final EISs considered the committed transportation projects that are 
identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (OahuMPO 2007). Congestion-relief 
projects are described in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. Projects not related to the transit project are 
not addressed in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below. 

• The Project provides a safe, reliable high-speed transit system that will reduce traffic 
volume and delay in the study corridor compared with the No Build Alternative in 2030. 
Near stations, however, there could be additional traffic caused by vehicles (buses, cars, 
taxis, etc.) trying to access the stations. Traffic analysis conducted for the EIS found that 
the Project will not affect Kapiolani Boulevard, and therefore the Project does not 
propose any changes to Kapiolani Boulevard. DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to 
encourage construction of safe and convenient connections to the rail stations. 

• All transit stations will be fully accessible and comply with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and other relevant regulations. Stations are being designed to allow safe and 
convenient access to adjacent areas. There are no proposed changes to Kapiolani 
Boulevard or the intersection of Kapiolani Boulevard and Keeaumoku Street as part of 
the Project. However, as discussed above, DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities near rail 
stations. 

• Facilities at all guideway stations will be designed in a manner that accommodates 
persons with disabilities consistent with ADA requirements. Each station will have 
escalators and elevators to allow access between platforms and the street. The majority 
of transit passengers will be familiar with the process of entering and using the system. 
However, by using identical or similar station access as well as concourse and platform 
configurations, all passengers, regular users, newcomers, tourists, the elderly, and 
persons with disabilities will find the system user-friendly and inviting. 

• Pedestrians will use the existing network of sidewalks in the Kapiolani corridor. A 
pedestrian overpass at this location is not proposed as part of the Project, but the Project 
does not preclude future projects such as this by others. 

• Pedestrian planning along those roadways is outside the focus of the Project. 
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• Use of the Neal Blaisdell Center for station area parking is not being considered as part 
of the Project. However, as stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to 
mitigating the effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will 
conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and implement 
one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies to be considered include, but 
are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking causes safety or congestion 
problems) and shared parking arrangements (at locations where parking is available but 
dedicated to another purpose, such as retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). 
Implemented strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as 
needed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299621R 

The Honorable Brickwood GaIuteria 
The Senate 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 208 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Senator Galuteria: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Central Kakaako Business District 

Regarding your comments on the Central Kakaako District, DTS has considered the 
complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako district. Overall the Project is expected to 
strengthen the district's function as an employment center. The Project also could bring in new 
customers for businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. 

According to Appendix C of the Final EIS, there will be 28 partial acquisitions and 6 full 
acquisitions, resulting in 18 business displacements between Bishop Street and Ala Moana 
Center. Of these displacements, 11 will occur along the alignment between South Street and 
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Kamakee Street. In addition, 12 of the 28 partial acquisitions will occur between South Street 
and Kamakee Street, but these acquisitions are not expected to displace any businesses. There 
are not any residential displacements in this area of the corridor. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and property that will be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, 
"... compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." Specific 
mitigation measures are listed in Section 4.4 of the Final BS. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below. 

• Owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been individually 
contacted to discuss right-of-way options. Those from whom property is to be 
acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for 
purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those 
affected. The Act requires that those in need of relocation be placed in 
comparable quarters for living or for business. It should be noted that because of 
the design of the system, it impacts fewer properties compared to other projects 
of this size and requires full acquisition of only 33 properties throughout the entire 
alignment, as indicated in Section 4.4 of the Final BS. 

• As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to 
affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." As stated 
previously, owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been 
individually contacted to discuss right-of-way options. 

• DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako 
district. Overall the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as an 
employment center. The Project also could bring in new customers for 
businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
predict where displaced businesses will choose to relocate. 

• Section 4.18 of the Final EIS discusses the temporary and limited construction 
effects of the Project. Coordination will occur with all businesses and residents 
adjacent to the study corridor who may be affected by construction regarding 
business and home-life activities that need to be maintained during construction. 
Details are available in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, which includes proposed 
mitigation. 
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As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." 

Ala Moana/Sheridan Community 

To address your comments on the Ala Moana/Sheridan communities, the analysis 
conducted for the Draft and Final El Ss considered the committed transportation projects that are 
identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (OahuMPO 2007). Congestion-relief 
projects are described in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. Projects not related to the transit project are 
not addressed in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below. 

• The Project provides a safe, reliable high-speed transit system that will reduce traffic 
volume and delay in the study corridor compared with the No Build Alternative in 2030. 
Near stations, however, there could be additional traffic caused by vehicles (buses, cars, 
taxis, etc.) trying to access the stations. Traffic analysis conducted for the EIS found that 
the Project will not affect Kapiolani Boulevard, and therefore the Project does not 
propose any changes to Kapfolani Boulevard. DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to 
encourage construction of safe and convenient connections to the rail stations. 

• All transit stations will be fully accessible and comply with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and other relevant regulations. Stations are being designed to allow safe and 
convenient access to adjacent areas. There are no proposed changes to Kapiolani 
Boulevard or the intersection of Kapiolani Boulevard and Keeaumoku Street as part of 
the Project. However, as discussed above, DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities near rail 
stations. 

• Facilities at all guideway stations will be designed in a manner that accommodates 
persons with disabilities consistent with ADA requirements. Each station will have 
escalators and elevators to allow access between platforms and the street. The majority 
of transit passengers will be familiar with the process of entering and using the system. 
However, by using identical or similar station access as well as concourse and platform 
configurations, all passengers, regular users, newcomers, tourists, the elderly, and 
persons with disabilities will find the system user-friendly and inviting. 

• Pedestrians will use the existing network of sidewalks in the Kapiolani corridor. A 
pedestrian overpass at this location is not proposed as part of the Project, but the Project 
does not preclude future projects such as this by others. 

• Pedestrian planning along those roadways is outside the focus of the Project. 
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• Use of the Neal Blaisdell Center for station area parking is not being considered as part 
of the Project. However, as stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to 
mitigating the effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will 
conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and implement 
one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies to be considered include, but 
are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking causes safety or congestion 
problems) and shared parking arrangements (at locations where parking is available but 
dedicated to another purpose, such as retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). 
Implemented strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as 
needed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

( 

WAYN 
Director 

IO A 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299621R 

The Honorable Torn Brower 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 326 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Brower: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Central Kakaalco Business District 

Regarding your comments on the Central Kakaako District, DTS has considered the 
complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako district. Overall the Project is expected to 
strengthen the district's function as an employment center. The Project also could bring in new 
customers for businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. 

According to Appendix C of the Final EIS, there will be 26 partial acquisitions and 6 full 
acquisitions, resulting in 16 business displacements between Bishop Street and Ala Wane 
Center. Of these displacements, 11 will occur along the alignment between South Street and 
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Kamakee Street. In addition, 12 of the 28 partial acquisitions will occur between South Street 
and Kamakee Street, but these acquisitions are not expected to displace any businesses. There 
are not any residential displacements in this area of the corridor. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and property that will be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, 
"... compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." Specific 
mitigation measures are listed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. 

Your buffeted points are addressed separately below. 

• Owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been individually 
contacted to discuss right-of-way options. Those from whom property is to be 
acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for 
purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those 
affected. The Act requires that those in need of relocation be placed in 
comparable quarters for living or for business. It should be noted that because of 
the design of the system, it impacts fewer properties compared to other projects 
of this size and requires full acquisition of only 33 properties throughout the entire 
alignment, as indicated in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. 

• As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to 
affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." As stated 
previously, owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been 
individually contacted to discuss right-of-way options. 

• DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako 
district. Overall the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as an 
employment center. The Project also could bring in new customers for 
businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
predict where displaced businesses will choose to relocate. 

• Section 4.18 of the Final EIS discusses the temporary and limited construction 
effects of the Project. Coordination will occur with all businesses and residents 
adjacent to the study corridor who may be affected by construction regarding 
business and home-life activities that need to be maintained during construction. 
Details are available in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, which includes proposed 
mitigation. 
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As stated in Section 4A.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." 

Ala MoanalSheridan Community 

To address your comments on the Ala Moana/Sheridan communities, the analysis 
conducted for the Draft and Final EISs considered the committed transportation projects that are 
identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (OahuMPO 2007). Congestion-relief 
projects are described in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. Projects not related to the transit project are 
not addressed in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below. 

• The Project provides a safe, reliable high-speed transit system that will reduce traffic 
volume and delay in the study corridor compared with the No Build Alternative in 2030. 
Near stations, however, there could be additional traffic caused by vehicles (buses, cars, 
taxis, etc.) trying to access the stations. Traffic analysis conducted for the EIS found that 
the Project will not affect Kapiolani Boulevard, and therefore the Project does not 
propose any changes to Kapiolani Boulevard. DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to 
encourage construction of safe and convenient connections to the rail stations. 

• All transit stations will be fully accessible and comply with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and other relevant regulations. Stations are being designed to allow safe and 
convenient access to adjacent areas. There are no proposed changes to Kapiolani 
Boulevard or the intersection of Kapiolani Boulevard and Keeaumoku Street as part of 
the Project. However, as discussed above, DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities near rail 
stations. 

• Facilities at all guideway stations will be designed in a manner that accommodates 
persons with disabilities consistent with ADA requirements. Each station will have 
escalators and elevators to allow access between platforms and the street. The majority 
of transit passengers will be familiar with the process of entering and using the system. 
However, by using identical or similar station access as well as concourse and platform 
configurations, all passengers, regular users, newcomers, tourists, the elderly, and 
persons with disabilities will find the system user-friendly and inviting. 

• Pedestrians will use the existing network of sidewalks in the Kapiolani corridor. A 
pedestrian overpass at this location is not proposed as part of the Project, but the Project 
does not preclude future projects such as this by others. 

• Pedestrian planning along those roadways is outside the focus of the Project. 
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• Use of the Neal Blaisdell Center for station area parking is not being considered as part 
of the Project. However, as stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to 
mitigating the effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will 
conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and implement 
one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies to be considered include, but 
are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking causes safety or congestion 
problems) and shared parking arrangements (at locations where parking is available but 
dedicated to another purpose, such as retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). 
Implemented strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as 
needed. 

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

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299621R 

The Honorable Karl Rhoads 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 326 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Rhoads: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Central Kakaako Business District 

Regarding your comments on the Central Kakaako District, DTS has considered the 
complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako district. Overall the Project is expected to 
strengthen the district's function as an employment center. The Project also could bring in new 
customers for businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. 

According to Appendix C of the Final EIS, there wi//be 26 partial acquisitions and 6 full 
acquisitions, resulting in 16 business displacements between Bishop Street and Ala Moana 
Center. Of these displacements, 11 will occur along the alignment between South Street and 
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Kamakee Street. In addition, 12 of the 28 partial acquisitions will occur between South Street 
and Kamakee Street, but these acquisitions are not expected to displace any businesses. There 
are not any residential displacements in this area of the corridor. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and property that will be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, 
"... compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." Specific 
mitigation measures are listed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. 

Your buffeted points are addressed separately below. 

• Owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been individually 
contacted to discuss right-of-way options. Those from whom property is to be 
acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for 
purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those 
affected. The Act requires that those in need of relocation be placed in 
comparable quarters for living or for business. It should be noted that because of 
the design of the system, it impacts fewer properties compared to other projects 
of this size and requires full acquisition of only 33 properties throughout the entire 
alignment, as indicated in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. 

• As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to 
affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." As stated 
previously, owners of properties where an acquisition is required have all been 
individually contacted to discuss right-of-way options. 

• DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako 
district. Overall the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as an 
employment center. The Project also could bring in new customers for 
businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will provide to a wider region. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
predict where displaced businesses will choose to relocate. 

• Section 4.18 of the Final EIS discusses the temporary and limited construction 
effects of the Project. Coordination will occur with all businesses and residents 
adjacent to the study corridor who may be affected by construction regarding 
business and home-fife activities that need to be maintained during construction. 
Details are available in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, which includes proposed 
mitigation. 
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As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "... compensation will be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." 

Ala MoanalSheridan Community 

To address your comments on the Ala Moana/Sheridan communities, the analysis 
conducted for the Draft and Final EISs considered the committed transportation projects that are 
identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (OahuMPO 2007). Congestion-relief 
projects are described in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS. Projects not related to the transit project are 
not addressed in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Your bulleted points are addressed separately below. 

• The Project provides a safe, reliable high-speed transit system that will reduce traffic 
volume and delay in the study corridor compared with the No Build Alternative in 2030. 
Near stations, however, there could be additional traffic caused by vehicles (buses, cars, 
taxis, etc.) trying to access the stations. Traffic analysis conducted for the EIS found that 
the Project will not affect Kapiolani Boulevard, and therefore the Project does not 
propose any changes to Kapiolani Boulevard. DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to 
encourage construction of safe and convenient connections to the rail stations. 

• All transit stations will be fully accessible and comply with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and other relevant regulations. Stations are being designed to allow safe and 
convenient access to adjacent areas. There are no proposed changes to Kapiolani 
Boulevard or the intersection of Kapiolani Boulevard and Keeaumoku Street as part of 
the Project. However, as discussed above, DTS is working with appropriate State and 
City agencies to prioritize improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities near rail 
stations. 

• Facilities at all guideway stations will be designed in a manner that accommodates 
persons with disabilities consistent with ADA requirements. Each station will have 
escalators and elevators to allow access between platforms and the street. The majority 
of transit passengers will be familiar with the process of entering and using the system. 
However, by using identical or similar station access as well as concourse and platform 
configurations, all passengers, regular users, newcomers, tourists, the elderly, and 
persons with disabilities will find the system user-friendly and inviting. 

• Pedestrians will use the existing network of sidewalks in the Kapiolani corridor. A 
pedestrian overpass at this location is not proposed as part of the Project, but the Project 
does not preclude future projects such as this by others. 

• Pedestrian planning along those roadways is outside the focus of the Project. 

AR00001032 



WAYN 
Director 

The Honorable Karl Rhoads 
Page 4 

• Use of the Neal Blaisdell Center for station area parking is not being considered as part 
of the Project. However, as stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to 
mitigating the effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will 
conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and implement 
one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies to be considered include, but 
are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking causes safety or congestion 
problems), and shared parking arrangements (at locations where parking is available but 
dedicated to another purpose, such as retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). 
Implemented strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as 
needed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : January 5, 2009 

The Honorable Wayne Yoshioka 
City Department at Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Director Yoshioka: 

The Kamehameha Highway improvements Project Task Force is a 
group of elected officials, business leaders, and Cornrnunity groups that 
have a common goal to make traffic, safety and aesthetic improvements 
to the highway while still maintaining a sense of culture and place. The 
project focuses on the highway from Waihona Street (Sam's Club in 
'Pearl City) to Center Drive (Pearl Harbor Naval Base). 

This group begen formally meeting since February 2005 after the State 
Legislature appropriated en initial $1.2 million Inc this effort. Since our 
initial meeting, we have continued to meet quarterly to discuss our plans 
for the corridor and ideogy short-, mid- end long-term projects that will 
Improve and enhance this stretch of the highway. 

At our December 10, 2008 meeting, a presentation was made on the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We learned that the rail 
project would utilize the median of Kamehameha Highway through the 
Alea-Peari City area. 

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

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

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

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

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

With Warmest aloha, 

Representative K. Mark Takai 
Co•Chair, Kamehameha Hwy improvements Tesk Force 

cc: Mayor Mull Hannemann 
/Attachment 
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June 11,2010 RT1/09-295442 

The Honorable K. Mark Takai 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol, Room 305 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Takai: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Visual effects along the Kamehameha Highway are discussed under the "Fort Weaver 
Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit" and the "Aloha Stadium to Kalihi Landscape Unit" in 
Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. The Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is 
expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. Noticeable changes to views will 
occur where the Project elements will be near existing views or in the foreground of these views. 
Viewpoints not located near the alignment or stations will generally be less affected by changes 
in the visual environment because they will take in a longer, more expansive landscape. 
Medians will be landscaped where appropriate to soften the effect of the guideway and create an 
attractive environment along the alignment. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
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the environment changes from rural at the Weanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. The following mitigation 
framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the 
visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape 
design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, 
which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation under the heading Design Principals and 
Mitigation, specific Environmental, Architecture and Landscape Design Criteria are listed that will 
help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

To address your first concern, current plans do not include incorporating utility lines into 
the transit structure. In addition, to address your second concern, current plans show the 
Project placed in the median of Kamehameha Highway. 
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As stated in the discussion of mitigation in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, DTS has 
developed specifications and Design Criteria to address the City's requirements for the Project. 
Landscaping and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. Existing trees 
will be retained where practical and some new vegetation will be provided. DTS will continue to 
consult with communities surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

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

Enclosure 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE OF HAWAII 
STATE CAPITOL 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 95813 

Representative James Kunrine Tokioka. 
415 S. Berettutia Street Rm. 322 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

December Gth, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department ofTransportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'1  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: /INL High-Capacity Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impac.i. Statement/Section 
4(i) Evaluation 

Dear Director Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the copy of the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. Upon review I would like to offer the following 
cominent: 

As an out'-island legislator, myself and residents from neighboring counties are forced 
to pay the GET while visiting Oahu. If the City is using the GET tax to fund this project 
it would only be fair to include a route to the airport So that our outer-island residents can 
also enjoy the benefits of a transportation system that they helped fund. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project, if you need further 
information, please contact mc at 808-586-6270, or by email at 
reptokioka@,,eapitolhawaii.gov . 

Mr. Tod Matky 
OFQC 

RrpresentAtive James Knnatto TnIdatta 
State Capitol, Room 322 - Honolulu, Ill 96 3 
Pitooe: (808) 58-6270 • Pax: (808) 586-5271 

motok(oka@capitollawaiLm  
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336209 

The Honorable James Kunane Tokioka 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol, Room 322 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Tokioka: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Councii action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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STATE OF HAWAII 
	

MIMS 

DEPARTMENT OF ACCOUNTING AND GENERAL SERVICES 
P O. P.OX WI. HONOLULU, HAWAII 9.98t0 

DEC I 3 2008 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: 	Honolulu I-Ugh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) / Section 4(1) Evaluation 

Thank you for your letters of November 12 and November 25, 2008. The Department of 
Accounting and General Servi= remains prepared to work with the Department of 
Transportation Services but questions the de minimus determination you made with regard to the 
Aloha Stadium (Table 5-1, Pages 5-4, 5-10). Your project, including the park-and-ride, will take 
approximately 6.2 acres of our Aloha Stadium site. This diminishes our use of the site as a 
recreation facility, particularly the toss of parking during events. The new offsite park-and-ride 
parking connecmd to the Aloha Stadium by this project may not compensate for our on-site 
parking loss. As a reminder, comments in our September 8, 2008 letter still apply, especially 
Items 1 thru 5. (See attachment or Pages 95-9'6 of Appendix D of this DEIS). 

If you have any questions, please call me at 586-0400 or have your stuff cal! Mr. Bruce Bennett 
of the Public Works Division at 586-0491. 

Sincerely, 

RUSS K. SAITO 
State Comptroller 

• Attachment 
c; 	Ms. Katherine Puana Kealoha, Esq. DOH-OEQC 

Mr. Ted Maley, FTA Region IX 
Mr. Scott Chan, Aloha Stadium Manager 

Co 

1=1. 
rm. 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-293027R 

Honorable Russ K. Saito, State Comptroller 
Department of Accounting and General Services 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 119 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96810 

Dear Mr. Saito: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

DTS has met with the Aloha Stadium Manager and the Department of Accounting and 
General Services since the selection of the Airport Alignment as the preferred alternative. DTS 
reviewed the impacts of the Project, and the Department of Accounting and General Services 
has been consulted regarding a de minimis determination. 

Potential project impacts to listed and eligible historic properties were evaluated and 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Effects Report 
(RTD 2009). This report contains information detailing the methodology used to evaluate these 
resources. The State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) has concurred with the majority of 
effect determinations and the Project team agreed to accept additional adverse effect 
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determinations based on the SHPD's analysis. Final determinations of effect are presented in 
this Final EIS, Section 4.16. 

The Project follows Kamehameha Highway on the Airport alignment and does not affect 
Aloha Stadium parking as substantially as the Salt Lake alignment, considered in the Draft EIS. 
Only three parking spaces in the main parking lot will be affected by the Airport Alternative, 
where columns need to be placed to support the guideway. The Project will pave and stripe the 
existing gravel overflow lot to accommodate a park-and-ride facility to be used by commuters on 
weekdays and available for use by Stadium attendees at any time. . Improved access provided 
by the fixed guideway station and bus transit center will reduce parking demand. Thus, a multi-
level parking structure at Aloha Stadium is not necessary to mitigate Project impacts. 
Coordination with the Aloha Stadium Manager and the Department of Accounting and General 
Services to minimize the permanent loss of parking has occurred and will continue during final 
design. 

The City has identified the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. This selection 
was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and 
City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative. The selection is described in 
Chapter 2 in this Final EIS. 

As indicated in Section 3.5.7, in this Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan and 
Transit Mitigation Program will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction related 
effects on transportation. The MOT Plan will address effects on streets and highways, 
businesses and residences, and pedestrians and bicyclists for each construction phase. 
Construction activity at Aloha Stadium will be focused primarily on the overflow parking lot area, 
for construction of the station, bus transit center and resurfacing of the parking lot. There will 
also be temporary construction activity in the main parking lot, adjacent to Kamehameha 
Highway as columns are erected to support the guideway. Construction will not directly affect 
Stadium activities, and access to the Stadium will be available during construction. 

There will be no direct connection from the fixed guideway station to the Stadium or 
primary Stadium parking lot. Stadium patrons will cross Salt Lake Boulevard at-grade using the 
existing crosswalk to reach the station entrance. Stations entrances will be securable from the 
station. DTS has coordinated with the Aloha Stadium Manager and Department of Accounting 
and General Services with regard to station features. Safety and security are discussed in this 
Final EIS. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet 
wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below 
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the tracks in the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise 
levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise 
levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

Noise during construction is discussed in Section 4.18.5, Noise and Vibration 
[Construction Phase Effects] in this Final EIS. 

Future traffic conditions in the Aloha Stadium area were analyzed in the Draft EIS, both 
with and without the Project. Analysis revealed that the Project would not have an effect on 
future traffic conditions in that location. Therefore, no major changes to traffic patterns are 
proposed. 

The proposed traction power substation, shown on Figure 2-10, Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative Features, Aloha Stadium to Kalihi, in the Final EIS, is on a parcel (TMK 1-5-8:9) 
owned by the City and County of Honolulu. The proposed traction power substation will not 
impact the Liliha Civic Center property. 

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

Very ruly yours, il 

/ 

WAY NE Y. YOSH OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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State of Hawaii 
DEPAFITNIENT OF AGRICULTURE 

1428 South King Skeet 
Ilonaluta, Hawaii 96814-2512 

February 3, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: 	Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation and 
Supplemental Information 

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

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Project) right-of-way and 
proposed maintenance facility will use approximately 88 acres of "Prime" and "Other 
Important" agricultural land, of which approximately 70 acres are actively cultivated 
(Chapter 4, pages 4-19, -20). The DEIS states that pursuant to the Ewa Development 
Plan, the larger agricultural area situated on both sides of the Project right-of-way Is to 
be eventually developed into urban uses (see Figure 4-3, Chapter 4, page 4-15). The 
entire Ewa plain makai of the H-1 Freeway, including the Project, adjacent planned 
urban development and the existing agricultural activities is within the City's Urban 
Growth Boundary. 

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

The DEIS states that the project will displace less than one-tenth of one percent of the 
70,000 acres of agricultural land in cultivation on Oahu. Obviously the impact on 
agricultural lands in central Oahu is much greater. We recommend that the DEIS 
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include information on the scale of the agricultural activities affected within the vicinity of 
the Project. For instance, the DEIS for the Hoopilt development through which the 
Project right-of-way passes through, identified four farming operations that are leased or 
licensed to occupy agricultural lands in the vicinity of the Project - Aloun Farms (1,000 
acres of which 301 were planted), Fat Law's Farm (100 acres of which 80 were 
planted), Sugarland Farms (197 acres of which 64 were planted), and Syngenta Seeds 
(200 acres of which 59 were planted). These four farms had $6 million in farmgate 
revenues, or 4.4% of Oahu revenue from sales of all crops (2006 Statistics of Hawaii 
Agriculture, page 81), or 141% of the farmgate value of vegetables and melons 
produced on Oahu (ibid., page 80). The farms employed 77 people represents about 
3.9% of all the farm workers on Oahu (ibid., page 156). 

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

Sincerely, 

k. 
Aandra Lee kunimoto 

Chairperson, Board of Agriculture 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-298279R 

Honorable Sandra Lee Kunimoto, Chairperson 
Department of Agriculture 
State of Hawaii 
1428 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 95814-2512 

Dear Ms. Kunimoto: 

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

TheU.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This fetter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
Includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

In Section 4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, of the Final EIS, agricultural lands 
currently in cultivation as well as agricultural lands designated by the U. S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), or the State of Hawaii as prime, unique, or 
of statewide importance, are noted. Some of the designated lands are not currently in active cultivation. 
The 2002 Census of Agriculture reported that there are more than 70,000 acres of agricultural land in 
cultivation on Oahu. The use of agricultural land by the Project represents less than one-tenth of one 
percent of available agricultural land on Oahu. 

As further described in Section 4.2.3, approximately 80 acres of prime farmland and 8 acres of 
statewide-important farmlands will be acquired by the Project, of which 70 acres are actively cultivated. 
About half of the agricultural property that could be used for the Project is located at the Hoop& 
maintenance and storage facility option. The site is currently used for 
agricultural purposes by Aloun Farms, which is leased from a private developer, and is proposed for 
development in the future as a mixed use development as discussed in Section 4,19.3 of the Final EIS. 
Total potential effects to agricultural lands is presented in the Final EIS; however, the preferred alternative 
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for the maintenance and storage facility is the former Navy fuel storage and delivery facility near Leeward 
Community College. If the Project can acquire this site, only about 47 agricultural acres of land 
designated prime or of statewide importance will be used for the Project. 

The Adopted Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000) outlines the use of some areas for dense 
development while preserving other areas for agriculture. While this area is designated for agriculture use 
by County zoning, it is outside of the Agricultural and Preservation Area identified in the Ewa Development 
Plan as illustrated in on Figure 4-2 of the Final EIS. Designation of /ands for "Agricultural Land 
Preservation" is the responsibility of the City's Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). 

As provided in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, in this Final EIS: It is not expected that the Project 
would lead to an increase in the overall level of growth allowed or expected in the study corridor. Rather, 
it will influence the distribution rate, density, and intensity of development in the study corridor. it would 
also support transit-oriented development (TOD) making it more likely that growth would be focused into 
patterns that would increase the number of viable travel options available to corridor residents and 
employees, including transit, walking, and bicycling. As an additional benefit, compact TOO would reduce 
the cost of providing utilities, facilities, and services to new residential and commercial developments. 

Operating farms that are affected by the transit project will be given information so they can plan 
their productive use of the leased lands. There will be a public information program to keep the public 
(including businesses) informed of construction areas and plans. This program will involve information 
dissemination and education through the various techniques discussed in Section 8.7, Continuing Public 
Involvement through Construction, in this Final EiS. Further, as stated in Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of 
Construction-related Effects, in this Final EIS, the Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by 
the contractor for each phase of construction, and coordinated with and subject to approval by Hawaii 
Department of Transportation and the City. The Project is committed to such a plan; however, the MOT 
Plan cannot be developed until final design for the Project is completed to account for all facets of the 
design. As discussed in Section 4,4 Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, relocation services will 
be provided to all affected business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; 
and persons, businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly 
and equitably. 

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

ic yours, 

WAYNE YOS !OK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Your request for comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Draft Environinental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation and 
Supplemental Information, has been reviewed. fit accordance with Chapter 343, HRS, we 
have no substantive comment to provide at this time. 

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please contact 
Mr. Neat Miyahira, Administrator of the Budget, Program Planning and Management 
Division at (808) 586-1530. 

Alolta, 

GEORGINA K. KAWAMURA_, 
Director of Finance 

0 • . 1 

•71 ; -: 
7 • 7. 

;a 

No. I Capitol District Building, 250 S. Hotel Slreoi, Honolulu. Howalt 966t3 
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Honorable Georgina K. Kawamura, Director 
Department of Budget and Finance 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 150 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96810-0150 

Dear Ms. Kawamura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply With the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following statement 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Review by your agency has been noted. 

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

Very uly ours, 

Ifel- 	/ 
WAYNE Y.4.  SH1 KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: _ 	Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

0. 

••.! 	• 

Thank you for sending the State Department of Business, Economic Development & 
Tourism (DBEDT) a copy of the subject document for review. Following are the 
recommendations of my department by division. 

Research and Economic Analysis Division 

DI3EDT's Research and ECOIlOinie Analysis Division, the departmental lead for econOtnic 
research, methodology, data collection and tracking, has the following recommendations. 

Page 4-154, Employment: The description on indirect and induced jobs is not 
clear. We recommend the following wording: "Indirect employment is the 
jobs created in the supporting industries such as building suppliers, wholesale 
and retail trade, and transportation, as a result of the rail construction. 
Induced employment results from the increase in spending by the employees of 
the construction and other supporting industries from income derived from the 
rail construction." 

2. 	Table 4-33: The employment impacts are over estimated for the following 
reasons: 

A) 	Total costs were used in estimating the jobs impact, which is equivalent 
to the assumption that all funds are coining from out of state. Most of 
the funding comes from the 0.5% County Surcharge Tax. Oahu 
residents will reduce their consumption on other goods and services due 
to the increase in the Mal tax rate. The job loss title to the reduction 
in resident spending should be taken into account. 
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B) 	The assumption that all funds will be spent on construction is not 
accurate. A portion of the funds will be used for importing equipment 
and conducting other studies like the one under review. When 
calculating the employment impact, it is better to itemize the spending 
by sector rather than assume that it will all be spent on one industry - 
construction. 

Strategic Industry Division 

The Strategic Industries Division of DBEDT, the departmental lead on energy, science and 
technology issues, has the following recommendations. 

1. Page 4-108: With respect to the amount of power the system is projected to 
consume, the report states, "The Project would consume approximately 1 to 2 
percent of the total projected electricity generated in 2030." This is open to 
sonic intetpretation. What is the actual amount of power the rail will need to 
operate, and will that demand coincide with the utility's peak electrical 
demand? Will the City and County develop any type of renewable energy or 
energy storage projects to meet the requiremeats for the system? The report 
goes on to state, "Integration of photo-voltaic cells into stations and other 
project features could reduce net project electricity demand." How much PV 
are they estimating they will install, and what percentage of station or system 
energy requirements will he met by these additions? What other alternatives 
are they considering as primary or backup power for the system? The bottom 
line is that more specific details should be provided, 

2. In addition, we would like to call your attention to the following 
considerations: 

A) 	Stare energy conservation goals. Project buildings, activities, and site 
grounds should he designed and/or retrofit with energy saving 
considerations. The mandate for such consideration is found in 
Chapter 344, HRS ("State Environmental Policy") and Chapter 226 
("Hawaii State Planning Act"). In particular, we would like to call to 
your attention HRS 226 18(c) (4) which includes a State objective of 
promoting all cost-effective energy conservation through adoption of 
energy-efficient practices and technologies. 

13) 	Energy and resource efficiency. We encourage a leadership 
commitment to implement innovative and resource efficient operations 
and management, and to design and construct related buildings to meet 
and receive certification for U.S. Green Building Council's Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), among others. We also 
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encourage planning for or installing energy reduction, energy savings, 
or energy producing efforts and technologies to lessen electrical 
consumption or to increase efficiencies in using electrical energy. 

Thank you for allowing us to provide these recorrunendations and we look forward to 
receiving a copy an updated Final EIS. 

Theodore E. Liu 

c: 	Barry Fukunaga, Office of the Governor 
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Honorable Theodore E. Liu 
State of Hawaii 
Department of Business, Economic Development 

and Tourism 
P.O. Box 2359 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Dear Mr. Liu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Research and Economic Development Division 

The recommended definitions regarding indirect employment and induced 
employment in Section 4.18.1 of the Draft EIS have been integrated into this Final EIS, 
Section 4.19.1, Background and Methodology [Indirect and Cumulative Effects]. 

The employment figures presented in Table 4-33 of the Draft EIS were based 
upon total capital costs associated with the Project. The construction employment 
analysis did not consider the proposed capital funding sources as presented in 
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Section 6.2.2 of the Draft EIS to calculate the net employment increase. The net 
increase in employment will be that portion of the capital cost that is paid by funding 
sources outside of the State (sometimes referred to as "new money"). Since about one-
fifth of the total funding source comes from PTA New Starts funding, the net increase in 
construction employment from "new money" is about one-fifth of the total presented in 
Table 4-33. 

Note that the employment effects shown in Table 4-35, Employment Effects, in 
this Final EIS are slightly different from those shown in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was 
based on the 2008 State of Hawaii multiplier rate for heavy civil construction, while the 
Final EIS used the updated 2009 multipliers. 

DTS's analysis indicates that the 0.5 percent surcharge is small enough that it is 
unlikely to have significant impacts on consumers' discretionary spending habits. 

The amount of project capital costs related to additional engineering (final design) 
and construction management are a very small percentage of the overall budget for 
project capital costs. While the employment multipliers may be different for engineering 
and construction management than for heavy civil construction, the differences are not 
that great to change the overall analysis of employment impacts associated with the 
Project. 

Strategic Industries Division 

As discussed in Section 4.10.3 of the Draft EIS, the elevated guideway transit 
system will require about 1,224 million BTUs per day; this corresponds to about 
358 megawatt hours per day. Given that the trains will be running 20 hours per day, this 
means that the demand load of the transit system on HECO's grid will be 
17.9 megawatts. HECO and the independent power producers on Oahu have a firm 
generating capacity of 1,727 megawatts. Note that projected energy demand shown in 
Table 4-21, 2030 Summary of Average Daily Transportation Energy Demand in this Final 
EIS are slightly higher than those reported in the Draft EIS. Since release of the Draft 
EIS the energy demand was updated based on new vehicle miles traveled data. 

HECO and the independent power producers generate about 11 percent of their 
generating capacity through renewable energy sources. HECO is currently requesting 
proposals for additional non-firm renewable-energy generating capacity up to 
100 megawatts to be in service between 2010 and 2014. 

Because of the large current and voltage demands for the propulsion systems for 
the trains, the transit system cannot directly use alternative energy sources to power the 
transit system but has to receive power from HECO's grid. 

Within the Architecture Design Criteria for the stations, the station design goals 
includes the following, "Reduce energy consumption and consider the generation of a 
portion of each station's and support facility's energy requirements through incorporation 
of new generation integrated photovoltaic technology in canopy structures and roofs." At 

AR00001057 



Honorable Theodore E. Liu 
Page 3 

this time the station designs, along with their electrical needs that can be met with 
photovoltaic technology, have not been advanced to provide additional specificity. 
However, renewable sources, including photovoltaic will be incorporated where feasible. 

Sustainability Design Criteria have been prepared to be included in the Project 
contract documents. The Sustainability Design Criteria reference the City and County of 
Honolulu Ordinance 06-06— Green Building Standards for City Facilities. 
HRS 226 18(c) (4) will be added to the applicable codes and standards of the 
Sustainability Design Criteria. The Sustainability Design Criteria commit the Project to 
the following LEED Certification: "Project buildings over 5,000 square feet in area shall 
be designed to achieve a LEED Silver certification level as defined by the U.S. Green 
Building Council (USGBC) LEED Green Building Rating System for New Construction 
and Major Renovation." This will apply to the maintenance and storage facility. 

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

V 	tr ty yours, 

(4,0 

WAY1\1 	YO410KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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December 24, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Y.'Yoshieka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, PFloor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Thank you for sending the Office of Planning the Draft ISIS for tiro above referenced 
project. The action triggering the environmental review is the requested use of federal and State 
funds and land to implement the project. 

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

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

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

2. Cultural/Historic Resources — The Department of Land and Natural Resources, 
State Historic Preservation Division (S [-[PD) reviewed the technical reports prepared 
for the project and did not have arty questions or comments regarding the 

AR00001059 



Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Page 2 
December 24, 2008 

methodology used to determine National Register eligibility. SHPD has reviewed the 
preliminary determination of effects presented in the Draft EIS but has not completed 
concurrence on determination of adverse effects. SHPD has raised concerns 
regarding indirect effects to several resources and the magnitude of the effects to the 
Chinatown Historic District. The Final EIS should include an inventory survey of 
cultural and historic sites, with monitoring and preservation plans approved by 
SHPD. 

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

The Office of Planning looks forward to receiving an updated Final EIS with the potential 
impacts and mitigation measures for the above issues clarified and addressed. If you have any 
questions, please call Scott Derrickson, MCP, in the Land Use Division at 587-2805. 

Sincerely, 

Abbey Seth Mayer 
Director 

e: 	Mr. Barry Fukunaga, Office of the Governor 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Mr. Theodore E. Liu, DI3EDT 
Mr. Chris Baron, DBEDT 
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Mr. Abbey Seth Mayer, Director 
Office of Planning 
Department of Business, Economic Development 

and Tourism 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 2359 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Dear Mr. Mayer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final ES also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Agricultural Land 

In Section 4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, of the Final EIS, 
agricultural lands currently in cultivation agricultural lands designated by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), or the State of Hawaii 
as prime, unique, or of statewide importance, are noted. Some of the designated lands are not 
currently in active cultivation. The 2002 Census of Agriculture reported that there are more than 
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70,000 acres of agricultural land in cultivation on Oahu. The use of agricultural land by the 
Project represents less than one-tenth of one percent of available agricultural land on Oahu. 

As described in Section 4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final 
EIS, approximately 80 acres of prime farmland and 8 acres of statewide-important farmlands will 
be acquired by the Project, of which 70 acres are actively cultivated. About half of the 
agricultural property that could be used for the Project is located at the Hoopili maintenance and 
storage facility option. The site is currently used for agricultural purposes by Aloun Farms, which 
is leased from a private developer, and is proposed for development in the future as a mixed use 
planned development as discussed in Section 4.19.3, Cumulative Effects, of this Final EIS. 

The Adopted Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000) outlines the use of some areas for 
dense development while preserving other areas for agriculture. While this area is designated 
for agriculture use by County zoning, it is outside of the Agricultural and Preservation Area 
identified in the Ewa Development Plan as discussed in Section 4.19.3, Cumulative Effects, of 
this Final EIS. 

Total potential effects to agricultural lands is presented in the Final EIS; however, the 
preferred alternative for the maintenance and storage facility is the former Navy fuel storage and 
delivery facility near Leeward Community College. If the Project can acquire this site, only about 
47 acres of agricultural land designated prime or of statewide importance will be used for the 
Project. 

As provided in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, in this Final EIS: It is not expected that 
the Project would lead to an increase in the overall level of growth allowed or expected in the 
study corridor. Rather, it will influence the distribution rate, density, and intensity of development 
in the study corridor. It would also support transit-oriented development (TOD) making it more 
likely that growth would be focused into patterns that would increase the number of viable travel 
options available to corridor residents and employees, including transit, walking, and bicycling. 
As an additional benefit, compact TOD would reduce the cost of providing utilities, facilities, and 
services to new residential and commercial developments. 

Cultural/Historic Resources 

Section 4.16, Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources, in this Final EIS contains 
a complete inventory of historic resources and analysis of impacts to such resources. The 
eligible or listed historic resources (individual or districts) contained in the Area of Potential 
Effects are listed in Section 4.16.3 of the Final EIS. State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) 
effect determinations as provided in correspondence dated May 21, 2009, and July 22, 2009, 
were accepted by the FTA. Coordination and consultation with the SHPD and other Section 106 
consulting parties has continued since release of the Draft BS. The status of the final effects 
determinations and a summary of the consultation process and mitigation are presented in this 
Final EIS. Mitigation of adverse impacts to historic resources is included in the Programmatic 
Agreement (Appendix H). 
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Coastal Zone Management (CZM) 

Table 4-40 in this Final EIS, identifies the permits, approvals, and agreements for this 
Project including the need for a Coastal Zone Management Program consistency determination. 
The application approval will be submitted to DEBUT following the submittal of FTA New Starts 
of FFGA application. 

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

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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February 10, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3' Ploor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Draft Environmental impact Statement 
klonoluht High-Capacity Transit C.ogid_or Project. Oahu, Hnwnit 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important and historic development. After 
careful review of the documents provided for this project, we wish to propose the following 
recommendations: 

• Relating to Hazardous Materials sites, we tel that the right of way acquisition and site 
remediation for displaced hazardous materials operations are not fully addressed. If it has 
not already been done, the Department of Health should he consulted to review this area. 

• Mitigation and flood plain management to control storm water quality and quantity may 
need to be more adequately addressed. If not already done, the Department of Land arid 
Natural Resources should be consulted to review this area. 

• When planning the location of transit stops, it is crucial for the safety of passengers that 
the stops and surrounding development be built outside tsunami evacuation zones. During 
a destructive tsunami, the structure supporting the transit system could become part o f the 
debris field and cause extensive damage, including the loss of the system. 

• in order to alert passengers of approaching tsunamis or other hazards, we recommend that 
both audible and visual warning displays be included in each transit station. The warning 
displays should be able to provide emergency information to passengers, including hearing 
impaired and visually impaired personnel. This warning system should aid in instructing 
passengers where and how to evacuate should the need arise. 
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• Due to Homeland Security consideration and for critical infrastructure protection, we 
recommend that the transit stations and support columns for the transit system be built 
with blast barriors designed to prevent automobiles from approaching too closely. Items 
such as cemcnt planters, etc, could be incorporated into the design and could provide a 
level of deterrence from attack. 

• According to the draft EIS, freeway traffic lanes will be taken away, some temporarily for 
construction and some permanently. Questions that arise include where will these lane 
closures occur and what are their durations? Are there plans for traffic rerouting? 
Evacuation plans will be affected and first responders will nee4 clear access to all 
neighborhoods. What plans have the City made or are planning to make in the future to 
mitigate the effects of any loss of lanes? 

▪ What effect will a hurricane have on the new rail system? Are trains expected to operate? 
By way ofcnmparison, the train system in Houston was shut down for ten days due to 
Hurricane Ike. What plans are in place to replace transportation lost for rail users once 
the system is deactivated due to damage? 

• Two existing sirens in Waipahu and two in the Honolulu International Airport area are 
directly in the path of the proposed rail system. These four sirens will have to be relocated 
due to the construction. We will gladly work with the contractor to find suitable locations 
for all four sirens. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Richard Stercho, Stato Civil Defense Hazard 
Mitigation Planner, et (808) 733-4300, ext. 583, 

Sincerely, 

r 
EDWARD T, TEIXEIRA. 
Vice Director of Civil Defense 

C: Mr. Tod Manley, PTA Region IX 
Offlee of Environmental Quality Control 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2109-299638R 

Mr. Edward T. Teixeira 
Vice Director of Civil Defense 
Department of Defense 
State of Hawaii 
3949 Diamond Head Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816-4495 

Dear Mr. Teixeira: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project has and will continue to work with the Hawaii Department of Health to 
address hazardous materials/waste issues along the Project corridor as construction of the 
system approaches. Table 4-22 in the Final EIS identifies specific sites of concern relative to 
contamination. As discussed in Section 4.12.3 of the Final EIS, a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment will be performed by the City prior to right-of-way acquisitions for parcels identified 
as having a risk of contamination. 

The State Department of Land and Natural Resources provided comments on the Draft 
EIS regarding mitigation and floocIplain management with respect to stormwater management 
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and best management practices (BMP). BMPs will be implemented during construction pursuant 
to the NPDES Construction Stormwater permit. Permanent BMPs are being designed for the 
park-and-ride facilities and the vehicle maintenance and storage facility to maintain on-site 
infiltration and prevent polluted runoff from entering streams and near shore waters. 

As stated in the introduction section of Chapter 4 in the Final EIS; "The Project will be 
designed to meet seismic and other design standards related to natural hazards, such as wind 
forces from tropical storms. The project alignment is outside the tsunami evacuation zones." 
Stations will be equipped with both audible and visual message systems. Civil defense alerts 
can be transmitted over this system to inform transit users of tsunamis or other hazards. The 
transit operating agency will work with Hawaii Department of Defense to develop clear 
messages and protocols for civil defense alerts prior to commencement of transit operations. 

The system will be designed to comply with design requirements for elevated 
transportation facilities. Columns in roadway medians will have setbacks from the curb face and 
be designed to withstand an automobile collision. In addition, a safety and security plan will be 
developed and implemented. 

Table 3-21 in the Final EIS presents information regarding column placement effects on 
streets and highways. The effects listed in this table are permanent. As seen, the Project would 
not result in any travel lanes being taken away. Some lane widths would be reduced to 
accommodate column placement; however, this will not affect roadway capacity. As shown in 
Table 3-23, six intersections will be affected by project-related traffic during the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours. Planned mitigation measures to address traffic effects at these intersections are 
discussed in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS. As such, there will not be any permanent impacts on 
roadway capacity or emergency evacuations. 

Table 3-27 in the Final EIS presents information on potential peak-period lane closures 
during construction. These closures will be temporary in nature. Prior to construction, a 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be prepared and will identify the duration of lane closures 
and plans for traffic rerouting. The contractor will develop the MOT Plan with approval from the 
City DTS and Hawaii Department of Transportation. Any temporary closures to support 
construction will be coordinated with emergency service providers and will address emergency 
evacuation routes. 

As discussed in the Geology, Soils, Farmlands, and Natural Hazards Technical Report 
(RTD 2008), the guideway and other structures will be designed and constructed to withstand 
wind forces from tropical storms. Some piers and stations will be located within floodplains, but 
no increased hazards are anticipated because the guideway and stations will be elevated. The 
aforementioned technical report is available on the Project website (www.honolulutransitorg). 
Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is being 
designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many points 
along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power is lost 
systemwide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power, lights will 
stay on in trains and stations, and backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. The 
train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom and provide guidance during any power disruptions. 
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If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the 
operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency 
walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be 
provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will be met at the train station 
by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City transportation workers. 
TheBus will be available as an alternate transit system to the Project. Capacity will be added 
with buses to the extent possible depending on the resources available. 

DTS will work with the Office of Civil Defense to ensure any sirens affected by 
construction are relocated in suitable locations. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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February 2, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu Transit Corridor Project 

The Department of Education (DOE) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statemelo 
(DEIS) for the Transit Con-idor Project (Project). The DEIS is comprehensive in identifying all 
DOE schools adjacent to the Project, however there should be certain consistencies in 
identification throughout the DEM. Pearl City Elementary School is adjacent to the alignment 
but isn't identified as a school on all maps. Aliamanu Elementary and Aliamanu Middle are two 
distinct schools. 

The DES has no information on future public school sites which are in proximity to the Project. 
Maps should include the sites of the elementary school on. the University of Hawaii — West Oahu 
land, and the elementary and middle schools within the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
East Kapolei project. The DEIS also does not identify the Poliukaina block in Kakaako (adjacent 
to the Mother Waldron Park) as a potential school site with its own impacts. 

In the maps of planned extension routes for the Project, there is no identification of the existing 
Barbers Point Elementary or Lunalilo Elementary. 

The largest amount of land that would be given up for the Project is the estimated .16 acres at 
Waipahu High School, if the maintenance and storage facility is located at the former Navy 
Drum property. In addition to the removal, relocation and replacement of school facilities in the 
school area identified for acquisition, the DOE would want to see plans for landscaping since the 
strip of land remains a part of the face oldie campus. The DOE also wants to be sore there are 
adequate security measures taken to prevent public access from school property. 

The need for landscaping and maintenance of the landscaping also applies to Radford High 
School, Aliamano Middle and Aliamauu Elementary, where the project proposes to Cross along 
their "front yard." 

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Thu discussion of transit oriented development, which goes hand-in-hand with the development 
of the transit system, does not acknowledge that increased residential density in urban areas such 
as Waipahu could generate demand for additional public service space such as parks and school 
sites that cannot be met in areas already so urbanized. 

The DEIS discussion on noise impacts claims there are 18 to 23 residential buildings, parks and 
schools that will experience adverse noise effects. The DOE would like to know which DOE 
schools are in that count. We would also like to know i.vhich future schools might experien.ce 
adverse effects, such as a litture school on the Pohukaina block of Kakaalco. 

The Board of Education (BOB) has a policy for when air conditioning or other noise control 
measures must be provided. During construction, or during the transit system's operations, if 
transit generated noise levels exceed the 130E standard of 55 dBA; the project will need to 
provide mitigation. If the mitigation includes air conditioning, it must also include electrical 
upgrades to support the air conditioning as welt as provide ongoing maintenance. 

The DEIS acknowledges schools adjacent to the project will be affected by a variety of 
construction issues. The DOE notes the DEIS statements that efforts will be made to mitigate 
these effects. The DOE seeks assurance that school principals will be consulted about 
construction schedules and all construction impacts when work is planned near the affected 
schools. 

The DOE appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. If you have any questions, please call 
Heidi Meeker of the Facilities Development Branch at 377-8301. 

Sincerely yours, 

Duane Y. Kashiwai 
Public Works Administrator 

D YK:jrnb 
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Mr. Duane Y. Kashiwai, Public Works Administrator 
Office of School Facilities & Support Services 
Department of Education 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 2360 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Dear Mr. Kashiwai: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Mahal° for clarifying the location and names of schools along the fixed guideway 
alignments. Pearl City Elementary School has been added to figures in Section 4.5 of the Final 
EIS, which illustrate community facilities. Aliamanu Elementary and Aliamanu Middle Schools 
are along the Salt Lake Boulevard Alignment. The Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA 
regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
[23 CFR 771.125(a)(1)]. Accordingly, maps in the Final EIS do not show effects along the Salt 
Lake Boulevard alignment. 
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The Draft and Final EISs only identify existing schools adjacent to the Project. Schools 
that will be constructed in the future are discussed generally in Section 4.19.3 under Community 
Facilities and Public Services. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the Cumulative Effects 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative effects analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the 
City and FTA. If the extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Thus, the 
impacts on schools associated with the extensions are not evaluated in the Final BS. 

Landscaping is incorporated into the Projects contract documents through design criteria 
for landscape architecture. The proposed maintenance and storage facility will be fenced and 
protected from public intrusion through school property. The landscaping plans for the 
maintenance and storage facility will be shared with the Department of Education once they are 
developed. 

Regarding security, the maintenance and storage facility will be fenced and lighted. 
Safety personnel will patrol the site. 

Radford High, Aliamanu Elementary, and Aliamanu Middle Schools are along the Salt 
Lake Boulevard Alignment and are not included in the Final BS. 

The indirect effects of transit-oriented development (TOD) are addressed in 
Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS. This section states that if development occurs around stations, it 
is anticipated that City infrastructure will be improved in these areas. As an additional benefit, 
TOD will reduce the cost of providing utilities, facilities, and services to new residential and 
commercial developments. 

No significant noise impacts to schools or public parks are predicted as analyzed in the 
Draft and Final EISs. Text has been added in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS stating that "No 
noise impacts will occur for schools, public parks...as a result of the Project." 

Please see the response to the comment above regarding analysis of future schools. 
There are no noise impacts predicted for any schools along the Project; noise levels due to 
operation of the trains is not expected to be above 55 dBA Leq(h) for the classrooms during the 
operation of the system. The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall 
at the edge of the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The 
parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-level noise. Moderate impacts will occur at upper 
floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the 
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recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise 
analysis indicates that the new noise generated by the Project will be lower than the existing 
noise levels in most places. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at 
locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the 
tracks in the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise 
levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise 
levels will be remeasured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

From Section 4.18.2 Communities and Neighborhoods [Construction Phase Effects]: 
During development of the Construction Safety and Security Plans, measures will be identified to 
minimize effects on communities and their resources that address specific consequences 
anticipated at each location within the various communities as well as ensure the safety of the 
public and the environment. Schools adjacent to the project alignment may be affected by a 
variety of construction issues, such as noise, vibration, air quality, and visual intrusion, 
depending on the school's distance from the Project. In instances where schools experience a 
disruption in access, the effects will be mitigated as necessary and appropriate using applicable 
practices similar to those outlined in Business Access in Section 4.18.1 Land Use and 
Economics Activity. Temporary barrier walls or fences will be placed around any school, 
parkland, or recreational resource to clearly delimit a construction area to avoid public exposure 
to any passible construction hazards. 

Mitigation measures for construction near schools will be finalized during the design and 
construction phase, when more information on the types of construction activities is determined. 
Coordination will continue throughout the process and advance notification of construction will 
be supplied when construction is planned for locations near Department of Education facilities. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00001073 



Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference: 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City: 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 
Submission Content/Notes 

Initial Action Needed 
12/18/2008 

Troy 
Kimura 
DOE Facility Development Branch 
824 Kinau St 
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HI 
96813 
41tkimura0gmaitcom 
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Both 
VVebsite 

12/18/2008 
: The first phase of construction should serve the Downtown-Mapunapuna 

area, riot the Kapolei-Waipehu area, The idea is that there will be More 
riders who use the rail if the destination is the downtown area, and it 
should provide immediate traffic relief in the Salt Lake, H-1 Middle and 
Kalihi areas. Each of these areas are severely impacted by current 
traffic volume because each of them have major highway and freeway 
interchanges with no room to expand. As someone whos worked as a 
courier in that area on a daily basis can tall you first hand that these 
places are the ones that back everyone else up. These areas also have 
a high volume of industrial traffic which will benefit greatly from fess 
vehicles in that vicinity which in turn may curb their fuel usage, and help 
keep costs associated with transportation of their goods at a reasonable 
rate. 
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Mr. Troy Kimura 
Facility Development Branch 
Department of Education 
State of Hawaii 
824 Kinau Street, #812 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Kimura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS and further in Section 8.6.9,„ to support 
phased opening of the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance 
and storage facility, which requires considerable space. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main 
control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could 
not be completed without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown, with 
sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, 
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construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will 
be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: 	Comments on the Draft IlrivirortinentaI Impact Statement (DES) for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor (HHCTC) Project 

Ma halo for the opportunity to provide comments on the subject DEIS and for extending 
the public review period on this important project. 

As stated in the DEIS, the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL) has several 
new development projects in East Kapolei that would be impacted by the proposed 
HHCTC project. We have reviewed the document and provide the following 
comments. 

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

Kapolei/Ewa is the fastest growing region in the State of Hawaiii. There are several 
public and private investments driving the growth of this secondary urban center on 
O'ahu. Major road and utility infrastructure projects, a University of Flawai'l West 
()tabu campus (UHWO), major residential clusters, and nodes of commercial 
development are amongst the investments being supported as the region continues to 
develop. 
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DHHL's Kapplei lands are in the middle of this prospering secondary urban center. 
The investments in infra.structure, employment, education, recreation, housing and 
commercial projects have contributed to a holistic community, These developments are 
leading to the actualization of Kapolei as Crahu's Secondary Urban Center, and not just 
a bedroom suburb of Honolulu. Since many of DHHL's lands elsewhere in the State are 
located in rural or remote areas, there are few places better for DEIHL to have a greater 
impact on meeting the needs of its beneficiaries than in Kapolei. 

DHHL's East Kapolei I and 2 projects represent DHHL's ideal master plan community 
development efforts. DHHIls primary goal is to provide thriving communities where 
people can: 

• Live (proposed single-family and multi-family residences within East Kapolel I 
and 2), 

• Work (Ka lvlakana Atli regional shopping complex), 
• Play (the proposed Kroc Center), 
• Learn (UHWO campus, and proposed elementary and middle school sites in 

DIIHL Fast Kanolei 2), and 
• Shop (Ka Ivlalona Ain regional shopping complex). 

Additionally, DHFIL has lands within Kalaeloa that would probably be best suited for 
industrial or industrial mixed-use development, with the potential for providing more 
work opportunities for its beneficiaries residing in Ewa and Waianae. 

Approximately 2,650 new housing units are planned for DUEL East Kapolei 1 and 2 
projects along with the headquarters for DHHL, open parks, and a preschool. Also 
planned for DHHL's East Kapolei I and 2 projects are public and community services 
including the Kroc Center, a new fire station site, spaces for Hawaiian organizations 
and a Hawaiian Homestead Heritage Center. Some of the housing wilt be developed by 
the State of Hawaii's Housing Finance and Development Corporation (HHEDC). Thus, 
the proposed developments on DIIHL East Kapolei I and 2 projects will not only 
benefit DHHL's beneficiaries but all residents as well. 

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

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

Our detailed comments on the VETS follow: 

On page 2-24, the key components of each transit are described in a "sidebar.' We note 
that there is no mention of public restrooms (even automated public toilets) or what 
form of security will be provided (including security cameras). We would think that 
both types of facilities are necessary for old, young and otherwise.  The impacts of 
including or not including such facilities should be directly addressed in the Final EIS 
(PETS). 

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

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

On Figure 2-14 (page 2-25), the location of the "Proposed Park-and-Ride Lot" for the 
East Kapolei Station is shown but what is not shown is how commuters will access the 
parking lot. We would, of course, be concerned about late commuters speeding 
through the DHHL East Kapolei 1 project to access the "Proposed Park-and-Ride Lot" 
for the East Kapolei Station, endangering our beneficiaries and their children 
commuting to a proposed 1)013 elementary school in the Ulf West O'aliu site. 

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

Table 4-1, Page 4-5, "Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 4.3)" - The 
land under the selected Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility site would eliminate 
either landowner's opportunities for development of their respective sites. This should 
be included in Table 4-1 or elsewhere in the FEIS. 

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

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

With the electorate voted in favor of proceeding with the HHCTC project this past 
November, DHHL wishes to express its support for the HHCTC Project, but wants to 
ensure that the project is done "right." We believe that the IIFICTC project will increase 
its beneficiaries' accessibility to jobs, schools, shopping and recreational opportunities, 
without having to own a second car. 

DHI-IL wants to be on record that it supports the extension of the 1-11-ICTC west towards 
the City of Kapolei as long as there is a transit station (identified as Kapolei Parkway 
Station on Figure 2-5 of the DEIS) located at DHHL's Ka Makana Ali'i regional 
shopping complex. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Shouid you have 
any questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact Darrell Yagodich from 
our Planning Office at 620-9481. 

Micah A. Kane, Chairman 
Hawaiian Homes Commission 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT2109-299031R 

Mr. Micah Kane, Chairman 
Department of Hawaiian i-lome Lands 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 1879 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96805 

Dear Chairman: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station attendant 
for access to the restroom. As discussed in Sections 2.5.4 and 4.6.3, in this Final EIS, a Safety 
and Security Management Plan (55MP) will be developed and implemented for the Project 
Security will be provided in all stations and on all trains; and the City will coordinate with the 
Honolulu Police Department regarding security for the Project. 

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

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

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

• Security cameras will be included throughout the system. 

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

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

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

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

Access to park-and-ride lots associated with the future extension projects would be 
designed as part of the project development process for each extension. 
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The traffic impact of park-and-ride lots is discussed in Section 3.4.3, Effects on Streets 
and Highways, in this Final EIS. Traffic impacts are projected at six intersections near the East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana Station areas. Section 3.4.7 presents 
measures to mitigate these impacts. Traffic conditions with the planned mitigation are identified 
in Table 3-23, Effects on Traffic near Park-and-Ride Facilities and Bus Transit Centers—Existing 
Conditions, No Build Alternative, and the Project (without and with mitigation). 

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

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

The East Kapolei 1 Development is included in the development assumptions. 

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

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

Very ruly yours, 

WAYYT2SHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depaiiinent of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, r l  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project (HHCTCP) 
Honolulu and Ewa Districts, Oahu, Hawaii 

Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on the subject application. The document 
was routed to the various branches, offices and groups of the Department. We have the 
following Wastewater Branch, Clean Water Branch, Hazard Evaluation and Emergency 
Response Office, Indoor and Radiological Health Branch, Built Environmental Working Group 
and General comments. 

Wastewater Bratich 

The document identifies the =Tent and future need to address mobility and travel reliability 
issues to support transportation and land use planning policies, and iniprove transportatiori equity 
in the conidor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa on the Island of Oahu. 

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

Information provided to our office showed that the HHCTCP' s Maintenance and Storage Facility 
may generate domestic and non-domestic wastewaters. We have no objections to the draft EIS 
provided all wastewaters generated by the facility shall be connected to the available public 
sewer system. 
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Clean Water Branch 

The Department of Health (0014), Clean Water Branch (CW13), has reviewed the subject 
DEIS. The CWB staff also attended December 16,2006 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Water Resources Agency Coordination Meeting held at the Transit 
Office. Please note that our review and comments are based on the limited technical 
information provided in the DEIS and additional information and knowledgement 
obtained during the agency coordination meeting and its compliance with Hawaii 
Administrative Rules (H.AR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55. The City and County of 
Honolulu (CCH), Department of Transportation Services (DTS), may be responsible for 
fulfilling additional requirements related to our program. We recommend that CCH-DTS 
and its consultant also read our standard comments on our website at 
http://www.hawai  i. go v/heai tlYenvironmentai/env.planni rig/iandose/C W13-standardconun 
ent.ndf. 

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

a: Anfidegradation policy (HAP, Section 11-54-1.1), which requires that the existing 
uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses of the 
receiving State water be maintained and protected. 

b. Designated uses (1-1AR, Section 11-54-3), as determined by the classification of 
the receiving State waters. 

c. Water quality criteria CHAR, Sections 11-54-4 through 11-54-8). 

2. An application for an individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) 
authorized under Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401; Hawaii Revised Statutes 
(HRS), Section 342D-53; and IrIAR, Chapter 11.54 is required for the subject project. 
Table 4-37 (Page 4-176 of DEIS) has identified that a Department of the Army (DA) 
CWA, Section 404 permit is anticipated. As discussed in Item No. 4.13.1 (page 4— 
128 of DEIS), the requirement of a DA Section 404 permit triggers the need for 
0014's CWA, Section 401 WQC. 

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

In addition, the construction of any drainage outfall and associated shore protection 
structures may also require the DA CWA, Section 404 permit and DOH Section 401 
WQC coverage if the work is to be conducted below the high water mark. 

AR00001086 



Mr. Yoshioka 
Page 3 
2/3/2009 

Section 401 WQC Application and Guidelines may be picked up at our office or 
downloaded from our website at: 
http://www.hawaii.gov/bealth/environmental/watericleanwater/forms/wqc-index.htm  

3. The CCH-DTS is required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for discharges of wastewater, including storm water runoff, 
into State surface waters authorized under CWA, Section 402; HRS, Chapter 342D; 
and HAR, Chapter 11-55. An NPDES permit is required for effluent discharges 
from the following activities and/or facilities: 

a. Storm water associated with industrial activities, as defined in Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, Sections 122.26(b)(14)(i) through 122.26(b)(14)(ix) and 
122.26(b)(1 4)(x1). 

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

c. Treated effluent from leaking underground storage tank remedial activities. 

d. Hydrotesting water. 

e. Construction site dewatering effluent. 

f. Vehicles wash area(s). 

g. Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. 

For certain types of discharges into Class A or Class 2 State waters, CCH-DTS may 
apply for NPDFS general permit coverage by submitting a Notice of Intent (NOT) 
form. The CCH-DTS must submit a separate NOT form for each type of discharge at 
least 30 days prior to the start of the discharge activity, except when applying for 
coverage for discharges of storm water associated with construction activity. For this 
type of discharge, the NOT must be submitted 30 days before to the start of 
construction activities. The NOT lbrrns may be picked up at our office or downloaded 
from our website at: 
http://www.hawai  gov/h ltb/elvi con mental/water/clean water/forms/genl-index. tam!  
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4. The CCH-DTS must also submit a copy of the NOI or NPDES permit application to 
the State Department of Land and Natural Resources, State Historic Preservation 
Division (SHPD), or demonstrate to the satisfaction of the CWB that SHPD has or is 
in the process of evaluating your project. CCH-DTS should submit a copy of their 

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

5. The adequacy of the statement (Page No. 4-134 of DEIS) _"1-Mlost  of the guideway, 
stations, and transit facilities are planned within roadway corridors and in non-
wetland area. Therefore, no direct impacts to wetlands are expected for any of the 
Build Alternatives" and the statement (Page No. 4-135) that "[Blecause no impact to 
wetlands are expected, no mitigation is expected to be required," needs to be re-
evaluated, (Emphasis added) 

a. The DEIS needs to discuss in details whether wetlands exist within the project 
construction and operation limits. There was no discussion on potential impacts to 
wetlands in the Water Resources Technical Report. Limited discussion regarding 
wetlands' presence is located in Item No. 4 of the 'Natural resources Technical 
Report" and Pago Nos. 4-128 and 4-130 of the DEIS. The potential indirect 
impact to the "spring-fed" wetland system in Kalauao adjacent to a segment of the 
project (and is currently used by the Surnida Watercress Farm) is identified in the 
DEIS. 

b. Page No. 4-21 of the August 15, 2008 "Natural Resources Technical Report" 
indicated that Field investigation of wetlands along the proposed alignment was 
conducted in December 2001 and January 2008. But, there is no indication of 
whether a wetlands delineation was performed. Wetlands delineation and 
wetlands function shall be properly identified and mitigation measures proposed if 
adverse impacts to wetlands are "unavoidable." We acknowledge that 
Page No. 4-128 of the DEIS did indicate that "[I]f mitigation is required for fill 
placed in the wetlands, the project must comply with Compensatory Mitigation 
for Losses olAquatic Resources Final Rules." However, under this situation, the 
CW13 prefers to have the on-site compensatory mitigation measures that will 
address wetlands function replacement and acreage loss. 

6. For water pollution control purposes, DEIS and associated technical reports should 
also include an assessment of potential adverse impacts to the quality of receiving 
State waters resulting from the construction site(s) storm water discharges (either 
directly or indirectly) into and construction activities within the State waters 
including perennial streams, intermittent streams, gulches, ditches, nature drainage 
ways, etc. 
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7. Prior to DOH's establishment of Total Daily Maximum Loads (TMDL) for CWA, Subsection 
303(d) listed water bodies, discussion is needed on what types of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) measures will be implemented during the project construction and operations period 
to ensure that there will be "no net increase of loadings of pollutants of concerns" for each 
of the listed streams, estuaries and embayments. 

We note that Page No. 4-1 of the "Water Resources Technical Report," identified that many 
of the streams within the construction corridor are listed by the DOH as impaired water 
bodies under CWA, Subsection 303(d). item No. 2.1.3 (Page No. 2-4) of the same report 
also indicated that "during the design phase of each section of the project area, a Permanent 
EIMPs Technical Manual will be produced." 

S. An Applicable Monitoring and Assessment Plan (AMAP) shall be properly 
established and implemented to adequately monitor and assess potential project 
construction related Short-term impacts and operations related long-term impacts. 

An AMAP shall be properly designed and implemented to ensure the adequacy of the 
implemented BMPs measures and to demonstrate that the project construction and operations 
related activities do not cause applicable water quality criteria to be violated in the receiving 
State waters. 

An AMAP should be developed using the Data Quality Objectives (DQO) planning process 
and include Quality Assurance (QA) and Quality Control (QC) methods to be used. 
The purpose and goal of the DQO process can be found at http://www.hanford.gov/doo.  

9, The CCH-DTS shall be informed that all discharges related to the project construction or 
operation activities, whether or not NPDES permit coverage and/or Section 401 WQC are 
required, must comply with the applicable State's Water Quality Standards, Noncompliance 
with water quality requirements contained in HAP., Chapter 11-54, and/or permitting 
requirements, specified in HAR. Chapter 11-55, may be subject to penalties of $25,000 per 
day per violation. 

If you have any questions, please visit our website at 
http://www.hawaii. goy/health/en  vironmen tal/water/cleanwater/i ndex.htnd , or contact 
Mr. Ed Chen of the Engineering Section, CW3, at 586-4309. 

Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response OfficejlIEER) 

The route of the fixed guide-way rail system goes through agricultural and industrial areas where 
soil contamination may be encountered during excavations for the system's construction. It is 
appropriate to conduct Phase I investigations of those properties with the potential for chemical 
contamination, and Phase If studies when necessary. This includes businesses associated with 
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automotive repair (oil and solvents), dry cleaning (chlorinated solvents), petroleum and 
petroleum products refining and storage (gasoline, diesel and other products), pesticide mixing 
and storage facilities (metals, dioxins, chlorinated pesticides/herbicides), etc. 

A major component of potential contamination is the array of pipelines in the iwilei District, 
There are also extensive areas of known contamination along Dillingham Boulevard and the rest 
of the Honolulu Harbor area. Greg care should be taken when excavating along this route. 
Coordination with the HBER Office is imperative. The appropriate contact for the Iwilei District 
is Anna Fernandez. She can be reached through the HEER Office at 586-4249. 

In summary, the City and its contractors should be in direct contact with the HEER Office to 
locate properties along the route already in the HERR Database. All Phase 1 reports, sampling 
plans, and Phase 11 reports should be reviewed by the HEER Office. Please call Richard Palmer 
at 586-0957 if you have any questions regarding the comments. 

Endoor and Radiological Health Branch 

Project activities shall comply with the Administrative Rules of the Department of Health, 
Chapter 11-46, Community Noise Control 

Should there be any questions, please contact Russell S. Takata, Environmental Health Program 
Manager, Indoor and Radiological Health Branch, at 586-4701, 

Built Environmental Working Group 

The Hawaii Department of Health Built Environment Working Group (BEWG) is comprised of 
20 representatives from 12 divisions within the Department holding as its overarching goal 
cross-programmatic collaboration. By implementing this approach, we intend to improve the 
health and safety of Hawaii residents through the promotion of healthy community design 
policies and practices. 

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

Recommendations: 

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

• 	Over time, physical activity levels have declined due to increased reliance on time-saving 
devices, and reduced physical demands of work, housework, and travel. This has created 
an energy imbalance (consuming more calories than are expended) resulting in higher 
obesity rates! Rail transit has the potential for increasing physical activity, since most 
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trips begin and end with walking. 2-3  As compared to people who do not use public transit, 
those using rail walk an additional 10.5 more minutes per day, 4  with 1/3 of American 
transit users walking the recommended 30 minutes per day? Even small increases in 
physical activity, such as a brisk walk of 15-20 minutes, help expend up to 100 calories 
per day, potentially attenuating weight gain for 90% of the population.' By construction, 
light rail stops involve greater distance than bus stop, inviting more walking, and one 
round-trip rail commute involves an average of 4 walking trips each day. 5  Rail use can 
also result in public health cost savings (e.g., $12.6 million over 9 years for 9100 
residents in Charlotte. NC;' or $4800-$6600 per person each year nationally 4), 
development rights around rail stations and rights of way, increased land values, lower 
rates of injury and death, reductions in vehicular accident costs, reductions in air 
pollution, increased access to care., stress reductions, and reduced traffic congestion. 1 '2.4  It 
is imperative that the design of areas around and to rail stations is a collaborative effort 
between health, housing, transportation, and environmental advocates in order to create 
an attractive built environment that supports walking to destinations for everyday 
activities." 

References 

I. Stokes kJ, MacDonald I,Ridgeway G. Estimating the effects of light rail transit on health care 
costs. Health Place 200811:45-55. 

2. Besser LM, Danneberg AL. Walking to public transit: steps to help moot physical activity 
recommendations. Am] Prey Aled 2005-,29(4):273-250. 

3. Li F, Harmer PA, Cardinal BJ, Bosworth M, Acock A, Johnson-Shelton D, Moore IM. Build 
environment, adiposity, and physical activity in adults aged 50-75, Am] Prekr kiwi 2008;35( I ):38- 
46, 

4. Edwards RD. Public transit, obesity, and medical costs: assessing the magnitudes. Pren,  Mea 
2008;46:14-21. 

5. Brown BB, Werner CM. A new rail stop: tracking moderate physical activity bouts and ridership. 
Am I Prey hicd2007:33(4):306-309. 

Chapter 2, Page 2-20 states that it is "envisioned" that bicycles will be allowed on trains. 
Recommendation would be to plan for bikes to be allowed on trains as well as in the design of 
the transit stations. Light rail vehicles can be equipped with interior bike racks as achieved in 
other states. Visit http://www.vta.org/services/bikes.html#bikes_on_buses  for additional 
information. 

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

It also states that several stations would be located at existing or planned bicycle facilities. 
Reconunendation would be for all stations to have bike facilities. Bike stations that are installed 

AR00001091 



Mr. Yoshioka 
Page 13 
2/3/2009 

at transit stops provide transit users a safe, and secure location to store bikes, It can also provide 
opportunities for bike share and rentals, bike repair and encourages users who may traVel Longer 
distances to utilize transit knowing their bikes could be stored at the station. Visit 
http://www.bikestation.org/.  

As mentioned on pages 3-43 to 3-44, allowing bikes on trains, as currently envisioned, would 
create a demand for bicycle lanes or routes near stations. Recommendation would be to plan for 
access and connections for bicycles to and From transit stations preferably as marked bike lanes 
or routes. 

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

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

On ViStliti impacts (Chapter 4), recommend providing visual simulations of the rail systern 
between Halekauwila St. and Ala Moana Center, The height of the rail system is the issue. The 
Halekauwiia St. intersection simulation looks like it runs 20 feet above grade, but does the height 
increase once it reaches Ala Moana Center? Also, any visual shots to show the project's effects 
on existing mountain-to-Ocean view corridors, like Piikoi St. and Ward Ave, would be welcome. 

Comments: 

We appreciate the City Department of Transportation Services' willingnass to coordinate with 
the City Department of Planning and Permitting TOE) initiative, and that they will ask 
communities for input on station design elements. We recommend that: 

• Each comnumity along the proposed route have a sense of ownership of their 
neighborhood station 

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

If the Airport route is ebosen over the Salt Lake and combinatioo options, recommend the DEIS 
provide more discussion on its connectivity with feeder bus routes. 

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

Linkages between the train stops and local resources should be made apparent (e.g., schools, 
shopping, parks). Recommend these linkages be provided through visual simulation or GIS 
mapping. 

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

General 

We strongly recommend that you review all of the Standard Continents on our websito: 
www.hawaii.govihealth/envimnntental/env-olanning,/landuselanduse.html.  Any comments 
specifically applicable to this project be adhered to. 

If there are any questions about these comments please contact _Racal Liu with the Environmental 
Planning Office at 586-4346. 

Sincerely, 

KELVIN H. SUNADA, MANAGER 
Environmental Planning Office 

c: 	Barry Fuktmaga, Governor's Office 
DDEH 
OEQC 
WIWB 
CWB 
HEER 
IIR 
BEWG 
EPO 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-298461R 

Mr. Kelvin H. Sunada, Manager 
Environmental Planning Office 
Department of Health 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 3378 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96801-3378 

Dear Mr. Sunada: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Wastewater from the maintenance and storage facility is discussed in Section 4.17.2, in 
this Final EIS. Domestic and non-domestic wastewaters (but not including stormwater runoff) 
would be connected to the existing City and County of Honolulu public sewer system. 

As discussed in 4.14.3 of the Final EIS, pollution prevention BMPs, such as regular 
inspection and cleaning of the drainage system, will need to be a part of the stormwater 
management plan that will be developed during Final Design. Storm water runoff from the 
developed area of the site will be collected through an on-site drainage system consisting of 
catch basins, swales, and underground perforated pipe systems to direct runoff to a stormwater 
detention basin located on-site. 
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As discussed in Section 4.14.1, Background and Methodology [Water], in this Final EIS, 
the Project will comply with the anti-degradation policy, applicable designated uses, and water 
quality criteria. The water quality and waters permits required for the Project are noted in 
Table 4-40, List of Anticipated Permits, and discussed in Sections 4.14 and 4.21, in this Final 
EIS and include CWA Section 401 water quality certification, CWA Section 404 permit for 
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
permits. 

The Project is designed to minimize the number of streams that will require work in 
waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the USACE. On September 15, 2009, the Army 
Corps of Engineers stated that its substantive concerns relating to Section 404 of the Clean 
Waters Act had been addressed and that the scope and intensity of impacts to jurisdictional 
waters of the United States are now relatively minor due to the extent of avoidance and 
minimization of impacts on the aquatic environment resulting from project site selection and 
design. There will be impacts to waters of the U.S by the Project. Transit guideway support 
columns will be placed in Waiawa, Moanalua, and Nuuanu Streams. In addition, the Project will 
be widening the existing Dillingham Boulevard Bridge at Kapalama Stream which will require 
extension of the existing piers and abutments. The total permanent impacts from structural 
elements of the Project is 0.02 acres. An existing storm water outfafi in Waiawa Springs will be 
extended at the Pearl Highlands Station to reduce ponding (total impact is 0.06 acres). For all 
work in waters of the U.S., the City will apply for USA CE Section 404 nationwide permits for 
impacts to waters under the jurisdiction of the Corps where impacts could not be avoided. See 
Section 4.14.3 for details. 

Section 4.18.10 identifies the types of temporary construction phase impacts from the 
Project on water resources. Section 4.18.10 also identifies the specific storm water best 
management practices (BMPs) that will be employed by the construction contractor to protect 
the quality of State waters. 

In addition, the discussion of permanent BMPs has been revised in Section 4.14.3, in this 
Final EIS. Permanent BMPs addressing storm water runoff and water quality for the park-and-
ride lots and the maintenance and storage facility will be prepared during design. The 
permanent storm water BMPs will be designed, installed, and maintained in accordance with the 
criteria and guidelines described in the State's Storm Water Permanent Best Management 
Practices Manual. Types and sizes of permanent storm water BMPs will depend upon the runoff 
quality and water quality requirements of each receiving water body. 

Further, when the Project applies for the CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
an Applicable Monitoring and Assessment Plan will be established. 

The information provided on water quality is noted. The Project will comply with 
applicable State Water Quality Standards and permitting requirements. As stated in Section 4.21 
Anticipated Permits, Approvals, and Agreements and Table 4-40 that summarizes permits, 
certificates, and/or approvals anticipated to be required for implementation of the Project. 

Potential subsurface impacts at sites of concern identified in Section 4.12, Hazardous 
Waste and Materials, and listed in Table 4-22 in this Final EIS, have been analyzed. 
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Construction in these areas is planned to begin in the next few years and construction in these 
areas will be conducted in phases over time. Figure 2-42 in this Final EIS shows the anticipated 
Project Schedule. As construction approaches, the Project will coordinate with the Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response Office (HEER) regarding these areas. In addition, 
contractors will be required to prepare plans, as outlined in Section 4.18.7, in this Final EIS, to 
address the potential of contaminated subsurface material. 

The Project has coordinated with the HEER and will continue to do so. NEER will be 
given the opportunity to review the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and other studies 
through ongoing coordination with the Project. 

The information provided regarding the health benefits of transit is noted. 

Bicycles will be allowed on transit vehicles as regulated by a bicycle policy that will be 
developed. In addition, the Project is coordinating with City and State agencies to encourage 
development of enhanced bicycle facilities near stations, but the actual construction of such 
facilities is beyond the scope of the Project. 

Section 2.5.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle Access, in this Final HS, provides information 
about pedestrian and bicycle access to stations. Stations will be designed to encourage and 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. 

The suggested language, "Bicycle facilities are often narrow and not continuous", has 
been added to Section 3.3.5, Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Conditions and 
Performance, in this Final EIS. 

Section 4.13.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, of the Draft EIS states that, 
"effects to trees would be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting new ones." 
Section 4.15, Street Trees, in this Final EIS presents additional information on the Projects 
affect on street trees, and provides specific environmental commitments regarding street trees. 

Visual simulations between Halekauwila Street and Ala Moana Center are shown on 
Figures 4-13 through 4-20 of the Draft EIS. The guideway height at the Halekauwila Street 
intersection is about 45 feet, and it is about 80 feet at the Ala Moana Center Station. Additional 
simulations at Ward and Piikoi Streets are provided in Section 4.8.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation [Visual and Aesthetic Conditions], in this Final EIS. 

The City and County of Honolulu is conducting workshops with communities that will 
have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and 
give opportunities for residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of the station in their 
area. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning and 
design process. For more information and to get involved in this process, please visit the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  

Public outreach, including environmental justice areas, will continue throughout the 
Project development process. 
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Information about feeder bus routes for the preferred alternative (Airport Alternative) is 
located in Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, of this Final EIS. 

The Airport Alternative would have higher ridership than the Salt Lake Alternative. As a 
result, this alternative will also be more effective in reducing vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours traveled. The selection process for the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative is 
described in Section 2.4, Preferred Alternative Identification Process, in this Final EIS. As stated 
in Chapter 7, Evaluation of the Project, in this Final EIS, there are other benefits associated with 
the Airport Alternative, including less land conversion and fewer property acquisitions and 
displacements. 

The City is familiar with of the standard comments for environmental impact statements 
developed by the Environmental Planning Office and will comply with those applicable to the 
Project. 

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

Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Kealoha, Katherine P. Crnailto:Katherine.Kealoha@doh.hawaii.gov ] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 6:13 PM 
To: Roberts, Stephanie L 
Subject: DEIS Comments 

Aloha Stephanie: 

Attached are the initial comments from OFQC, can you please give me call after you have 
reviewed them? 
My numbers are 586-4185 and 265-1796. 

Thanks so much! Aloha- Kathy 
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Relationship of the Proposed Action to Land Use Plans, Policies and Controls for 
the affected area. 

Please expound on the paragraph on page 4-164. In accordance with Section 11-200- 
17(h), flawai`i Administrative Rules, please discuss if there are any conflicts or 
inconsistencies in the proposed project. If so, please discuss the reasons that you plan to 
proceed notwithstanding the absence of Full reconciliation. 

In Section 4.17.10 on page 4-164, pursuant to Section 11-200-17(j), Hawai`i 
Administrative Rules, please discuss the extent to which the proposed project would 
foreclose future options and the extent to which the proposed project would narrow the 
range of beneficial uscs of the environment or pose tong-term risks to health and safety. 

2. Status of Necessiny Approvals 

Table 4-37 on page 4-176 presents the list of necessary approvals. Pursuant to Section 
11-200-17(h), Hawai` i Administrative Rules, please also indicate the status of each 
approval, 

3. Resources — Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

In Section 4.19 on page 4-175, pursuant to Section 11-200-17(k), Hawai`i Administrative 
Rules, please expound on the existing text by considering "resources" only as "energy, 
construction materials, and labor." The rule notes that "resources" also means natural 
and cultural resources committed Co loss or destruction by the action. 

4. Recommendation — Summary Table of Probable Unavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Effects 

Section 11-200-17(1), Hawai`i Administrative Rules states in pertinent part that "[t]he 
draft EIS shall address all probable adverse environmental effects which cannot be 
avoided. It would be helpful if the EIS included a table summarizing these unavoidable 
probable adverse environmental effects 

5. Mitigation of Hazardous Materials or Wastes, Potential Toxic Tort Liability 
Issues 

Pursuant to Section 11-200-17(m), Ilawai`i Administrative Rules, with respect to 
mitigation for impacts from hazardous materials and/or wastes, Section 4.11, on page 4- 
113, notes that the City would perform partial or complete Phase I Site Assessments in 
accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials protocol E 1 527-05. Please 
discuss what measures the City would take with respect to remediation and/or removal of 
the offending hazardous materials or wastes contamination prior to property acquisition. 
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6. Mitigation in General 

With respect to mitigation measures in general, please discuss measures to reduce 
significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts to insignificant levels and the basis for 
considering these levels acceptable. Also, where a particular mitigation measure has 
been chosen from among several alternative mitigation measures, please discuss each 
alternative measure and disclose the reasons for choosing a particular one. Please discuss 
the timing of each step in any mitigation process. Please disclose what performance 
bonds (if any) may be posted, as well as provisions proposed to assure that the mitigation 
measures will be taken. 

7. Summary of Unresolved Issues with Discussion 

Pursuant to Section 11-200-17(p), liawai`i Administrative Rules, please include in a 
separate and distinct section in the EIS that summarizes unresolved issues and contains 
either a discussion of how such issues will be resolved prior to commencement of the 
action, or what overriding reasons there are for proceeding without resolving the 
problems. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337643R 

Ms. Katherine Kealoha 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Department of Health 
State of Hawaii 
235 South Beretania Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Kealoha: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

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

The statement in Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIS, "The Build Alternatives would be 
consistent with adopted State and Local government transportation and land use policies." has 
been clarified in this Final EIS in Section 4.18.12, as follows, "The Project is consistent with the 
land use and transportation elements of plans, policies, and controls within the study corridor. 
The Project does not exclude future options, narrow the range of beneficial uses of the 
environment, or pose long-term risks to health and safety." 
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Status of Necessary Approvals 

Section 4.21 in this Final EIS has an updated list of List of Anticipated Permits, 
Table 4-40. The status of the permits is included in this table. 

Resources — Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

In this Final EIS, Section 4.20, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources, 
has been revised to include, "and impact natural and cultural resources." 

Probable adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided are included in 
Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, 
Minimize, or Reduce Impacts, in this Final EIS for each of the environmental resources 
evaluated. 

Mitigation of Hazardous Materials or Wastes, Potential Toxic Tort Liability Issues 

As discussed in Section 4.12.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Hazardous 
Materials and Waste] of this Final EIS, either a partial or complete Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) will be performed by the City prior to acquiring portions of these properties. 
This effort will minimize the chance that the City will acquire a degraded piece of real estate or 
that workers will be exposed to contaminants during construction. 

Specific pre-construction activities regarding contaminated media are discussed in 
Section 4.18.7 of this Final EIS. The nature of any future study would vary by area or site and 
would depend on the level of concern in each area. 

Mitigation in General 

Mitigation measures are presented in Chapter 4 and are summarized in Table 4-1 in this 
Final EIS. The mitigation measures in this Final EIS were developed based upon the potential 
impacts of the Project. Mitigation measures will be incorporated during design and construction 
of the Project. In the time between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, there have been 
subsequent design efforts. The design team will continue to coordinate with the environmental 
team to further reduce impacts whenever possible. 

Construction phasing is presented in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, in this Final EIS. 
The construction contractor is responsible for obtaining the necessary performance bonds. 

Summary of Unresolved Issues with Discussion 

A summary of unresolved issues is presented in Section 7.8 in this Final EIS. 

Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS presents DTS' coordination with agencies, non-governmental 
groups, and the public throughout the planning process for the Project. For this Final EIS, 
comments and responses made on the Draft EIS are in Appendix A, Comments Received on the 
Draft EIS and Responses. The Final EIS was revised to incorporate changes where required in 
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Very trç1y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Ms. Katherine Kealoha 
Page 3 

response to comments received. A summary of changes between the Draft EIS and Final EIS 
is provided at the beginning of each chapter. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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February 2, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai`i 96813 

Subject: 	Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project (City and County of Honolulu) 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced submittal received November 
2008, regarding improved transportation equity in the corridor between Kapolei and the 
University of Hawaii at &lama on the island of Oahu. After review by the Department of Land 
and Natural Resources (DLNR), division comments have been compiled. The following is 
representative of the State Historic Preservation Division, the Commission on Water Resource 
Management and Division of Aquatic Resources, the Division of Engineering, Land 
Management, the Division of Forestry and Wildlife, and State Parks. 

1. Historic Preservation 

The State Historic Preservation Division (SIIPD) disagrees with the Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) that this project will have "no adverse effect" on known and 
potentially unknown historic properties, potential burial sites, cultural landscapes and 
traditional cultural properties. The PTA's determination has the potential to eradicate over 
80 potentially eligible known sites and overlooks impacts existing viewplanes in Ewa, 
Chinatown and to individual properties. Additionally, the SHPD has concerns about the 
treatment of potential burials and archaeological sites, including cultural layers that may be 
found during the archaeological inventory phase. To date the State Historic Preservation 
Officer has net concurred the FTA's determination. 

A. Architecture: The Architecture Branch provides documents on the draft Historic 
Resources Technical Report on September 26, 2008 (2008.3762/0809AL44). On 
December 17, 2008, the SHP.D Architecture Branch participated in a workshop 
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regarding effect determinations for the proposed Transit Corridor project as part of 
ongoing Section 106 consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act 
alongside representatives from Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB), the City and County of 
Honolulu's Department of Transportation Services, Historic Hawai`i Foundation, and 
the National Trust for Historic Preservation. A total of 83 architectural resources 
within the area of potential effect have been determined eligible for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places, P13 staff presented a finding of adverse effect 
for a total of seven properties: Soimirin House; Afuso House; Higa Fourplex; 
Teixeria. House; Kmani Trees (Dillingham Blvd.); Dillingham Transportation 
Building; and the Boulevard Saimin property. A finding of no historic properties 
affected or no adverse effect was presented for the remaining 76 properties located 
along the corridor. 

SHPD Architecture Branch has expressed concern over those preliminary 
determinations on a number of points. First, a finding of no historic properties 
affected implies that no historic properties are present in the area of potential effect 
or that the undertaking will have no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.164 
However, it appears that PTA has only affected the project's direct affects and has 
not taken into account the indirect affects of the project on historic resources. For 
example, the raised guideway may impede customary viewplanes, changes to the 
scale and character or the setting, or transit based development around stations may 
have long-term impacts to the historic resource. 

SHPD believes that visual effect must be given greater consideration where it 
concerns impacts to integrity of setting, fueling, and association. For example, the 
indirect effects of guidway crossings on Nu` tianu Stream Bridge and Hono`uli`uli 
Stream Bridge. Other resources that deserve additional consideration fur indirect 
impacts per 36 CFR Part 800.5(0(2)(v), include the 'Aica (Honolulu Plantation) 
Cemetery, Tong Fat Wood Tenement Buildings, Aloha Tower, OR & L Depot, 
Mother Waldron Park, Walker Park, Irwin Park, and the Aloha Chapel. SHPD 
suggested that simulations be developed to analyze the character of visual and 
atmospheric effects and parcel takings to this and other individual resources. Adverse 
effects arc not confined to direct impacts to a parcel and can include cumulative and 
far-reaching impacts to historic resources as provoked by the Project, including 
proposed transit based development around transit stations. 

The above should also be duly re-considered in regards to constructive use 
determinations under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. Per 23 
CFR Part 774.15(a), as published in the Federal Register Vol., 73, No. 49 (March 12, 
2008): "A constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not 
incorporate land from a Section 4(1) property, hut the project's proximity impacts are 
so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property 
for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired." Impairments include 
noise level increase, obstruction or elimination of primary views, restriction of 
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access, vibration impacts, etc. Table 5-2 cites de Frinimis findings for direct use 
determination under Section 4(f) for the six Quonset hut grouping along Dillingham 
Boulevard, Chinatown historic district (see below), Hawaiian Electric, Radford High 
School, and Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark (see below), These 
determinations are still pending. 

Regarding the Chinatown historic district, listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places on January 17, 1973, SHPD expressed specific concerns. The district 
nomination records the following description: 

"The boundaries of the district, as established by the Hawai` i Historic Places 
Review Board, are as follows: a 50 tt. Line on the' ewa (north) side of Nu'uanu 
Stream, the mcatka (east) side of Beretania Street, a line 50 ft. from the building 
line on the Diamond Head (south) side of Nu'uanu Avenue, and 50 ft. makai 
(west) of the longest pier stretching into Honolulu Harbor. The major reason for 
its early development and continuous history as a commercial area was due to the 
close proximity to Honolulu Harbor." 

Under statement of significance, the nomination reads: 

"Throughout the whole of its 180 years as a trading center in the Pacific, 
Honolulu has always been closely identified with its harbor—the principal 
channel of contact with the outside world. it is, however, that portion of 
Honolulu immediately adjacent to the harbor at the mouth of Nuluanu Stream 
which holds the longest continuous history of native and immigrant settlement 
and where the story of Hawai`i's common folk has been most compactly 
unfolded (...)" 

As the intimate connection between the architectural district and the waterfront are 
called out as character-defining features of the National Register nomination, SHPD 
has significant concerns regarding a determination of no adverse effect to the district. 

SHPD Architecture is in receipt of the FTA's December 11, 2008 letter inviting 
consultation with the Secretary of the Interior regarding potential adverse effect to 
the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark. SHPD looks forward to continuing 
consultation regarding this site. We are in receipt of the Historic Hawai`i 
Foundation's (HIE) December 10, 2008 letter which raises questions regarding the 
inadequacy of the description given in the Draft EIS to the vital significance of the 
National Historic Landmark. 

Moreover, in retbronce to the above-named correspondence, please verify that the 
resources of the fanner Naval Air Station Barber's Point and lands west of the West 
Loch station were omitted because they will be fully consulted on in a separate Draft 
EiS at a later time. As referenced by HHF, discussion of the resources associated 
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with former Marine Corps Air Station 'Ewa Field should parallel the import of the 
newly designated Valor in the Pacific National Monument. 

Discussion of effect determinations and the above-named points is scheduled to 
continue with consulting parties, SHPD Architecture participated in a driving tour of 
the proposed route (Airport alternative) with PB staff and the Historic Hawk i 
Foundation on Sammy 9. We will resume discussion of drat), mitigation 
commitments following closer concurrence on effect determinations. Regarding 
Table 4-5, "Acquisitions and Displacements Summary," please provide an itemized 
list of how many parcel acquisitions and displacements by land use impact eligible 
historic resources. Finally, please note that National Register criteria considerations 
D and 0 are not cited regarding methodology. Federal Transit Administration has 
not yet completed its review for effect determinations pending our office's response 
to individual eligibility determinations. 

B. Archaeology: The Area of Proposed Effect (APE) was divided into 10 different sub-
areas to evaluate below-ground effects. The proposed project covers the fundable 
twenty-mile segment of the corridor between East Kapolei and the Ala Moana Center 
with alternatives for both Fixed Ciuideway Transit Alternatives of the Salt Lake and 
Airport routes. The project does affect potential human burials, subsurface features 
and cultural deposits that have not yet previously been identified. We agree that once 
column locations are identified archaeological inventory work would focus on these 
locations and if historic properties are identified then mitigation plans should include 
archaeological monitoring, possible archaeological data recovery and burial 
treatment plans. SHPD participating in on-going 106 consultation on a Programmatic 
Agreement to address the above issues. 

C. Culture and History: SHPD Culture and History Branch concurs that the transit 
project as a whole will c.baugr. the character of the physical features within the 
corridor (36CFR 800.5). SHPD is specifically concerned about the affect view 
planes from traditional lookout points such as Makakilo and Pu`u Kapolei. As stated 
in our September 26, 2008 correspondence: "Furthermore, we were encouraged that 
at our rriectin.g it was indicated that indirect impacts to landscape and setting, 
including view sheds makai to mazika, will be examined to determine the broader 
impact of the corridor itself. We helieve that this macroscopic dimension will aid in 
accurately reflecting the comprehensive effect of the proposed project and in turn 
facilitate identification of appropriate mitigation." Other examples of character 
changing impacts would include those to landscapes suth as the Banana Patch 
community, Sumicia Watercress Farm and Aiea Plantation Cemetery, At the same 
nine, we do recognize and appreciate that some modifications to the alignment have 
been made specifically to minimize adverse effect. 

The Oahu Island Burial Council (0113C), Hui Malama I Na Kapono, and Office of Hawaiian 
Affairs have been consulted, as stipulated in the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 
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106. oiric at their January 34, 2009, meeting summarized their consultation work with 
HTA but seemed to be only addressing the Programmatic Agreement concerns and not the 
Draft MS or relevant studies. We will defer their comments on the Draft EIS at this time. 

We understand that a Memorandum of Agreement is being developed to address the 
concerns of the Architecture and a Programmatic Agreement is being developed to address 
Archaeology and Cultural/History respectively. Also, please note that the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, National Park Service, and the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation were not listed as consulting parties in the Draft MS. 

We have not reviewed the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project Archaeological 
Resources Technical Report. In a separate transmittal shortly forthcoming, the SHPD will 
comment in more detail regarding the findings of the technical repoit. We look forward to 
the Archaeological Inventory Survey Plan (Phase I) which will he done by the construction 
phases, along with an Archaeological Inventory Survey Report(s) and au Archaeological 
Monitoring Plan. 

If there are any questions, please contact Pna Aiu, SHPD Administrator, at 692-8015. 

II. Aquatics and Water Resource 'Management 

The proposed Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Route will cross the following 
streams: Honoulinii, Waikele, Kapakahi, Kato`i Gulch, Waiawa, Walmalu, Kalauao, Aiea, 
Halawa, Mormalua, KaIlhi, Kapalama, and Nu'uanu which all empty into the Pacific Ocean 
along the southern coast of the island of Oahu. All these streams are perennial except for 
Kapakahi and Kalo`i Gulch which are non-perennial. The Division of Aquatic Resources 
(DAR) has conducted many biological surveys in Waikele, Waiawa, Halawa, Moanaiva, 
Kalihi, and Nuluanu streams and has observed native macrofauna. The estuarine, lower and 
middle reaches native tnacrofauna which may be impacted by the transit corridor include 
native fish species such as Stenagobius hawaiiensis, Eleoiris sandwicensis, Mugil cephalus, 
Kuhlia xenw-a, Ku/ilia sandvicensis, and the native freshwater crustacean. Macrabrachium 
grandimanus. Other native maerofanna which migrate to the upper reaches would also be 
impacted during their migration through this corridor. Impacts on the native macro fauna and 
other aquatic resources call be minimized by avoiding any work in the stream channels or 
along banks. Impacts on the nearshore reefs and fauna would also be minimized hy not 
disturbing the stream channels or banks and addressing heavy rainfall runoff from this 
project. 

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

I. Lands denuded of vegetation should be planted or covered as quickly as possihle to 
prevent erosion; 
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2. Scheduling site work (particularly the excavation and grading) during periods of 
minimal rainfall; 

3. Use to silt fences or other means to prevent sediments CrOrn entering the stream; and 
4. Preventing construction materials, petroleum products, debris and landscaping 

products from falling, blowing or leaching into the aquatic environment. 

We recommend the use of best management practices (3114P) for stormwater management to 
minimize the impact of the project to the existing area's hydrology while maintaining on-site 
infiltration and preventing polluted runoff from storm events. Stormwater management 
BMP's may earn credit toward LEED certification. More information on storrnwater IIMPs 
can be found at http://liawaii.govnibcdt/eztrilinitativeilld.php.  

There may be the potential for ground or surface water degredationkontarnination and we 
recommend that approvals for this project be conditioned upon a review by the State 
Department of Health and the developer's acceptance of any resulting requirements related to 
water quality. , 

A Stream Channel Altcrantion Permit is required by CWRM before any alteration(s) can be 
made to the bed and/or banks of a stream channel. The planned source, of water for this 
project has not been identified in the Draft EIS report, therefore, we cannot determine what 
permits or petitions are required from our office, or whether there are potential impacts to 
water resources. 

We main/Rend that the Final EIS disclose projected potable and non-potable water demands 
associated with the project, including indirect and cumulative effects such as the City and 
County's proposed transit oriented development that will surround the rail system. We also 
recommend that the proposed sources to meet these demands be identified. 

If there are any questions, please contact Ken Kawahara, Water Deputy, at 587-0214. 

Engineering 

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

I. Column construction in streams will likely trigger comments related to aquatic habitat 
and biological/environmental issues. Response to these issues would have to be 
prepared, 

2. As required by the City and County of Honolulu's Flood Plain Management 
Ordinance, any construction planned in a Flood Zone designated as AE (Floodway) 
will require a detailed floodway study andlor no risk certification. 

3. A Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMP) is required if there are any changes 
in water level (44 CFR 65.12). 

„ 
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4. Note that FEMA is conducting a Flood insurance Risk Study that will update 
approximately 60 miles (Kaena. Point to Kavvailoa Point) of coastal flood hazard 
boundaries. Preliminary study results have been issued to the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Planning and Permitting. 

Please note that the project site must comply with the rules and regulations of the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) presented in Title 44 of the Cede of Federal Regulations 
(44CFR), whenever development within a Special Flood Hazard Area is undertaken. Please 
be advised that 44CFR indicates the minimum standards set forth by the NFIP. Your 
Community's local flood ordinance may prove to be more restrictive and thus take 
precedence over the minimum NPIP standards. 

If there arc any questions, please contact Eric Hirano, Engineering Administer, at 587-0230, 

IV, Land 

Among the lands owned and managed by DLNR are two parcels in East Kapo lei, Ewa, 
Hawar 1, located west of the proposed North-South Road alignment and mauka and makai of 
Farrington Highway. The two parcels are identified by Tax Map Key Numbers (1) 9-1-
17:86; and 9-1-18:05 (the "DLNR Parcels"). These parcels have excellent long-term 
development potential, and DLNR has accordingly identified these parcels as future income 
producing lands to support DLNR's operations and maintenance/management of the State's 
public lands and natural and cultural resources. DLNR has also communicated its desire to 
the City and County of Honolulu (the "City") to have these parcels rezoned to allow for 
commercial and/or other income-producing uses. 

Various sections, figures, and tables in the Draft EIS provide for the fixed guideway 
alignment and a park-and-ride facility to be located within the DLNR Parcels, e.g., Figures 2- 
2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-15, 2-38, 2-14, 4-3, Table 2-6, Appendix A. However, it is not clear 
whether these parcels are included among the properties identified by the City for acquisition 
(see Section 4.3 and Table 4-5) and whether compensation will be paid for any such 
acquisition. 

The conveyance of any easement or other rights over the DLNR Parcels to allow such 
facilities, and the amount of compensation to be paid for such easementhights, if any, 
requires the approval of the Board of Land and Natural Resources (BLNR). As of the date of 
this memorandum, BL,NR has not granted any such approval, and therefore, BLNR's 
approval should be added to the list of Anticipated Permits and Approvals required for the 
proposed project (Table 4-37). It should also be noted, however, that DLNR has had prior 
discussions with the City regarding use of portions of the DLNR Parcels for the proposed 
transit project and DLNR's desire to rezone the DLNR parcels, and DLNR intends to 
continue to work with the City on these issues. 
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We understand that either route proposed in the Draft EIS invovics some State Lands 
managed by other State agencies or entities. In most cases, these State Lands have been set 
aside to the government agency for a specific purpose, pursuant to Section 171-11, HRS. 
Any uses deviated from the specific purposes in the set aside require approval from the 
Governor and the BLNR. 

The State is currently prohibited from conveying any portion of ceded lands due to a Hawai`i 
Supreme Court decision dated January 31, 2008. If any proposed aequisfion of property 
requires fee title conveyance of the ceded lands, the outcome of the appeal filed by the State 
to the US Supreme Court may affect the final design of the project. 

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

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

V. Forestry and Wildlife 

According to comments submitted September 15, 2008, the Division of Forestry and Wildlife 
(DOPAW) stated that on Page S-1 — A butilon is mentioned as "threatened," but it is actually 
listed as "endangered" according to State and Federal law. DOFAW would like to provide 
the following for your consideration, 

The existing State Department of Transportation Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for 
Abutilon, covers only a limited geographic area related to North-South road (DOT), Kapolei 
Parkway, University of Hawaii West Oahu, .D1-1HL right-of-entry and subdivision, and 
DLNR future development plans (pgs 9-18). Additional DHHL lands are included under a 
Certificate of Inclusion registered with the Land Court. The City and County of Honolulu 
land ownership was identified in the original HCP (pg 9) and a Certificate of Inclusion issued 
for a portion of their lands. However, the current HCP does not include all affected lands or 
current planned activities within the rail transit corridor (see attached Table 3. 
Landownership of Parcels at Kapoiei Properties). Activities and lands within the HCP area 
can be included by an additional Certificate of Inclusion, but activities outside the HCP area 
will need an amendment or new HCP. 

Mitigation activities should address increased fire management measures. Although the 
current IICP includes a fire management strategy, it does not take the proposed project into 
consideration, so it does not address fire concerns for the project under review. The project 
under review could create new threats to the Abuttion reserve, with cone= of discarded 
cigarettes or equipment sparks for example. 
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The level of fire management identified in the current HCP includes 

"A fire management strategy consi§ting for the following measures is being implemented to 
ensure that the plants are not accidentally destroyed. 

• Identification of fire fighting resources available near the Kapolei population; 
• Provide information to fire stations to assist them in protecting A. merizieSii font fire; 
• Identification of water resources near the Kapolei population. 

The details of the fire management strategies are described in the Final Interim Management 
Report for Abutilon tnenziesii (DLNRDOFAW 2003, Appendix 0)." (p. 21). 

If additional plains are discovered outside the boundaries of the lands covered under the 
current HCP, then the transit corridor will need a new Habitat Conservation Plan (see 
attached information on IICP and ITL) or an amendment to the existing HCP. Additionally, 
should a plant survey of the transit corridor show no endangemd plants in the Kapolei-Ewa 
area, it does not constitute a finding of no plants present because plants can emerge following 
rainfall or scarification. Therefore, it is recommended that multiple surveys are done and 
that the biology of endangered flora and fauna be considered, especially that of the Abutilon. 

The issue of invasive species is not addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Draft 
EIS. The implementation of this project creates risks related to the introduction anew 
harmful invasive species, weeds or pests that could be brought into Oahu by importation of 
heavy equipment and materials sourced from sites off island, be it from other islands or 
continental locations. For example the red imported fire ant is a serious pest in a number of 
southern and coastal states including: CA, TX, NC, AR, NM, DE, and in other areas around 
the world. Recent economic input analysis indicated that if established in Hawaii, the 
estimated negative impacts to Hawai`i's economy could be as high as $200 million within 20 
years and it would affect our way of life and human health. Apart from the potential 
intmductions from out-of-state import risks are the intra-state risks between islands. A 
number of pests are present on other islands in Howe i but not present or are under control 
on Oahu, e.g. rniconia, little fire ant and eoqui frogs. Appropriate mitigation would involve 
implementing prevention measures, paying close attention to pests at the site of origin for 
incoming equipment and materials, cleaning, inspections and treatment both before shipping 
and after arrival on. Oahu would reduce these risks significantly. 

The Draft EIS describes plans for the planting of trees and other landscaping projects. 
Nursery plants sourced from outer islands are a known pathway for "hitchhiker pests," and 
should be subject to inspections and appropriate treatment. Also, the plants that are 
considered for planting could themselves become harmful invaders or contribute to existing 
problems, if not screened properly. Species under consideration for planting should be 
reviewed using the University of Hawai`i, Weed Risk Assessment system that allows high-
risk potentially harmful species to be identified, while tow risk alternatives could be a. more 
suitable species selected for this project. 
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The subject project Draft EIS did not address tree removal plans, or lack there of, in the rail 
transit corridor. If tree removal is part of the construction process, there is concern in central 
Honolulu in the Kapiolani Blvd. area where a population of white tern, Gygis alba or Menu- 

is known to nest. 

Further mitigation could involve implementing pre and post construction surveys to 
determine what plant species are present along the transit pathway and remove any 
potentially invasive species as a post coiitruction mitigation action. if the prevention 
mitigation measures mentioned above are implemented successfully, this latter problem will 
likely be minor or insignificant. 

If there are arty questions, please contact Paul Corny, DOFAW Administer, at 587-4182. 

VI. State  Parks 

The subject project Draft M doe.s not acknowledge the transit corridors alignment near 
State Parks, and the impacts it may have on those areas. 

Section 5.4.1 of the Draft EIS states that the project will require direct property acquisition of 
several recreational areas, one of which is Keehi Lagoon Beach Park, resulting in a section 
4(f) use. Directly adjacent to the beach park is the Hawai` i Disabled American Veteran's 
(DAv) Keehi Lagoon. Memorial that was set aside to the department and is operated and 
maintained by the Hawai`i DAV. Its location may place it near the alignment for both the 
Airport and Salt Lake alternatives, however, there is no mention of it in the document. 

We also note that Aiea Bay State Recreation Area, also under our jurisidietion and a section 
4(f) area, was discussed in the Draft EIS and determined to have no use based on the criteria 
for review of 4(0 properties. There is concern that the criteria used to make this 
determination is unclear. 

If there are any questions, please contact Dan Quinn, State Parks Administrator, at 587-0292. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments. 
:•tr 

Sincerely, 

C.) 

La Ka 	hielen, Chairperson 
Department of Land and Naturalburces 

Ca" 

e: Mr. Ted Matiey, FTA Region IX 
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Honorable Laura Thielen, Chairperson 
Board of Land & Natural Resources 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 621 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96809 

Dear Chair Thielen: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final DS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Historic Preservation 

Preliminary effect determinations documented in the Draft EIS were refined in the 
Historic Effects Reoort: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project  (RTD 2009d) issued by 
FTA on April 14, 2009. This report analyzes the project's direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts to historic properties. Consultation with the SHPD has continued since release of the 
Draft EIS with regard to these effect determinations. FTA has accepted adverse effect 
determinations on the National Historic Landmark and Chinatown Historic District as well as 
other historic resources. The eligibility, effect determinations, and Section 106 consultation are 
documented in Section 4.16, Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources, of this Final EIS. 
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Naval Air Station Barbers Point is not included in the Project's APE because the Kapolei 
Extension is not part of the current Project; no further analysis of the Kapolei Extension will be 
conducted at this time. If the Kapolei Extension is considered and studied in the future, 
potential impacts to historic resources identified in this area would be addressed at that time. 

Section 4.16.3 identifies right-of-way acquisition for each of the eligible historic 
resources. Right-of-way acquisitions for all properties are included in Appendix C of this Final 
EIS. 

Visual impacts to the settings of historic resources were addressed in Historic Effects  
Report: Honolulu Hiqh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project  (April 14, 2009d). In addition, 
Section 4.8 of this Final EIS includes the visual impact analysis of the Project. Figures and 
simulations that were included in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Visual and 
Aesthetics Resources Technical Report  (RTD 2008e) and were utilized in the preparation of the 
Draft EIS have been copied into the FEIS to clarify the information from previous studies. 
Commenters on view effects are representative of the various viewer groups that have been 
considered in the visual and aesthetic conditions analysis presented in the Draft EIS and this 
Final EIS. Inclusion of the viewer group's responses, received during the Draft EIS comment 
period, resulted in refinement of the visual impact evaluation which resulted in revised ratings 
from moderate to significant for Views 12, 14, and 15 in the Downtown area as described in the 
Final EIS. The visual impact rating was refined to reflect the bulk and scale of the station as 
well as the other elements noted in the Draft BS. The Draft EIS described several types of 
visual effects, and the refinements in this Final EIS reflect the same visual effects identified in 
the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS and this Final BS concluded that changes to some views, 
including protected views and vistas, would be unavoidable, and the refinements confirmed this 
conclusion. 

View planes from traditional look out points such as Puu Kapotei and Puu Makakilo were 
considered in the analysis of the Project as documented Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report  (RTD 2008e). The Draft 
and Final EIS acknowledge that the visual changes from the Project will likely be less obtrusive 
and minimal in wider vistas or regional panoramic views, such as from traditional look out points 
where the project elements serve as smaller components of the larger landscape. The project 
elements would not be dominant features in these views. 

Mitigation measures to minimize visual effects of the Project and enhance the visual and 
aesthetic opportunities will be incorporated into the Project during final design as discussed in 
Section 4.8.3 of this Final EIS. Although mitigation measures will minimize many adverse 
visual effects by providing visual buffers and reducing visual contrasts between the Project 
elements and their surroundings, the Final EIS acknowledges, as concluded in the Draft EIS, 
that probable unavoidable adverse effects, such as view blockage, cannot be mitigated and will 
be significant (noted as a "High" level of visual impact in the Draft EIS) in some areas. 

Chapter 5 of this Final EIS, Section 4(t) Evaluation, discusses the historic resources 
identified in Section 4.16 of this document. The Section 4(t) evaluation includes a discussion of 
the direct use, including de minimis use where the historic resources will not be adversely 
affected as described in 36 CFR Section 880.5 (Section 5.5.2 of this Final BS). An evaluation 
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of the constructive use at the historic resources where the Section 106 process has resulted in 
an adverse effect and where the Project will not result in a direct use was completed. The 
Project will not restrict any access to historic resources, will have no adverse noise and 
vibration impacts (per FTA standards), and result in no ecological intrusions at these Section 4 
(t) resources. Therefore, only visual impacts that substantially impair the historic value were 
considered for the Section 4(t) historic resources. This evaluation concludes that there will be 
no use of Section 4(f) resources since the Project will not substantially impact the features or 
attributes of the historic resources that contribute to NRHP eligibility (Section 5.6.3 of this Final 
BS). 

There may be potential impacts to previously identified or unknown archaeological 
resources during construction. As described in Section 4.18.11, Archaeological, Cultural, and 
Historic Resources [Construction Phase Effects], in this Final BS, prior to construction, the 
Project will investigate the potential for subsurface deposits within the column locations and will 
mitigate during construction. SHPD will be consulted throughout the process. 

The Oahu Island Burial Council, Hui Materna I Na Kupuna 0 Hawaii Nei, and the Office 
of Hawaiian Affairs are included in the list of Section 106 Consulting Parties as documented in 
Section 4.16, in this Final BS. 

While the Project was designed to avoid and minimize effects to historic resources, this 
was not always possible in meeting the Project's Purpose and Need. Therefore, a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) was prepared to outline responsibilities and measures to 
mitigate or reduce adverse Project effects. The PA was developed during extensive 
consultation with Section 106 consulting parties and included mitigation measures suggested by 
these consulting parties when possible. The PA is included in the Appendix H of the Final BS. 

Aquatics and Water Resource Management 

Section 4,14 of this Final BS discusses the streams that will be crossed by the Project 
and permanent impacts to streams. Section 4.18.10 of this Final EIS discusses the temporary 
impacts to streams during construction. Streams affected by structural elements of the Project 
include Kaloi Gulch, Waiawa Stream and Springs, Moanalua Stream, Kapalama Canal Stream, 
and Nuuanu Stream. On September 15, 2009, the Army Corps of Engineers stated that its 
substantive concerns relating to Section 404 of the Clean Waters Act had been addressed and 
that the scope and intensity of impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United States are now 
relatively minor due to the extent of avoidance and minimization of impacts on the aquatic 
environment resulting from project site selection and design. Of the streams listed above, Kaloi 
Gulch is not under the jurisdiction of the USA CE. 

The analysis of aquatic biota from technical studies completed in technical studies 
prepared prior to the Draft EIS, and refinement as part of the "functions and value? assessment 
of each stream that the Project crosses, confirms the conclusion made in the Draft EIS that 
permanent or temporary structures placed in streams will interfere with migration by an 
amphidromous species through the project area as presented in Section 4.14.3 of this Final BS. 
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Permanent and temporary (during construction) best management practices (BMPs) will 
be implemented to minimize the potential impacts to the aquatic environment as discussed in 
Section 4.14.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Water], in this Final EIS. 
Examples of Permanent BMPs include, but are not limited to bioretention areas, vegetated 
buffer strips, dry swales, water quality basin, and structural BMPs with oil/water separators. 
Section 4.18.10 Water Resources [Construction Phase Effects], in this Final EIS discusses BMP 
for in-water construction activities. 

Mitigation regarding re-planting cleared areas to prevent erosion is discussed in 
Sections 4.18.8, Natural Resources [Construction Phase Effects], and 4.18.10, Water 
Resources [Construction Phase Effects], in this Final EIS. 

Because of the construction schedule and difficulty in anticipating water events, DTS 
cannot entirely avoid construction during rainfall; however, BMP will be employed to minimize 
impacts associated with construction stormwater flow. 

Section 4.18, Construction Phase Effects, in this Final EIS provide examples of BMPs 
that may be employed to protect the aquatic environment. BMPs will include methods to 
minimize possible pollution, soil erosion and turbidity caused by storm water runoff, and 
construction activities near waters. 

Permanent and temporary (construction-related) BMPs will be implemented for the park-
and-ride lots and vehicle maintenance and storage yards to maintain on-site infiltration and 
prevent polluted runoff from entering streams and near shore waters. An integral part of the 
permanent BMPs is the inspection and maintenance plan to ensure that they operate as 
designed. 

The Clean Water Branch of the State Department of Health has provided comment on 
the Draft EIS. Through the individual Section 401 Water Quality Permit, the Clean Water 
Branch of the State Department of Health will ensure compliance with the State's 
antidegradation policy (HAR, Section 11-54-1.1). Section 4.21, Anticipated Permits, Approvals 
and Agreements, has a list of Anticipated Permits in this Final EIS including a Stream Channel 
Alteration permit from the Department of Land & Natural Resources (DLNR), Commission on 
Water Resource Management. 

Use of water during construction will include but not be limited to concrete mixing, dust 
management, and establishing landscape elements. It is anticipated the contractor will use non-
potable water, where practicable, to construct the elevated guideway structures or utilize other 
construction methods to conserve water. Once the Project is operational, it is anticipated that 
non-potable water will also be used where practicable for landscaping and vehicle maintenance. 
Landscaping will use vegetation that requires minimal watering. The maintenance and storage 
facility will pursue Leadership in LEED Certification. This includes the use of sustainable 
practices and reduction of the use of resources which may include water and energy. 

Permanent use of potable water is anticipated to be limited to station operations and 
maintenance operations restroom facilities. As discussed in Section 4.19.3 of the Final EIS, 
additional potable water supplies will be required to support the increase in population and 
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employment as well as restrooms mentioned above. The Project is not anticipated to be a 
major water consumer. 

As described above, streams affected by structural elements of the Project are Waiawa 
Stream and Springs, Moanalua Stream, Kapalama Canal Stream, and Nuuanu Stream. 
Section 4.18.10, Water Resources [Construction Phase Effects], details the types of temporary 
construction phase impacts and mitigation measures. The City will obtain the required permits 
from Federal and State agencies as listed in Section 4.21 of this Final EIS. During the 
processing for these permits, any further aquatic and biologicalIenvironmental issues will be 
assessed and mitigation measures finalized as part of the permit process. 

In Section 4.14.3 of the Final BS, it states: As a linear feature, the guideway will cross 
several floodplains in Waipahu and Pearl Highlands. However, the Project will not cause 
significant floodplain encroachment as defined by USDOT Order 5650.2. The guideway and 
many stations will be elevated above the floodplain by piers,' but some facilities, such as stairs, 
elevators, and traction power substations, will have to be built at ground level. These features 
could have minor effects on floodplains, depending on how and where they are placed within a 
floodplain see figures in this section. However, any such changes caused by the Project will be 
mitigated through design to comply with current floodzone regulations. There will be no notable 
adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values, and there will be no impact to water 
levels in flood zones. 

As there will be no notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values, 
A Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) will not be necessary. 

Information noted. We have been in contact with the City and County of 
Honolulu's Department of Planning and Permitting. 

Comments regarding the National Flood Insurance Program and the City and County's 
flood ordinances are noted. 

Land Use 

Comments regarding DLNR's development plans for land parcels are noted. 
Coordination by the City's Right-of-Way staff and DLNR is continuing. 

The parcels that will be acquired for the Project are presented in and Appendix C of this 
Final EIS. This Appendix includes tables of the property acquisition by tax number and general 
land use. The City will continue to coordinate with DLNR regarding the use or transfer of any 
DLNR lands. The City will comply with Section 171-11, HRS, regarding the use of State Lands. 

Ecosystems 

The table, Summary of the Project's Effects on Threatened, Endangered, and Protected 
Species, in Section 4.13.3 of this Final EIS, lists Abutilon menziesii (kooloaula) as endangered. 
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Although the Project will have no effect on threatened, endangered, and protected 
species, mitigation will be implemented for the Abut/Ion plants, kooloaula. A State Incidental 
Take License for kooloaula was issued on March 18, 2005, to the HDOT. The City will secure a 
Certificate of Inclusion from the State for the Project. Mitigation measures have already been 
specified in a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the population of kooloaula, including the 
establishment of an 18-acre contingency reserve for the plants. Specific measures to protect 
and offset losses of the kooloaula have been established by the U.S,Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) in the existing HCP. If an HCP is needed or if the existing HCP needs to be 
amended, the City will implement the measures outline of the USFWS in the new or amended 
HCP. This will offset impacts to the plant, and there will be no unavoidable adverse 
environmental effect to the kooloaula. Additionally, prior to clearing and grubbing near the 
kooloaula contingency reserve, the area will be surveyed. If any kooloaula are found, a 
horticulturist approved by DLNR will be given an opportunity to remove the plants and transplant 
them to the contingency reserve, 

Fire Management Plans, including worker education, access maintenance, designated 
smoking areas, identification of fire fighting resources, and other requirements, are being 
reviewed for other projects in the area and will be incorporated into the Project. 

Prior to construction in the Kapolei-Ewa area, the construction area outside the HCP will 
be surveyed for existing Abutilon plants. If any are found, a new HCP will be prepared or the 
existing HCP will be amended. 

The Project contract documents describe the requirements for construction equipment or 
material imported to Oahu from the mainland, neighbor islands, or foreign countries, be free of 
dirt, vegetative matter, and animals. Construction equipment will have to be washed before 
being brought to the Project site. On-site workers will be trained to recognize common invasive 
species growing in the construction area. The use of native (indigenous and endemic) and 
proven adapted species is encouraged. Criteria for cleaning, inspection, and treatment of 
plants that are at risk of harboring pests are included in the mitigation described in Section 
4.18.9 of the Final EIS. 

Section 4.18.8, Natural Resources, in this Final EIS describes that prior to construction, 
the City will survey all the large canopy trees to be pruned to be sure no chicks that have not yet 
fledged are present, including the State-listed threatened species, white tern. 

Section 4.113, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Ecosystems], in this Final 
EIS discusses tree removal and specifically addresses the white tern. White terns select the 
largest high canopy trees for roosting and nesting. The pruning and removal of these trees are 
not expected to affect the white tern population because there are numerous other large canopy 
trees in the urban area of Honolulu that will not be affected by the Project and that could be 
used by the white terns. 
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Section 4(0 Resources 

Section 4.5 in this Final EIS identifies Federal, State, local, and publicly-owned parks 
adjacent to the Project. This section also lists the Hawaii Disabled American Veteran's Memorial 
as a government facility adjacent to the Project. 

Section 5.5.1, Park and Recreational Resources,] of the Final EIS presents the 
Section 4(t) evaluation of Keehi Lagoon Beach Park. Coordination with the City Department of 
Parks and Recreation will continue during final design and construction. Project design was 
intended to avoid impacts to the Hawaii Disabled American Veteran's Memorial, and the Project 
impact at Keehi Lagoon Park does not affect the Memorial. 

Section 5.6.1, Park and Recreational Resources, [Evaluation of Constructive Use of 
Section V) Resources] of the Final EIS presents a constructive use analysis in accordance with 
23 CFR 774.15. Aiea Bay State Recreation Area was evaluated in the same Section. The 
analysis presented in the Final ES concluded, "...the elevated guideway would be located 
mauka of the park, within the median of the adjacent highway and as a result, will not obstruct 
makai views. There will be no noise or vibration impacts from the Project.. .and features will not 
be substantially impaired, the Project will not result in a constructive use of the resource." 

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

Ve 	ly yours, itr 

' I- 	zia, 
WAY E Y. OSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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STATE OF HAWAII 
- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

869 PUNCHBOWL STREET 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813.5097 

January 29, 2009 

IN REpLY REFER TO: 

STP 8.3074 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka; 

Subject: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) and/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Thank you for providing the subject document for review and comments. 

The State Department of Transportation (DOT) understands that the subject DEIS discusses a 
project by the City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services (DTS), for 
the development of a High Capacity Transit Corridor Project ("Project") that would provide a 
fixed guideway transit service on Oahu in a travel corridor between Kapolei, with potential 
expansion to the University of Hawaii at Manoa (UH Manoa) and Waikiki. 

Four alternatives are identified via a series of screening and seeping studies. This DEIS 
evaluates those four alternatives: 

1. No Build Alternative 
2. Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via Salt Lake Boulevard (Salt Lake Alternative) 
3. Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via the Airport (Airport Alternative) 
4. Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via the Airport and Salt Lake Boulevard (Airport 

& Salt Lake Alternative) 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected by the Honolulu City Council includes a fixed 
guideway transit system from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center and planned extensions to West 
Kapolci, UH Manoa and Waikiki_ The system would use steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology 
and all parts attic system would either be elevated or in exclusive right-of-ways. The Project 
also requires the construction of transit Stations and supporting facilities. Further, seine city bus 
services will be reconfigured td align with the proposed transit stations. 
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The Project will generate significant impacts to DOT airports, highways and harbor facilities. 
The fixed guideway rail system should be viewed as PEirt of a comprehensive, multi- and inter-
modal transportation system. This requires early, continuous, direct coordination and careful 
design and construction planning with the DOT, The Project requires connectivity with other 
transportation and transit systems as well as all other means of transportation used by commuters 
and travelers such as, but not limited to, buses, taxis, shuttles, service vans, motorcycles, 
scooters, bicycles and walking. The Project must be carefully integrated within the existing 
systems and enable travelers' transfers between these systems. DOT therefore recommends that 
these linkages and public use patterns for all modes of travel (i.e. bus, bike, pedestrian, etc.) be 
tiirther analyzed. DOT is particularly interested in the evaluations, findings and 
recommendations at the sites where DOT facilities are located. 

The following comments are from the DOT's three modal divisions, who should be consulted 
during the Project's planning, design and construction phases for their concerns for impacts to 
right-or-ways, casements, real property and infrastructure. 

AIR.PORTS 

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

I. Tlic Airports Division understands that the Airport Alternative involves two stations 
on the Honolulu international Airport (HNL) property on Aolele Street, One is next 
to the new parking structure and the other is at Lagoon Drive. 

2. The station adjacent to the new parking structure will be connected to the structure. 
Clear signage is necessary for rider's access of the other airport terminal buildings. 
There are several operational and engineering issties related to a transit station 
located gear an Airport terminal in relative proximity of airport operational areas 
(ADA). um should meet with Airports staff and the Airports modernization team to 
address the rail station's location, its impact on airport operations and future airport 
improvements. 

3. To ensure that the Lagoon Drive station meats the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) FAA Part 77 obstruction height limits for the. end of Runway 22R, DTS 
should submit a FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to 
the FAA. 

4, DI'S should also meet with the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) to 
review any security issues or requirements for the rail stations at EINL. 
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HARBORS 

The project will generate impacts to the harbors system, particularly where the transit stations are 
adjacent to Honolulu Harbor. DOT requests that DTS address the following comments and 
initiate or continue coordination with the Harbors Division Planning Section at (808) 587-1888. 

I. Page 2-32. The DOT understands that the rail system interfaces with Nirnitz 
Highway in the area between the Pier 15 area and past the HECO power station area. 
Figures 2-33 and 2-34 show the two stations in this area. The stations appear to avoid 
conflicts with the entrances to Harbors' major shipping terminals. 

a. DOT requests consideration for a station located at the Aloha Tower complex to 
provide direct access to the complex and to downtown Honolulu via Fort Street. 
If this location is given consideration, then Harbors Division is willing to discuss 
options for redeveloping its current office building into a combination parking 
structure and transit station, subject to the need to satisfy the community's 
concern regarding the image and appearance of downtown Honolulu and Nimitz 
Highway as a pathway to Waikiki. 

h. Given the importance of this section of Nitnitz Highway to the waterfront area 
and to downtown Honolulu, additional study is needed to ensure proper siting of a 
transfer station. Proper placement is critical fOr minimizing impacts to the harbor 
area, the highway system and the Aloha Tower complex, and also for maintaining 
waterfront access, pedestrian safety, a desirable visual and spatial atmosphere and 
the proper aesthetics for downtown Honolulu. DTS should consult with DOT and 
the downtown stakeholders on the location of this transit station. 

2. Page 3-14. Please note that Kewalo Basin is DOT Harbors third Oahu harbor but is 
soon to be transferred to the Hawaii Community Development Authority (HCD A). 
Charter Boat operations as mentioned in the document occur at this harbor and not at 
Honolulu or Kalaeloa Barbers Point Harbor. 

3. Page 3-14. Ocean Recreation is not an activity of DDT's commercial harbor system. 
Ocean Recreation is under the jurisdiction of the DLNR — Division of Boating and 
Ocean Recreation. 

4. Page 3-14. Trucks carrying freight enter Honolulu Harbor through Nimitz Highway 
and also Ala Moana Boulevard (at Fort Armstrong). The roadway fronting Fort 
Armstrong is Ala Moana Boulevard and not Nimitz Highway. 

5. Page 3-14. Please also include Kalihi Strcet in the discussion of freight movement 
Eastbound container trucks utilize Kalihi Street to get onto Interstate Route E1-1, 
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6. Page 3-44. The correct name for Oahu's second harbor is Kalacloa Ba.rbers Point 
Harbor. It is noted as Barbers Point Harbor on this page and elsewhere. 

7. Page 3-48. It is noted that alternative routes may be required as an impact of the 
construction of the improvements. Any improvement required to facilitate alternative 
routes (turning radius, etc.) should be the responsibility of the Project as a mitigation 
measure. 

8. Page 4-61. Kewalo Basin should also be included in the discussion of the makai 
edge. 

9. Page 4-171. There is no "Kalacdoa Harbor 2020 Master Nan" or "Honolulu Harbor 
2020 Master Plan". The Oahu Commercial Harbors 2020 Master Plan incorporates 
both Honolulu and Kalaeloa Barbers Point Harbors. 

HIGHWAYS 

DOT also confirms that there will be impacts to the highway system. At a significant number of 
locations, the rail line, transit stations and other Project support facilities will be ftinctionally 
adjacent to, physically abut or transect highway system roadways and right-of-ways. The transit-
oriented development (TOO) within the communities around the rail stations will also impact the 
highways system. DOT requests that DTS address the following comments and initiate or 
continue coordination with the Highways Division Planning Branch at (808) 587-1830. 

1. Chapter 3 various pages. Planning horizon of 2030 is used throughout the document. 
Standard practice is 20 years after construction completion. With a construction 
completion in 2018, the planning horizon should be 2038. 

2. Page 4-98 3 r4  paragraph. The reference, "The State of Hawaii regulates community 
noise pollution through HAR 11-16," is incorrect. The eorrect reference is HAR Ii-
46. In addition, Hawaii's noise levels are more restrictive than the Federal levels and 
the project needs to conform to both requirements. HAR 11-46-4 has maximum 
permissible sound levels in dBA (dBA dchncd as the A-weighted sound level or unit 
of ineasuremcnt describing the total sound level of all noise as measured with a sound 
level meter using the "A" weighting network). The following is the maximum level. 

Day time 	Night time 
(7a.m--10pm) (10prn—Iam) 

Class A 55 45 
Class B 60 50 
Class C 70 70 

AR00001124 



Mr. Wayne. Yoshioka 	 STP 8,3074 
Page 5 
January 29, 2009 

Class A includes all areas equivalent to land zoned 
residential, conservation, preservation, public space, open 
space, or similar type. 

Class 13 includes all areas equivalent to lands zoned for 
multi-family dwellings, apartment, business, commercial, 
hotel, resort, or similar type. 

Class C includes all areas equivalent to lands zoned 
agriculture, country, industrial, or similar type. 

3. Kamehameha Highway Improvements — Waihona Street to Center Drive. DTS 
should coordinate Project work with improvements to this area. 

4. Design Criteria. DOT Highways requests all strectscapo improvements by DTS 
utilize DOT Highway standard drawings, details and specifications. Particularly, as 
follows: 

a. A visual picture record of assets within the highway right-of-way prior to 
construction shall be made by DTS and approved by DDT's Highway Landscape 
Architect for restoration afterwards. in general, all landscaping shall be restored 
to its original condition after construction is complete. DTS should provide As-
built drawings in the form of both full size drawings and electronic riles of all 
work within the highway right-of-way. 

b. Work within the highway right-of-way shall employ DOT Highway standard 
Invasive Species Management specifications and Tree Protection zone 
construction detail. All transplantable trees as determined by DOT to be removed 
by construction shall be transplanted at DTS' expense to another State right-of-
way site approved by DDT's Highway Landscape Architect. 

c, ars shall not move relocated utilities under DOT sidewalks and should consult 
with DOT for exceptions, New utility boxes shall be screened by landscaping or 
placed in underground vaults. 

d. The handling of the anticipated additional trash in between stations needs further 
explanation. 

a. All median underneath the rail shall bc low maintenance rockscape or decorative 
paving with limited, shade tolerant plantings at intersections. 

C. New plantings shall he non-invasive plants as deftned by the Hawaii Chapter of 
the American Society of Landscape Architects. DTS shall employ native plants 
where they are the best choice for the conditions. 
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g. The design of the rail should include measures to limit bird nesting and perches 
that produce bird droppings. 

5. Construction Criteria. 

a. During e-onstruction, Drrs shall maintain all landscaped areas to DOT Highway 
standards utilizing DOT inaintenance specifications including mowing, edging 
and trimming, Weeding, pruning and care of shrubs and trees, fertilizing, pesticide 
and herbicides, clearing gutters, swales and ditches, invasive plant removal and 
rubbish and debris removal and disposal. 

b. DTS shall be responsible for maintaining all irrigation impacted during 
construction and provide watering as necessary. All site furnishings that are 
removed during construction including but not limited to traffic signal poles and 
heads, irrigation controllers and valves, baekflow preventers, fence fabric and 
utility boxes shall be delivered at 0Th' expense to the DOT Highways Oahu 
District Baseyard or disposed of at DTS expense if DOT does not desire to keep 
the items. 

6 Farrington Highway - Fort Weaver Road to Interstate Route 1-1-1. 

a. In recognition of Farrington Highway as the main street of Waipahu, DOT 
spent $4 million dollars in 2002 for a main street revitalization pioject. In 
2005, the project received the Betty Crocker Landscape Award from the 
Scenic Hawaii organization, 

"This project sponsored by the State Department of 
Transportation helped transform  a bleak lifeless, uninviting 
part of Farrington Highway for motorists. The result is 
landscaping effort that quickly changed the area and which 
will continue to improve..." 

b. DOT's interaction with the Waipabu community has been overwhelming positive 
and the improvements to Farrington Highway have contributed to a greater sense 
of pride and rcnewal in the community. As a result, adjacent properties have been 
improved and new businesses have moved in along the highway. 

e. Since the Project is going to remove these significant improvements to Waipahu's 
main street and add a rail structure further affecting the aesthetics, DOT requests 
MS consult with DOT and the Waipahu stakeholders to provide equitable 
improvements to the sidewalks to include material sidewalk improvements, street 
trees, site furnishings and undergrounding of overhead utilities. 
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d. All existing median trees to he removed by Project construction shall be 
transplanted at DTS expense to another State right-of-way site approved by 
DOT's Highway Landscape Architect. 

7. Katnehameha Highway - Interstate Route H-1 to Aloha Stadium. Kamehameha 
Highway is the main street for two communities; Aiea and Pearl City. Since 2005, 
DOT has worked with the Alert and Pearl City communities through an extensive 
public involvement process to identify improvements to this main street. Through 
this process, the community and DOT agreed to improvements that were suspended 
pending the outcome of rail. This Project installs a rail structure to the area, which 
could negatively impact the area aesthetics. Therefore, DOT requests the that DT8 
consult with DOT and the Aica and Pearl City stakeholders to provide equitable 
improvements to the sidewalks, such as material sidewalk improvements, street trees, 
site furnishings, enhancement of areas around Sumida Watercress farms and 
undergrounding of overhead utilities. 

8. Nimitz Highway - Nuuanu Stream Bridge to Halekauwila Boulevard. 

a, Nimitz Highway frorn Nuuanu Stream Bridge to Haiekauwila Boulevard abuts the 
downtown central business district waterfront and some of the most valuable real 
estate in the State ofIlawaii. It is also the point of arrival for all cruise ship 
visitors to Oahu. Additionally, Hawaii Tourism Authority's research indicates 
over 80% of Oahu visitors' first impression of Hawaii is driving from the Airport 
to Waikiki via Nimitz Highway. For over 20 years, the downtown community 
has explored means to relocate the HF.00 power plant that detracts from this 
valuable waterfront area. The addition of a rail structure and station located near 
the HECO power plant will require further study of the Nimitz Highway corridor 
and a careful analysis of impacts to the Aloha Tower complex and adjacent harbor 
facilities. Also, care must be taken to maintain pedestrian safety as well as to 
avoid creating a less than desirable visual and spatial atmosphere for visitors and 
residents moving through this area. The aesthetics, image and appearance of 
downtown Hondlutu are areas of great concern to the community. Therefore, 
DOT requests !yrs consult with DOT and downtown stakeholders on this matter 
and to provide equitable improvements to the sidewalks including material 
sidewalk improvements, street trees and site furnishings. 

b. Recosizing the impedance of this stretch of Nimitz Highway, in 2008 DOT 
installed plantings of coconut palms. As such, all existing median trees to be 
removed by Project construction shall be transplanted at urs' expense to another 
state right-of-way site approved by DDT's Highway Landscape Architect. 

DOT appreciates the opportunity to provide comments. Given the anticipated and potential 
impacts to multiple DOT facilities, it would he beneficial to have DTS make periodic 
presentations to DOT as part of the on-going Project planoing and coordination with DOT. 
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Presentations should cover issues such as the Project task list and timeline, coordination for 
design and construction phasing, environmental issues and mitigation measures and physical 
impacts to and integration with oar airport, harbors and highway systems. Further, these 
meetings should include all or combinations of the modal divisions based on the particular 
subject matter or area and location being discussed. 

If there are any questions regarding all three modal divisions of DOT, please contaet Mr. David 
Shimokawa of the DOT Statewide Transportation Planning Office at (808) 587-2356. 

Very truly yours, 

BRENINION T. IVIORIOKA, PH.D., P.E. 
Director of Transportation 

c: Mr. Abraham Wong, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Ted Maticy, Pedcral Transit Administration 
Ms. Katherine Kealoha, Office of Environmental Quality Control 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-297850R 

Honorable Brennon T. Morioka, Ph.D., Director 
Department of Transportation 
State of Hawaii 
869 Punchbowl Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-5097 

Dear Mr. Morioka: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Airports 

1. As stated in your letter, there are two stations proposed for Honolulu International 
Airport property. One station is next to the recently constructed parking garage and one at 
Lagoon Drive. The specific station locations are shown in Appendix B to the Final EIS. Project 
staff has and will continue to coordinate with HDOT Airports Division Planning staff. 

2. DTS will continue to coordinate with HDOT Airports Division Planning staff, 
specifically on the connection between the rail station and airport terminals. Signage and 
wayfinding are being addressed in the station design process. 
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3. DTS has consulted with FAA and HDOT Airports Division during preparation of the 
Final EIS. The design included in the Final EIS meets the requirements of these agencies. FAA 
Form 7460-1 will be submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration at the appropriate time, 
which is about 2 years prior to construction. This has been added to the list of permits and 
approvals in Section 4.21 of the Final EIS. 

4. DTS has consulted with the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) regarding 
security requirements and will continue to coordinate with TSA throughout design, construction, 
and implementation of the Project to ensure that security requirements and concerns are 
addressed. 

Harbors 

1. Your comment regarding the interface between the Project and Nimitz Highway is 
noted. 

a. Thank you for being amenable to locating a station in your building. Station 
locations were selected in part to minimize negative effects and geometric challenges 
(such as building on a curve) and maximize opportunities to serve the community and 
promote ridership. The Downtown Station location was selected for Nimitz Highway 
between Alakea and Bishop Streets because it was the best location from a geometric 
design perspective and allowed the station to serve the center of town effectively. 

b. The identified location for the Downtown Station emphasizes pedestrian safety 
by connecting the mauka and makai sides of Nimitz Highway with a concourse, thus 
providing access to the waterfront, Aloha Tower Marketplace, and Downtown 
destinations. Alternative Downtown Station locations were evaluated in Chapter 5 of the 
Final EIS. 

As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for Project 
stations place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to 
stations, including accessible routes, shall be given first priority for safety reasons. The 
design criteria also state that, as a non-motorized mode, bicycles will be given second 
priority. 

2. In response to your comment, the reference to Kewalo Basin operations has been 
revised in the Final EIS. 

3. In response to your comment, text in Section 3.3.3 of the Final EIS has been revised 
as follows: "Ocean transportation, shipbuilding and repair, commercial fishing, ocean recreation 
(as operated by the Division of Land and Natural Resources), and other support industries are 
the main activities in Oahu's commercial harbors." 

4. In response to your comment, the sentence has been revised to read: "Trucks 
carrying freight enter and exit Honolulu Harbor on Nimitz Highway and Ala Moana Boulevard 
and use all major highways and freeways on Oahu." 

5. In response to your comment, Kalihi Street has been identified as a freight route in the 
Final EIS. 
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6. In response to your comment, the reference to Kalaeloa Barbers Point has been 
revised in the Final EIS. 

7. In the Final EIS (Section 3.5.7), a Maintenance of Traffic Plan and Transit Mitigation 
Program will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on 
transportation. These plans and programs will be developed by the construction contractor for 
each phase, approved by the City, and coordinated with and approved by HDOT for those 
segments in HDOT highways. 

8. The affected environment discussion referenced by the comment is found under the 
Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit heading in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS. The 
discussion mentions that the mountains and shoreline that define the mauka and makai edge of 
this landscape unit are dominant elements of the landscape. The Kewalo Basin is part of this 
landscape. 

9. In response to your comment, Table 4-39 of the Final EIS has been revised to include 
"Oahu Commercial Harbors 2020 Master Plan improvements," and Kalaeloa Barbers Point 
Harbor and Honolulu Harbor will be removed in lieu of the Oahu Commercial Harbors 
replacement. 

Highways 

1. In 2005, the FTA provided guidance to RTD that a 2030 planning horizon could be 
used, provided that it is consistent with forecasts used by the local metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO). The planning horizon used for this project corresponds to that used by the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan developed by the OahuMPO. This provides consistency 
with the Island's long-range plan. 2030 was the longest comprehensive planning horizon 
existing in Honolulu at the time the Project was developed, 

2. Our understanding is that HAR 11-46 regarding Community Noise Control is not 
intended to be used for transportation projects. As the purpose states: "It is the purpose of this 
chapter to define the maximum permissible sound levels, and to provide for the prevention, 
control, and abatement of noise pollution in the State from the following excessive noise 
sources: stationary noise sources; and equipment related to agricultural, construction, and 
industrial activities. It is also the purpose of this chapter to establish noise quality standards to 
protect public health and welfare, and to prevent the significant degradation of the environment 
and quality of life." 

3. DTS will continue the ongoing regular coordination with HDOT as the Project 
progresses. 

4. DTS has developed specifications and design criteria to address the City and County 
of Honolulu's architecture and landscape architecture requirements for the Project, including 
stations. Where appropriate, the City will use the applicable DOT Highway standards. 

a. Landscape plans for work performed on State Highways will be prepared and 
submitted to HDOT for review. Construction contractors will be required to maintain 
designated landscape areas in accordance with Hawaii Standard Specifications, 
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Section 643—Maintenance of Existing Landscape Areas. Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS 
provides a more detailed description of applicable design criteria. 

b. Your comment is noted and DTS will comply. Trees (suitable for 
transplanting) displaced by construction will be relocated to a City and County of 
Honolulu project nursery until they can be transplanted to another part of the project 
area. DTS will coordinate with HDOT's Highway Landscape Architect. This requirement 
is included in the project design criteria, which is summarized in Section 48.3 of the Final 
EIS. 

Invasive species management during construction is discussed in Section 4.18.9 
of the Final EIS. 

c. DTS will coordinate with HDOT on the location of relocated utilities. As 
described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final BS, tall vertical plantings for vines will be used to 
screen or minimize the impact of the traction power substation structures, as appropriate. 
Plants or vines will be a minimum of 6 feet high in secure areas while maintaining 
visibility to the entrances. New utility boxes will be screened by landscaping or placed in 
underground vaults. 

d. A reference to development of a maintenance agreement has been added to 
Section 4.21 of the Final EIS. 

e. For those areas of the Project in HDOT roadways, landscape plans, including 
those covering median areas, will be prepared and submitted to HOOT for review. This 
requirement has been added to Table 4-40 of the Final EIS. 

f. The American Society of Landscape Architects Invasive Species List has been 
incorporated into the design criteria as a "do not plant" list. A plant palette of native 
species has also been included with encouragement for their use and caution to consider 
water and nutrient requirements. 

g. Design of the stations and guideway will include measures to limit bird nesting 
and perches, as appropriate. This is addressed in the Project design criteria. 

5. Construction Criteria 

a. The contractor shall be required to maintain designated landscape areas in 
accordance with Hawaii Standard Specifications, Section 643—Maintenance of Existing 
Landscape Areas. Section 4.18.3 of the Final EIS includes mitigation that vegetation is 
to be replaced as soon as practical after construction is completed. 

b. The contractor shall be required to maintain designated landscape areas and 
repair damaged irrigation in accordance with Hawaii Standard Specifications, 
Section 643—Maintenance of Existing Landscape Areas and Section 644—Repair of 
Existing Sprinkler System. Detailed material salvage procedures are incorporated into 
the construction contract documents, specifically in Standard Specification 02 41 00— 
Demolition. The materials will be returned to HDOT at the Oahu District Baseyard. 
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6. Farrington Highway/Fort Weaver Road to Interstate H-1 

a. Comments regarding the Farrington Highway improvements are noted. 

b. Comments regarding the effect which the Farrington Highway improvements 
have had on the Waipahu community are noted, 

c. DTS will coordinate and consult with HOOT and other agencies, as 
appropriate, on the final design of the streetscape affected by the Project. 

d. Your comment is noted and DTS will comply, Trees (suitable for 
transplanting) displaced by construction will be relocated to a City and County project 
nursery until they can be transplanted to another part of the project area. DTS will 
coordinate with HDOT's Highway Landscape Architect. This requirement is included in 
the Project design criteria. 

7. DTS will coordinate and consult with HDOT and other agencies as appropriate on the 
final design of the streetscape affected by the Project. 

8. (no title given) 

a. DTS will coordinate and consult with HOOT and other agencies as appropriate 
on the final design of the streetscape affected by the Project. 

b. Your comment is noted and OTS will comply. Trees (suitable for 
transplanting) displaced by construction will be relocated to a City and County project 
nursery until they can be transplanted to another part of the project area. DTS will 
coordinate with HDOT's Highway Landscape Architect. This requirement is included in 
the Project design criteria. Project staff will continue to coordinate with HDOT staff and 
provide updates as requested. In all cases, the City will work with HDOT and the local 
communities as final designs are developed for each area as noted earlier in the design 
criteria response. Street trees, sidewalks, and other hardscape and landscape 
improvements will be developed in coordination with HOOT to maintain an attractive 
environment along the entire corridor. 

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

Enclosure 
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1. Since the system is elevated, what is planned for vertical accesAMI stams? 

DISABILITY AND COMMUNICATION ACCESS BOARD 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 10 I • Honolulu, Hav/nii 96814 

Ph. (808) 586-8121 (V/TDD) • Fics (808) 586-8129 

November 24, 2008 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

We look forward to your attendance at our January 2009 Board meeting. 

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

Sincerely, 

CHARLES W. FLEMING 
Chairperson 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-290124R 

Mr. Charles W. Fleming, Chairperson 
Disability & Communication Access Board 
State of Hawaii 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 101 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Fleming: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final ES shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Project staff have continued to communicate with the Disability and Communication 
Access Board and provided an additional update to the Board regarding the Projects status and 
design aspects as the Project progresses into Final Design. Such communication will continue 
throughout the Project to enable the Board to comment on the Project's design. 

Project staff members met with the Board at its January 19, 2009, meeting to discuss the 
contents of your letter. To reiterate information that was discussed with the Board: 

1 The transit system will be Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible. 
Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations, in addition, level 
boarding will be provided to trains; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will 
not be required to board the trains. Park-and-ride facilities will have handicapped 
spaces with ADA-compliant ramps and paths connecting the lots to the stations. 
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in addition, sidewalks and bridges will be at least eight feet wide; pedestrian 
crossings will be signalized; and curb cuts will have tactile surfaces. 

2. The Project will continue to solicit opinion and comment from the disabled 
community and will continue outreach efforts to the disabled community as a 
whole. This includes individuals with disabilities and accessibility issues. 

3. For riders who are blind or have low-vision, there will be texture changes in the 
pavement to identify important areas, including the edge of the platform. Braille 
and/or raised letter print and large print signage and verbal announcements will 
also be provided. For riders who are deaf/hard of hearing, directional, 
informational, and variable message signage will be provided at all stations. 

4. The maintenance schedule for elevators and escalators, as with the maintenance 
schedule for transit vehicles, will be developed to provide reliable service. 

5. There will be consistent standardized architectural design criteria far all stations. 
The design criteria will cover such issues as accessibility, signage, and ticketing. 

Lastly, system policies will consider input from the Board. While service animals will be 
allowed on trains, other animals, including comfort animals, will not be allowed per current policy 
with TheBus. Audible and visual information systems will be included in all stations. A project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA 
requirements. It defines the safety and surety activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of these systems. The 
Honolulu Police Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department will continue to be involved in 
implementing the plan. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DISABILITY AND COMMUNICATION ACCESS BOARD 
919 Ala Moans Boulevazd, Roam 101 • Nano1u1u, Hawaii 96814 

RI. (808) 586-8121(ffrpo).Fax (808) 586-8129 

February 6, 2009 

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

Regarding: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

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

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

"MI buildings, facilities, and sites shell conform to applicable federal, state, and 
county accessibility guidelines and standards. Hawaii Revised Statutes §103- 
50 requires all State of Hawaii or County government buildings, facilities, and 
sites to be designed and constructed to conform to the Architectural Barriers 
Act/Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (36 CFR Parts 
1190 and 1191) issued by the U.S. Access Board, and other applicable design 
standards as adopted and amended by the Disability and Communication 
Access Board. The law further requires all plans and specifications prepared 
for the construction of State of Hawaii or County government buildings, 
facilities, and sites to be reviewed by the Disability and Communication Access 
Board for conformance to those guidelines and standards." 

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

Should you have any further questions, feel free to contact Mr. Curtis Motoyama, 
Facility Access Coordinator, or Mr. Gary Batcheller, Facility Access Specialist at 596-
8121. 

Sincerely, . 

cutit 106-b 
FRANCINE WAI 
Executive Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRE c-r OR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299178R 

Ms. Francine Wai, Executive Director 
Disability and Communication Access Board 
State of Hawaii 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 101 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Wai: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Anal 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The transit system will comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations. 
The system operation plan considers and complies with all ADA requirements, including the 
noted requirements. The requested language regarding accessibility has been added to 
Section 2.5 of the Final EIS with minor modifications. 

The City will continue to work with the Disability and Communication Access Board 
regarding accessibility issues. 

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

Enclosure 
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Ref No.: PL TRANS 7.18 

January 29, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka; 

Re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

. Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ("Dms"), Section 4(0 Evaluation, relating to the LIonoluitt High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project. please . include .0m. ..comments and your 
responses th the Final Environmental Impact Statementr.FEIS"). 

We have the following general comments to offer: 

1. Due to the high level of Archaeological Resources 
Occurrence identified in Chapter 4, Figure 4-50 of the DEIS, 
we recommend that an Archeological Inventory Survey Plan 
and Survey be conducted for the proposed route of the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project within the 
Kakaako and Kalaeloa Community Development Districts. 
All study and documentation should be coordinated with the 
State Historic Preservation Office, Department of Land and 
Natural Resources, State of Hawaii. 

2. We are concerned about the impact of the Project to the 
Queen Street Park as noted on page 5-15 of the DEIS. ft 
appears that the straddle-bent columns would be located 
within the &Lauka portion of the park. Public parks within 

• the Kakaako Community Development District represent an 
important and scarce resource. We recommend alignment 
of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor in this area . 
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to lie entirely within the roadway right-of-way to avoid any 
loss of park space to straddle-bent columns. 

3. Native Hawaiian re-internment burial sites are located within 
the Ewa portion of the Queen Street Park and within die 
Mauka Diamond Head comer of Mother Waldron Park. The 
City and County of Honolulu should coordinate with the 
State Historic Preservation Office and Oahu Burial Council 
in identifying and monitoring native Hawaiian burial sites 
during construction. 

4. The Hawaii Community Development Authority ("HC:DA") 
has planning and zoning jurisdiction within Kakaako and 
Kalaeloa Community Development Districts and a 
development permit from HCDA is a requirement for any 
development within these Districts. Development permits 
from the FICDA shall be required for construction of the 
transit guideway, transit stations and any other accessory 
structures associated with the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Cotridor Project within the Kakaako and Kalaeloa 
Community Development Districts. 

5. Small businesses in Central Kakaako arc a vital part of the 
State's economy and include nearly 200 businesses 
employing close to 1,000 people and generating 
approximately S60 million in annual sales. Any impact to 
these businesses due to construction and operation of the 
transit project needs to be discussed in the FEB. 

6. Halekauwila Street is identified as the alignment for the 
Locally Preferred Alternative, It appears that the elevated 
guideway support columns will encroach into the traffic lanes 
on Halckauwila Street. if there will be a loss of a travel lane 
on Halekatiwila Street, regional traffic impact due to the loss 
of travel lane needs to he addressed in the FELS. 
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7. 	It appears that portions of the Locally Preferred Alignment 
and transit stations are located within lands owned by 
General Growth Properties, Inc. ("GGP") and Kamehameha 
Schools ("KS"). The HCDA is currently reviewing master 
plan applications submitted by both OGP and KS for the 
development of lands within the Kakaako Community 
Development District. We request that your department 
coordinate the alignment as well as the location and detailed 
design of the stations with the HCDA, GOP, and KS and 
report its findings and recommendations in the MIS. 

g. 

 

The issue of "elevated" or "at-grade" track for the Kakaako 
and Kalaeloa. Districts does not appear to be Cully explored. 
This issue needs to be analyzed in depth and (at a minimum) 
the Kak.aako and Kalaeloa communities need to be engaged. 
Though the DF.IS  refers to the possibility of building sections 
of the transit corridor in Kapolei "at-grade", stakeholder 
discussions conducted in the KaIaeloa Community 
Development District have produced support for a grade-
separated system. We request that the FEIS include 
community feedback and analysis of the costs and benefits of 
constructing "elevated" and "at-grade" tracks for this project. 

9. The alignment of the Project within the Kalaeloa Community 
Development District will impact multiple liutdowners and 
created a level of confusion as to the timing, requirements 
and impacts to faure program activities and plans. The PIKS 
should document any comments received from and response 
given to the Hawaii Army National Guard, Ford Island 
Properties, Department of flrawaiian Homes Land, Carmel 
Partners, Hawaii Public Housing Authority and the Veteran 
Administration with respect to alignment and other expected 
impacts of the project upon their land use and programs. 

10. The Kalaeloa, Kapolei and Ewa Beach communities 
currently suffer from the lack of a multi-modal transportation 
system and the distance to employment centers. The DEES 
does not discuss how the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
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Corridor Project will be integrated into a transit-bus-shuttle 
system and will meet the needs of these communities. 

Along with the general comments listed above, specific comments include 
the following: 

• Provide the extent of acquisition of additional right-of-way 
along alignment including size, location and dimension of 
anticipated right-of-way acquisition. Page 3-39, Table 3-21. 

• Provide more detailed information on neighborhood parking 
programs. Page 3-44, Section 3.4.5. 

• Industrial uses should also be included in the description of 
Kakaalco, Existing Land Use Overview by Nanning Area 
(last paragraph) Page 4-11, Table 4-2. 

• Include Kalaeloa Master Plan and Kakaako Community 
Development District Mauka. Area Plans in Future Land Use 
Plans and Policies, Page 4-13. 

• Identify Symbol "H" on Page 4-32, Figure 4-12, as the John 
A. Burns School of Medicine. 

• The Kakaako Community Development District is comprised 
of 614 acres, including the Makai Area. Page 4-42, Ala 
Moana-Kakaako. Please note that the Ala Mama Boulevard 
is not a part of Kakaako Wait Area. 

• Chapter 1, P. g. 1-7, Figure 1-4, Major Activity Centers in 
the Study Corridor refer to the Kalaeloa Industrial Park near 
Fort Barrette and Roosevelt Roads. The reference to the 
Kalaeloa fnclustrial Park is incorrect as this facility does not 
exist The reference should instead refer to the Kaltieloa 
Community Development District, 
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Anthony J. 
5xecutive Direr or 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Page Five 
January 29, 2009 

If there are any questions, please feel free Co call me at 587-2870. 

Sincerely, 

AJEICJDN:ak 
c: 	Mr. Ted Malley, FT& Region (X 
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650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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Phone; (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet; www,honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-297835R 

Mr. Anthony J.H. Ching, Executive Director 
Hawaii Community Development Authority 
State of Hawaii 
677 Ala Moana Boulevard, Suite 1001 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Ching: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Identification of archaeological sites will be conducted for the Project pursuant to 
the Programmatic Agreement (PA) described in Section 4.16 of the Final EIS. The PA is 
available in Appendix H of the Final EIS. The PA will include survey plans, surveys, and 
coordination. Kalaeloa is outside of the Project study area; therefore, it will not be impacted. 
Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Division is ongoing. 

2. The Project design has been revised in the vicinity of the proposed Queen Street 
Park. The Project will not use land from the park. 

3. Coordination with the Oahu Island Burial Council and the State Historic Preservation 
Division is on-going and includes evaluation and analysis of any potential impacts on native 
Hawaiian burial sites. Such sites are covered by the PA described above. 
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4. Development permits from HCDA have been added to the List of Anticipated Permits 
in the Final EIS, Section 4.21 (Table 4-40). 

5. An analysis of construction impacts on businesses is summarized in the Final EIS 
(Section 4.18.1) and detailed in Section 5.2.2 of the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Economics Technical Report (RTD 2008c). This and other technical reports are 
available at local libraries, DTS, on the project website at www.honolulutransit,orq, and the 
offices of the City and County of Honolulu. The primary impacts are anticipated to result from 
inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and business customers that 
are inherent in any major construction project, which include: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials. 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability. 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations. 

• Businesses' temporary loss or change of visibility to their customers. 

Control measures, as discussed in Section 4.18,1, Land Use and Economic Activity, of 
this Final EIS will mitigate these effects to protect residents' comfort and daily life and to prevent 
inconveniences and disruptions to the flow of customers, employees, materials, and supplies to 
and from area businesses. The Maintenance of Traffic Plan will address temporary effects on 
access to businesses during construction. Proposed mitigation to reduce adverse economic 
hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during construction activities will 
include: 

• Coordinating construction planning and phasing with nearby property owners and 
businesses. 

• Developing a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiating public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to reassure 
people that businesses are open during construction and to encourage their 
continued patronage. 

• Minimizing the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinating the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities, especially those related to seasonal or 
high sales periods. 

• Minimizing, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses. 
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• Providing public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities, including advertisements in print and on television and 
radio. 

• Phasing construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Providing advanced notice if utilities will be disrupted and scheduling major utility 
shut-offs during non-business hours. 

6. As shown in Table 3-21 of the Final EIS, all travel lanes along Halekauwila Street will 
be preserved; however, the exclusive Ewa-bound right-turn only lane at South Street will be 
removed. Table 5-33 in Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Transportation  
Technical Report and Addendum 02 to the Transportation Technical Report (RTD 20091) shows 
the column placement effects along Halekauwila Street. 

7. The Project right-of-way team has contacted and will continue to coordinate with all 
property owners, including General Growth Properties, Inc., and Kamehameha Schools, along 
the alignment regarding all proposed partial and full acquisitions. All properties with right-of-way 
impacts are listed in Appendix C, Preliminary Right-of-Way Plans, of this Final EIS. 

8. As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
included an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using light-rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) 
vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-grade and grade-separated segments. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more potential burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through 
the Capital Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
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improving corridor mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's 
Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the 
Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade 
versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affect an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed- Traffic Conflicts:  The planned three-minute headways on the guideway 
will prevent effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced 
signal network in Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would 
affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no 
option to increase the capacity of the rail system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade 
system would require removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected 
streets. This effect is significant and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion 
would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead 
would spread throughout Downtown. The Final BS shows that the Project's 
impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will 
reduce system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build 
Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no 
removal of existing travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. 
When traffic slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail 
transit will continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
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accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated 
system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to 
be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last 
longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater disruption to 
business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time, The Project will not affect the Kalaeloa Community Development District. Fenced 
operation may be appropriate for the future extension through Kalaeloa and could be considered 
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when this extension is proposed for implementation. Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EIS have 
been revised to include a discussion of the at-grade system. 

9. As stated previously, the Project will not affect the Kalaeloa Community Development 
District. The area may be affected by a future project that would extend the system. The City 
would coordinate with HCDA at that time. 

10. Section 3.4.2, Effects on Transit, of this Final EIS states that the bus network will be 
restructured to provide access from surrounding communities to the fixed guideway with more 
frequent bus service. In addition, because of the high frequency of the fixed guideway service 
(three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders transferring from buses to 
the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from the guideway 
service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. 
Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be provided as feeders to the guideway 
system. Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are provided 
as Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, in this Final EIS. These include routes serving the Ewa 
Beach, Kapolei, and Kalaeloa areas. 

The following responses address the specific comments listed in your letter: 

• Appendix C in the Final EIS shows all required right-of-way acquisitions, including 
location and size. These requirements will be refined during the design process. 

• Neighborhood parking programs can vary, but one example involves identifying 
on-street locations that would be restricted to residents of the area. Permits 
would be provided to residents to allow them to park in the designated spaces. 
As noted in Section 3.4.4, Effects on Parking, of this Final EIS, neighborhood 
parking is one of several potential strategies that could address spillover parking. 
Mitigation strategies would be determined in coordination with appropriate 
stakeholders. 

In response to your comments, the following edits have been made to the Final EIS: 

• Text in Table 4-2, Existing Land Use Overview by Planning Area, in the Final EIS 
now states: 'Adjacent to Downtown, Kakaako contains a mix of large retail uses, 
industrial uses, restaurants, and theaters." 

• The Kalaeola Master Plan and the Kakaako Community Development District 
Mauka Area Plan have been added to the Section 4.2.2, Affected Environment 
[Land Use] of this Final EIS. 

• The only community facilities called out by name on the figures in Section 4.5 are 
those that are impacted by the Project. This school is within one-half mile of the 
Project but is not impacted by the Project and, therefore, noted by symbol only. 

• The Kakaako Community Development District size has been revised to 
614 acres. See Section 4.6.2, Affected Environment [Neighborhoods]. 
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• Ala Moana Boulevard is not part of Kakaako Mauka Area (Section 4.6.2). 

• Figure 1-4 has been revised to just refer to "Kalaeloa." 

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

Vj trfly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Vt-75' 
STATE OF HAWAII 

OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS 
711 KAProLANI BOULEVARD, SUITE 5110 

HONOLULU, HAWAJI 0E013 

 

HRD08/2156 K 

February 2, 2009 

Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3' d  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft Cnvironmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(t) Evaluation, (stand of Oahu, Honolulu and 'Ewa Districts 

Aloha c Wayne Y. Yoshioka, 

The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) is in receipt of the above-rnentiontx1 letter dated 
November 42, 2(10g. The Dei-tarime,nt of Transpottation Ser9 ices — City and County of Honolulu 
(Dn) has submitted a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(1) 
Evaluation (Draft EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Pmjeet) to our 
office for review and comment. OHA has reviewed the project and offcm the following 
comments. 

The Draft EIS was prepared pursuant to the National ErWirOmnetital Policy Act (NEPA), 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Hawaii Revised Statutes 
(HRS) Chapter 343 and the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Chapter 200. The review of 
this Draft EIS was triggered by both state and federal environmental and transportation policy 
laws and thus our comments on this document will reflect these laws and poliCCs OHA would 
also like to note that Section 106 consultation, pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 166 (NHPA), has also been triggered by this proposed action and is being conducted 
concurrent to the Draft EIS/Section 4(1) Evaluation. 

The Role of OHA 
OHA has substantive obligations to protect the cultural and natural resources of Hawai `i 

for its he 	the people of his land. The HRS mandate that OHA Islerve as the 
principal public agency in the State or Hawaii responsible for the performance. development, and 
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coordination of programs and activities relating to native Hawaiians and Hawaiians: . and 100 
assess the policies and practices of other agencies impacting on native Hawaiians and Hawaiians, 
and conducting advocacy efforts for native Hawaiians and Hawaiians." (MRS 10-3) 

By direction of the statutory mandates, OHA continues to conduct advocacy efforts to 
protect the traditional cultural landscapes of Hawaii. This includes the protection of 
archeological mid historic resources, the perpetuation of traditional and cultural practices, and the 
continued health of our terrestrial and marine ecosystems. The dialogue that has played out in 
the decision on whether the City should pumite the largest public works project in the history or 
the State of Hawail has been controversial and widely publicized. 01-IA seeks not to weigh in 
on the controversial merits of development but seeks to assess the potential impacts that the 
Project will have on the landscape of the transit corridor. 

Public Hearings for the Draft OS 
OHA is deeply concerned with format of the public hearings during the Draft EIS 

process, The public meetings were scheduled for 2 hours, but the local media reported that the 
first meeting on December 6, 2008 ended after thirty-one minutes. 11 was also reported that only 
t.en residents offered testimony during the first meeting on December 6, 2008. OHA staff was 
able to attend the December 11, 2008 public hearing for the Draft BIS at Bishop Museum at 
6:00pm. The meeting started shortly after 6:00pm with public comments being accepted at 
6:05pm after a brief introduction by the project staff. After three members of the public offered 
testimony, the public hearing was officially closed at 6:12pm. 

Our staff is concerned that members of the pubic who were not able to make it to the 
meetings on time may not have been afforded the opportunity to comment during these public 
incetings. Residents are often faced with many hardships, have many responsibilities and time 
commitments, may go to great lengths in order to attend public meetings, and are not always able 
to make the meetings precisely on time. The public should have been allowed to offer comments 
on the proposed project during the full two hours that was allotted and advertised for public 
CO ill Men t. 

Archeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources 
Archeological, cultural, and historic preservation laws and regulations provide a 

regulatory context from which these resources will be identified, evaluated, and treated. As the 
Project is federally regulated by the NHPA, and its implementing regulation 36 CFR 800, an 
early determination of "adverse effects toward historic properties" was determined by the DTS 
and the Federal Transit Authority. 

As a result of the determination of "adverse effects toward historic properties", a 
Memorandum of Agreement (tv10A) is being developed to address the adverse effects toward 
historic properties. According to the consultation process described in the EIS, the process 
would involve the State Historic Preservation Division (SIIPD) and other consulting parities in 
discussions regarding adverse effects on historic properties resulting in an MOA. 
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To our knowledge, consultation with the SHPD and the O'ithu Island Burial Council 
(MC) has been taking place in recent months and the development of an MOA has be.on 
progressing. OHA asks that our office be included as a consulting party to the MOA, as 01-IA is 
a specifically named Native Hawaiian Organization in the NI-WA. As Section 106 consultation 
has commenced with our office, we further request that consultation continue with our agency. 
Early and continued consultation with all parities of the MOA shows a proactive effort is being 
made by the lead agencies responsible for consultation under Section 106 regulations. 

According to the Draft EIS, a phased approach to identify archeological msources, 
including burials will be used in the Project. As a phased archeological inventory survey will be 
completed as the project commences, the extent of archeological resources that may be present is 
yet to be seen. Therefore, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) is being developed by the leads of 
the Project which will stipulate the full ex.tent of responsibilities prior to each construction phase, 
identify invited concurring signatories, and provide direction On mitigation of adverse effects. 
01-IA would like to be offered an opportunity to review arid provide comment on the PA upon its 
completion. 

Mitigation measures for any potential archeological resources that may be affected during • 
construction include archeological monitoring, preserving archeological resources, and burial 
treatment. Subsurface archeological resources including burials could be impacted by 
construction. MIA advocates for archeological monitoring in any ground disturbing activities 
associated with the project. At the very least, archaeological monitoring should be performed in 
areas identified with a "Moderate" and "High" rating. Because an archeological monitoring plan 
is yet to be drafted and released we request to he. provided this plan for review and comment 
upon completion. An approved archeological monitoring plan pursuant to the MOA should be 
enacted to set op a process to handle any archeological resources or iwi kuptina that !nay be 
unearthed durMg construction. 

01-IA request DTS's assurances that should iwt kfipuna or Native 	cultural or 
traditional deposits be found during the construction of the. project, work will cease, and the 
appropriate agencies will be contacted pursuant to applicable law. 01-IA would also like to be 
notified at that time. 

Natural Resources 
During early consultation for this project, concerns were expressed about the ko' oloa 'oh! 

(Abutlion monies/0, commonly known as the rod 'ilium. The ke`oloa`ula is an endangered plant 
which is known to inhabit areas of Kapolei. The federal govemment is currently implementing 
a conservation plan for this endangered plant. OHA notes that the proposed project would 
encroach into within 200 feet of an established contingency reserve contained within a habitat 
conservation plan of these endangered plants. (DEIS, page 4-119) OHA realizes that initigation 
measutes have been specified for this habitat conservation plan that include future developments 
however, we recominend that the incidental take license be reviewed to ensure that this 
particularly large and unique proposal will comply with specified measures previously 
determined. Therelbre. we urge that the D`FS reconsider their assertion of a finding of no effect 
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on any threatened, endangered or protected species (DEIS, page 4--125) until this is done. Also, 
has the DTS consuited with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding seabird attraction 
preventative measures and incorporated them into their design plans? We would like to see a 
copy of DTS's Section 7 consultation. 

Contaminated Site,s 
As the DEIS states on pee 4-113, there are a number of properties proposed to be used 

that are contaminated. DTS should assess whether chemicals of potential concern are presc.ni in 
shallow soil or groundwater at these sites. If allowed to go forward, remediation of the 
contaminated areas before deconstruction will likely he necessary. Additionally, long-term 
biological and chemical monitoring should he established to measure any change in contaminant 
levels over time and the associated biological response. 

01-IA does appreciate that DTS proposes permanent best management practices (131vIPs) 
to address water quality that include an inspection and maintenance plan to ensure that they arc 
attaining their objectives. (DEIS, page 4-132) 

Stormwater 
Oenerally, 011A wishes to see stormwater as a resource to be captured and conserved 

rather than a nuisance to be channeled and drained away. The use of permeable paving materials 
can be used to retain some of the rain that falls, and catch basins can capture and help to slow the 
runoff (hereby reducing turbidity. We hope thin DTS can incorporate these ideas into their water 
management system, which already includes some of these concepts. 

Pearl Harbor National Wildlife Refuge and Wetlands 
°HA notes that the Pearl Harbor National Wildlife Refuge is listed habitat for 

endangered fauna and it exists within the project corridor. (DM, pages 4-123) In fact, FYI'S 
proposes to put a possible "maintenance and storage facility" (DEIS, page 4-132) a mere 1,000 
feet from this protected habitat. OHA appreciates that the wetlands are to remain intact (DEIS, 
page 4-126); however, this in no way ensures that there will be no adverse effects to them. 

For example, 01-IA sees that DI'S proposes to fill in some wetlands. (l)EIS, page 4-128) 
We also point out that the Draft EIS plainly states that this "maintenance and storage facility will 
include an increased level of I3MPs because it would be the system's most indusuial 	 
(DEIS, page 4-132, emphasis added) OHA urges that strict 13MPs should apply to this type of 
facility no matter where it is located and that since this is a "possible" location, placing it next to 
endangered species habitat is not the best citing for it. We recommend that alternative locations 
be analyzed in the HIS. 

OHA seeks etarificatien that the classification of the receiving state waters for this 
estuary is Class 2. As such, we point out that DTS must be aware of the obligations to protect 
these waters for recreation, aquatic life (and wildlife), water supplies, and that any discharge 
must receive the best degree of treatment compatible with this class. Further, no new treated 
sewage disellarges shall be permitted within estuaries. 01-1A notes that the Petal Harbor estuary 
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will be impacted by this 1)roposal and regardless of the current strite oldie water quality of any of 
the receiving waters; ii is not to serve as an excuse for DTS to shirk their obligations. We also 
ask about compatibility with section 320 of the Clean Water Act and its RSSOciawd National 
Estuary Program. 

Energy 
OHA would also like to point out that Hawai `i is re-inveining its energy portfolio. As 

such, DIS shoold consider that by 2020, 20% of Hawai`i's electricity is to be from renewable 
sources. Further, on January 28, 2008, Assistant Secretary of the Department of Energy and 
Governor Linda Lingle signed a groundbreaking Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between ihe stale government and the U.S. Department of Energy's Office of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy. The MOU estimates that Hawari can potentially meet between 60 and 
70 percent of its future energy needs from clean, renewable energy sources. 

As such, the legislature has recommended applicants consider the Leadership in Energy 
and Enviromnental Design (LEED) Green Ruilding Rating System, which is the nationally 
accepted benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of high performance green 
buildings. OHA recommends the use of photovoltaic and small wind harvesting electrical 
generation for peripheral uses such as parking lot lighting. Solar energy should also be 
incorporated into the building plans. During construction, OHA urges the use of recyclable 
materials: steel studs cad structural members, and wood products from certified sustainable 
sources. Landscaping should include native species and large trees to provide shade and cooling 
to buildings as well as parking lots. Additionally, stale agencies are regulated by IIRS §196-9 
dealing with energy efficiency and environmental standards for state facilities, motor vehicles, 
and transportation fuel. Although the DI'S is not obligated to adhere to this statute, as it is not a 
state agency, any efforts by your agency to comply with the standards set forth in the statute 
would show a good faith effort to minimize the impact that the PKiject will have on energy 
CO nsumption, 

Environmental justice Concerns 
CE-IA expresses some concern over the situation with the 100 percent minority Banana 

Patch community that will be dramatically affected by this proposal. OHA agrees that this 
community is unique and we recognize that this tight-knit community has been living there for 
generations. Displacement of this entire community is something that will have to he adequately 
addressed. We also point out that the residents of this area (who do not have access to basic 
infrastructure services such as water and sewage) are living in multi - generational housing, 
mainly as a result of economic circumstance, not so much as a result of cultural influences. 
(DEIS, page 4-55) 

Signage as a Tool for Preservation 
When cultural resources arc affected, efiective docurnentatiOn of the resources and the 

cultural landscape in which it is located in should be considered as a mitigation illeaS 111V ,  
Si gnage related to he preservation of resources or the location of a relocated or displaced 
resource should be considered in ordel to put-serve the history and culture of a landscape. This 
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mitigation measure could also have the potential to develop economic or cominuniEy-based 
activities which would benefit the focal communities that will be affected by the Project. 
Consultation regarding this matter could be conducted with local community organizations and 
local Hawaiian Civic Clubs. 

Visual and Aesthetics Concerns 
There is no doubt that the Project will create and produce visual and aesthetic effects on 

the landscapes within the transit corridor. Mitigation measures discussed in the DEIS focus on 
preserving visual resources and enhancing the project design to comply with applicable policies. 
The DEIS includes measures to consult with the communities surrounding each station for input 
on station design elements. OHA supports this measure and recommends consultation with k.'ach 
respective community's Neighborhood Board and Hawaiian Civic Club. 

Many residents have expressed concerns over the visual and aesthetic impacts that the 
proposed project will have on the landscape. As a form of mitigating the effects the proposed 
project will have on the cultural landscape, we advocate that native plains should he incorporated 
into the landscaping and vegetation plans around the rail transit corridor including the transit 
stations when at all possible. landscaping with native plants furthers the traditional Hawaiian 
concept of inalama 'Rim and creates a more Hawaiian sense of place. This concept is one small 
way the cultural landscape can be preserved in an urban setting. 

Thank you for the opportunity to continent. If you have further questions, please contact 
Jason Jeremiah by phone at (808) 594-1816 or e-mail him at jaso.piciblIa.prz. 

'0 wau iho no mu ka maio, 

Clyde . Ntimu'o 
Administrator 

C: 	Ted Mat ley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1050 
San Francisco, Cal ifornia 94105 

Katherine Puana Kealoha, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Hawai`i State Department of Health 
235 South Beretania Street. Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
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Mr. Clyde W. Namuo, Administrator 
Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
State of Hawaii 
711 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 500 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Namuo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Public Hearings for the Draft EIS 

All five Public Hearings on the Draft EIS were scheduled for two hours each. Though the 
Public Hearing Officer's section of hearing oral testimony from the public closed prior to the end 
of the meetings because of lack of public comment, the Public Hearing Officer stayed through 
the entire two-hour scheduled Hearing and would have been able to reconvene the Hearing if 
requested by a member of the public wishing to provide comment. In addition, individuals were 
able to speak with a court reporter to make official comments and/or place written comments into 
the record for the entire two-hour time period the Hearing was scheduled for. Thus, the public 
was allowed to offer comments for the entire two hours that were allotted and advertised to the 
public. In addition, comments were accepted on the website and in writing through February 6, 
2009. 
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Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources 

FTA has extended an invitation to OHA to be a concurring party to the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA). 

The PA prepared for this Project is included as Appendix H, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act Programmatic Agreement, in this Final EIS. OHA has been a 
consulting party throughout the Section 106 process and has been requested to provide input to 
the process at several points during the process. OHA was invited to and participated in 
consultation meetings related to development of the PA under Section 106. 

Archaeological site investigations will be conducted pursuant to the PA and described in 
Section 4.16 of the Final EIS. It will include survey plans, survey and coordination. SHPD will 
be consulted throughout the process. 

Pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 6E, work will stop and SHPD would be 
contacted at the time of discovery of any iwi kupuna or native Hawaiian cultural or traditional 
deposits. The City will notify OHA and other interested parties of the discovery and any action 
taken. 

Natural Resources 

Although the Project will have no effect on threatened, endangered, and protected 
species, mitigation will be implemented for the Abutilon plants, kooloaula. A State Incidental 
Take License for kooloaula was issued on March 18, 2005, to the HDOT. The City will secure a 
Certificate of Inclusion from the State for the Project. Mitigation measures have already been 
specified in and HCP for the population of kooloaula, including the establishment of an 18-acre 
contingency reserve for the plants. Specific measures to protect and offset losses of the 
kooloaula have been established by the USFWS in the existing HCP. If an HCP is needed or if 
the existing HCP needs to be amended, the City will implement the measures outline of the 
USFWS in the new or amended HCP. This will offset impacts to the plant, and there 	be no 
unavoidable adverse environmental effect to the kooloaula. Additionally, prior to clearing and 
grubbing near the kooloaula contingency reserve, the area will be surveyed. Of any kooloaula 
are found, a horticulturist approved by DLNR will be given an opportunity to remove the plants 
and transplant them to the contingency reserve. 

Section 4.13, Ecosystems, of this Final BS explains that the Project will not adversely 
affect protected migratory waterbirds. Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted to 
multi-lane elevated freeways with thousands of automobiles, buses, tractor trailers, traveling at 
random intervals, at a rate that is 10-20 mph faster than the train, see Section 4.13.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Ecology], in this Final EIS. 

As Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted in the past as discussed above, 
it is, therefore, reasonable to state that the birds would adapt over time to a fixed rail train that 
travels at a slower rate of speed (50 mph) than current traffic. 

FTA has concluded Section 7 consultation. Appendix F of the Final EIS includes 
consultation correspondence, including correspondence with the USFWS. The USFWS did not 
express concern about seabird attraction. 
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No endangered species have been identified on either of the evaluated maintenance and 
storage facility sites. 

Contaminated Sites 

If the Project has to acquire or be built on contaminated property, the contamination will 
be rernediated within the construction limits. The Project will not perform long-term biological 
and chemical monitoring as that responsibility resides with the responsible party, as described 
below. Further guidance is included in FTA Circular 5010.10, which will be followed for the 
Project. This guidance provides: 

"Contaminated Property (including Brown fields). Appropriate due diligence concerning 
contamination is conducted as a part of the NEPA process and before selection of a 
contaminated property in a capital project is considered. 

Appraisals may consider contamination in determining the market value of the property. 
The terms, "contamination" and "hazardous material' are interpreted broadly to include all 
contaminants that can affect property value. 

(a) The legal responsibility for hazardous material clean-up and disposal rests with 
parties within the property title chain and with parties responsible for the placement of the 
material on the property. Grantees must attempt to identify and seek legal recourse from 
those potentially responsible parties or substantiate the basis for not seeking 
reimbursement. 

(b) During the NEPA process, the grant applicant will have considered not only the 
estimated project cost of appropriate remediation (remediation being any action, 
developed in consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies, to reduce, remove or 
contain contamination), the applicant will also have considered and taken action 
regarding the short and long-term liabilities associated with Brownfields, if applicable. 

(c) To encourage the complete assessment of contamination prior to Project decision-
making, FTA generally will not participate in the remediation of contamination discovered 
during construction. 

(d) The grantee should contact FTA for technical assistance regarding contaminated 
property." 

Storm water 

As noted, the Permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) Plan will describe 
practices to be included as part of the Project to address stormwater quality before the water is 
discharged to streams or existing storm drain systems. The BMPs will promote a natural, low-
maintenance, sustainable approach to managing and increasing storrnwater quality. 

Permanent BMPs, such as bioretention areas, vegetated buffer strips, dry swales, water 
quality basin, and structural BMPs with oil/water separators will be considered, as needed, 
during the park-and-ride site and the maintenance and storage facility design process. Selection 
of permanent BMPs will be site-specific and may be modified as a result of geotechnical data 
collection during final design. 
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The discussion of permanent BMPs has been revised in the Final EIS, Section 4.14.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Water]. As stated in this section, pollution 
prevention BMPs, such as regular inspection and cleaning of the drainage system, will need to 
be a part of the storm water management plan that will be developed during Final Design, 
Permanent BMPs will be implemented for the maintenance and storage facility and the park-and-
ride facilities. Permanent BMPs will also be installed for storm water that drains from the 
guideway at all crossings of waterbodies. In some instances, the discharge of storm water from 
the guideway may increase storm water inflow to some waters as a result of rainfall collecting on 
impervious surfaces where infiltration currently occurs. However, because stormwater quality is 
not expected to be adversely affected, no streams or downstream marine waters would 
experience negative effects. Storm water runoff will be filtered through landscaped median areas 
and sedimentation collars where possible. Storm water will be filtered through specially designed 
bioinfiltration units near water bodies on the HDOH 303(d) list of water quality-limited segments 
(specifically Sites 4, 12, 18, and 19). In locations where space does not allow for their use, 
downspout filters will be installed on drains near impaired waters (Sites 7 and 30). 

Permanent BMPs will be installed as part of the Project to address storm water quality 
before the water is discharged to streams or existing storm drain systems. The BMPs will 
promote a natural, low-maintenance, sustainable approach to managing and increasing 
storm water quality. At a minimum, all stormwater downspouts from the guideway will include 
erosion control BMPs and energy dissipation devices to prevent any scour of landscaped 
medians. An integral part of the permanent BMPs will be an inspection and maintenance plan to 
ensure that the BMPs operate as designed. The Project will consider the use of permeable 
paving materials in locations where runoff would not be polluted. 

Pearl Harbor National Wildlife Refuge and Wetlands 

No endangered species have been identified on either of the evaluated maintenance and 
storage facility sites. As the Project will not adversely affect endangered species, no alternatives 
have been evaluated. The environmental consequences of the Project, including at the 
proposed maintenance and storage facilities, am presented in Section 4.13.3 of the Final EIS. 

The Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit triggers the need for Department Of 
Health's Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the Project. 

The Clean Water Branch of the State Department of Health has provided comment on 
the Draft EIS. Through the individual Section 401 Water Quality Permit, the Clean Water Branch 
of the State Department of Health will ensure that the State's anti-degradation policy (HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1) will be complied with. Permanent BMP's to protect water quality include 
vegetated swales, retention ponds, and grit removal structures; these are discussed above and 
in full detail in Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS, 

A large detention basin is proposed for the Leeward Community College Maintenance 
and Storage Facility Site, the preferred Maintenance and Storage Facility Site. The detention 
basin will overflow via a new 60-inch drain to the shore of Pearl Harbor at Middle Loch. This site 
is assigned to a Category IVB because nearshore waters supported, until recently, a mangrove 
forest. To meet avoidance alternative minimization requirements, structural elements of the 
drain will not be placed in waters of the U. S. The system will have a permanent oil/water/sand 
separator prior to the ouffall, and any discharge entering Pearl Harbor will meet water quality 
requirements for the estuary. See Figure in Section 4.14.2. Impacts will be limited to infrequent 
flows generated by large storms. These treated flows will contribute fresh water to the Loch, 
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However, Pearl Harbor is considered to be an estuary because of the restricted exchange with 
the Pacific Ocean through a narrow mouth, and the substantial freshwater flows from a number 
of contributing springs and streams draining southern Oahu. 

Energy 

Future generation of electricity from renewable sources will enable the Project to provide 
additional reduction in fossil fuels. As a worst-case analysis, the Final EIS evaluates a future 
scenario where all electricity is generated from fossil fuels. Even in this scenario, fuel 
consumption islandwide would be lower with the Project in place compared to No Build 
conditions. 

LEED standards will be followed for the maintenance and storage facility. There are no 
applicable LEED standards for The guideway. Where LEED classification is not available, the 
principles of the U. S. Green Building Council will be followed during the design and construction 
of the Project to include items such as recycling materials, instituting a waste management plan, 
use of fly as in concrete, and using Low-VOC paints and coatings, and many others. Integration 
of photo-voltaic cells into stations and other project features could reduce net project electricity 
demand. The Project will incorporate other sustainable design measures, such as the use of 
native plants_ While the Project is not regulated by HRS Chapter 195-9 requirements, DTS 
supports the intent of the statute by providing an efficient and sustainable system. 

Environmental Justice Concerns 

There is no reasonable alternative to displacement of the Banana Patch community. 
DTS has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community since October 2008. 
Every household has been visited by DTS staff to discuss the Project, and potential relocation 
assistance. 

A special community meeting was held at the Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship Church. 
Invitations were sent to each Banana Patch community household. At this meeting, a brief 
presentation was given on the Project and public testimony was recorded by a court reporter. A 
transcript is included in Appendix A, Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Responses, of this Final EIS. 

DTS will continue to work with individual property owners to provide relocation services. 
As stated in this Final BS in Section 4.43, "Relocation services will be provided to all effected 
business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; persons, 
businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably." As a whole, the community cohesion is typical of a set of neighbors and is not 
particularly tight-knit. 

Signage as a Tool for Preservation 

As described in the Section 106 PA that is included as Appendix H to the Final BS, the 
Project will document and provide cultural context for resources in the study corridor. 
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Visual and Aesthetic Concerns 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft EIS. The Project would be set in an urban context 
where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
following measures would be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that would establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation. 

▪ Shield exterior lighting. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's TOO program within DPP. DTS will 
consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

The City and County of Honolulu is conducting workshops with communities where rail 
stations are proposed. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations 
and give opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of station 
entryways in their neighborhood. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the 
station planning process. 

A landscaping plan has been outlined in the Final EIS in Section 4.8_3 to mitigate visual 
effects of the Project, including utilization of native plants, and replacement of trees and lost 
vegetation as appropriate. 

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

Ve 	ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : To: Department of Transportation Services 
Prom: Janet Gil!mar/ ASLA/ 

Campus Planning Office/ U. of Hawaii 
Date: February 6, 2009 

Comments on the Rail Transit DEIS: 

1. Alternate plans anticipating possible lower population and tourism 
levels 

Two major new factors that could affect future population levels on Oahu 
because of a potential shrinkage of a mainstay of our economy, tourism, 
have arisen in the past year or two, global warming and economic 
turmoil. The tectonic plates have moved'. Given that our situation 
has changed since rail transit plans were begun, we need to review the 
plans in this light, make adjustments and proaotively anticipate possible 
further adjustment in Subsequent phases. 

The first one of the new factors is recognition of the seriousness of 
global warming and the effect human activity has on it. The exponential 
increase in long distance global tourism that we have seen in the past 50 
years may roll back in response to restrictions on air travel due to global 
warming. Of course, it could be that new passenger ships that use sails 
plus auxiliary engines, maybe solar powered, could allow the 
maintenance of current air travel volume to Hawaii. But we cannot make 
reliable projections here and need to be prepared for different scenarios. 

The second new factor is the current global financial turmoil which 
includes volatile oil prices and reduced wealth in our traditional sources 
of visitors. Of course, there is the potential that rising incomes in Asia, in 
particular in China, will offset lower North American family travel 
budgets. Perhaps Hawaii will succeed in substantially increasing its 
presence in high technology sectors, significantly expand agricultural 
production, or find another way to support our current or higher levels of 
resident population. But, again, we cannot make reliable projections so 
need to be prepared to move in alternative ways. 

The result could well be that our population will either not grow any more 
or would even shrink. Just one effect of this possibility is that rail transit 
planning should not continue to assume that it is politically impossible for 
any portion of the existing road lanes to be occupied by a rail line on the 
surface. Putting the transit line on the surface through the Chinatown-
Downtown- State Capitol Special District, for instance, would make a 
major difference with respect to concerns about the negative visual 
impact of an elevated rail tine through this central and historical pad of 
our city, which has been carefully protected by City ordinances for many 
years. 

2. Salt Lake versus airport route 

It would seem that adding a spur to the airport from a main line through 
Salt Lake, or a spur to Salt Lake from the airport, should be feasible and 
would add immensely more value to the transit system with relatively 
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little added construction cost or operational problems. This is a feature 
in many other rail transit systems. There could be "A" trains to the 
airport, or Salt Lake, and "13" trains to Kapolel from central Honolulu and 
vice versa from Kapolei to Honolulu. 

3. Visual and cultural impact on Special Districts 

An elevated rail line should not run through Chinatown-Downtown-the 
State Capitol Special District not only because of the special district 
status for 2 of those places but specifically because of the Severe visual 
impact on the mauka-makai views that are part of the Special district 
ordinances as well as the adjacent urban environment. The logical and 
traditional Hawaiian way of orienting oneself on islands is by reference 
to the radius of a circle, via mauka-rnakai views, and along the circle, via 
Ewa and Diamond for central Honolulu, impeding or degrading those 
views would have a serious impact on important -historic buildings and 
landscapes and a Hawaiian sense of place that everyone, including our 
economically important visitors, would sense and react to negatively. 

4. Conceptual and detailed design 

How well the conceptual and detailed design of all parts of the system is 
done, especially the elevated portions of the system and the stations, 
will significantly affect community acceptance. In general, all elements 
should be as visually unobtrusive as possible. 

a. To do that, stations need to be individually designed. The landscape 
architect 	should be an equal partner from the beginning of the design 
process. The architectural design for each structure as a whole should 
be low-profile, not heroic or iconic. Each structure should be sensitively 
attuned to its urban and/or scenic landscape context, the architectural 
character of adjacent buildings and very well designed in its construction 
and details. 

b. The structure for elevated portions of the system should be a thread 
of unobtrusively elegant sculpture that varies in color and form, 
chameleon-like, according to its Context. 

5. impact on existing road lanes, sidewalk and planting space 

Where an elevated structure is inserted in an existing road right of way 
corridor, what happens to the sidewalk and tree planting space it existing 
road travel lane capacity is to be maintained? 

6. impact on ability to provide future bicycle lanes 

Interest in providing for more and safer bicycle travel via designated 
bicycle lanes has increased. if some of the right of way space is taken 
far the piers supporting an elevated rail line, how cen bicycles be 
accommodated? 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299179R 

Ms. Janet Gillmar 
Campus Planning Office 
University of Hawaii 
P.0_ Box 2902 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96802 

Dear Ms. Gillmar: 

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

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Ridership Forecasts and an at-grade alignment 

Use of the adopted local Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) land use and 
socio-economic forecasts in developing travel forecasts is a requirement of the Federal 
transit planning process. In this case, the Project relies on information about the 2030 
level of growth on Oahu. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
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combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more potential burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through 
the Capital Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's 
Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the 
Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade 
versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affect an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed -Traffic Conflicts:  The planned three-minute headways on the guideway 
will prevent effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced 
signal network in Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would 
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affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no 
option to increase the capacity of the rail system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade 
system would require removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected 
streets. This effect is significant and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion 
would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead 
would spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's 
impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will 
reduce system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build 
Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no 
removal of existing travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. 
When traffic slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail 
transit will continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated 
system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to 
be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last 
longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater disruption to 
business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 

AR00001171 



Ms. Janet Gillmar 
Page 4 

would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

The Project's visual effects on Chinatown are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS. The discussion notes the 
station and guideway will be dominant features in views along Nimitz Highway and that distant 
views over Nuuanu Stream and Honolulu Harbor will be partially blocked. It is acknowledged 
that the Project will have an adverse visual effect on the Chinatown Historic District. Please 
refer to Chapter 4.16 of the Final EIS for further discussion of effects on the Historic Chinatown 
District. 

The overall objectives and design guidelines for the Chinatown District will be addressed 
during the ongoing station areas planning process. This process involves numerous aspects of 
transit system design with focus on characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent 
to stations. In addition, the following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to 
minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context.  

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements.  

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect.  
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts.  

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes 
information related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically 
architecture and landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, 
materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, and the 
guideway. 

In addition, the Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views 
from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street 
trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, 
specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will 
help minimize visual effects of the Project. 
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Consistent with the request, as part of the design of stations, the City has begun 
a series of consultation meetings with the communities surrounding each project station 
to obtain input on station design elements. 

2. Salt Lake versus Airport route 

Both the Airport and the Salt Lake Alternatives were carried forward in the Draft 
EIS as neither had been selected as the Preferred Alternative at that time. While each of 
the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the 
City to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on 
the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on 
consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City 
Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The 
selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The 
discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and 
the Alternatives Analysis. Based on the City Council's direction under Resolution 08- 
261, the Salt Lake alignment will be carried forward as a planned extension. At such 
time that funding becomes available, a decision could be made to build the full 
connection or a spur. 

3. Visual and cultural impact on Special Districts 

Please see comment above regarding visual effects 

4. Conceptual and detailed design 

Your comment regarding the design of the elevated structure is noted. Final 
Design of the structure is not yet underway, but every effort will be made to minimize the 
intrusive aspects of a large guideway structure within the context of structural strength 
requirements and available materials. Design of the columns and guideway will consider 
treatments to reduce aesthetic interference with the surrounding environment. 

As discussed above, the City is conducting workshops with communities that will 
have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail 
stations and provide opportunities to residents and businesses to contribute ideas about 
the appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops 
will be incorporated into the station planning process. For more information and to get 
involved in this process, please visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. 

5. Existing road lanes, sidewalk, and planting space. 

All sidewalks will be preserved, although some may be narrowed to avoid 
additional impacts on adjacent properties. Table 3-25 in the Final EIS presents 
information on potential effects on pedestrian facilities due to the placement of fixed 
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guideway columns. Sidewalk plantings will be reestablished and even introduced where 
possible. 

6. Future bicycle lanes 

Existing bicycle lanes and shared-use roadways will be maintained throughout 
the transit corridor. Where future bicycle lanes are planned, sufficient space will 
be preserved for their construction. The Project is coordinating design with the update of 
the Oahu Bicycle Master Plan where possible. The effects on bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities are presented in Section 3.4.5 of the Final EIS. 

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

Enclosure 
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Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 4d  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Honolulu and Ewa, Oahu 

City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services proposes to 
construct a high-capacity rail system between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement includes a No Build and 3 Build Alternatives. The Build 
Alternatives would involve between 19 and 25 miles of elevated guideway and would include 
transit stations, a maintenance and storage facility, and park-and-ride facilities. 

This review was conducted with the assistance of Karl Kim, LI HM Urban and Regional 
Planning; Panes Prevedottros, UHM Civil and Environmental Engineering; Evelyn Cox, UHWO 
Biology; and Ryan Riddle, Environmental Center. 

General Comments 

We feel that the DEB does not adequately capture the full range of costs and benefits 
associated with the proposed project. ft appears to focus too narrowly on transportation elements 
rather than on the full range of social, environmental, and economic benefits and costs associated 
with the proposed project. While travel time savings are indeed an important potential aspect of 
the project, so too are other factors such as mobility, access, energy use, and economic issues. 
The DEB also fails to adequately incorporate concepts of sustainability especially as it applies to 
project design. 

In addition to our general comments we also have several specific comments. 

2500 Dnin. Ske, KerILIRS Annex IC Honolulu. Hawaii q602.2 
TeltptiuK! (8001 956 , 736 I Fax!.  {i108) 9S6-:$980 

An Equal OpporiudiitylAifirmativa ACtioa 
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Alternatives Considered (pp. S-2 — 5-4) 

The project calls for an elevated guideway. The benefits of this system compared to an 
at-grade system have not been sufficiently demonstrated. How much additional performance in 
terms of reduction in travel time is achieved by elevation compared to signal prioritization and 
other operating procedures that could be implemented with an at-grade system? 

The benefits of being on the ground, up close to activity generators compared to proposed 
elevated stations in the middle of roadways have not been demonstrated. There is insufficient 
discussion of the benefits of an exclusive right-of-way and automation over an at-grade system 
operated by drivers. How do the Labor savings associated with a fully automated system compare 
with the capital and environmental costs of building an elevated concrete structure? 

The documents do not sufficiently describe the operating characteristics of the system 
v is-A-v is other competing technologies in terms of performance, convenience, and trip quality. If 
instead of building an expensive elevated transit system in which billions are spent on concrete 
structures, what if a comparable level of spending was on buses, at-grade tight rail, and 
improvements to the energy grid? Given the unreliability of Oahu's electric system and the two 
recent islandwide blackouts, more attention should go towards design of a more appropriate 
system given apparent limitations in the present electrical infrastructure. 

DEIS Base Travel Times (p 1-5) 

One of our faculty reviewers offered this anecdote questioning the GELS' given 
vehicular travel time of 89 minutes from Kapolei to Downtown: 

Having re_sided in Kapok' 'Or a short period if 2007, I know from personal 
experience that the morning peak period travel time from Kapolei to downtown is always 
under 75 minutes in the absence of rain or any lane closure. I was startled that the DEIS 
uses a time of 89 minutes, 

In a non scientific survey of people listening in to a radio program some measurements of 
travel time from the H-1 freeway to Alakezi Street in downtown if they depart Kapolei between 6 
AM and 7 AM were discussed. The average time of the callers was about 60 minutes. Therefore, 
roughly speaking the DEIS may be using a 50% overestimate of the travel time which leads to 
false benefits of travel times by rail. 

The DEIS fails to demonstrate tile root causes of traffic congestion. The real issue is 
traffic flow conditions on Nimitz Highway which varies widely as these travel times show: 11, 
16 or 18 minutes with good conditions, 25,30 or 4 I. minutes with poor conditions. This makes it 
clear that a roughly two mile long Nimitz Viaduct will provide a consistent travel time from 
airport-to-Alakea of about 6 minutes, reducing the peak hour trip from Kapolei to downtown 
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from about 60 minutes to about 40 minutes. A relatively modest investment solves a huge part of 
the morning commute congestion. 

Note that rail will be providing airport-to-Alakea transit travel time of about 50 to 54 
minutes depending on the mute selected. The airport route provides the longest travel time for 
this origin-destination pair while the Salt Lake route a little shorter. 

Alternatives and Technologies Considered but Rejected (p. 2-7) 

The DEIS is inaccurate in claiming that OMPO rejected the Pearl Harbor Tunnel. The 
UR Congestion Study found that this alternative has substantial traffic benefits at a cost 
comparable to that of the rail. There has been no substantiation to the tunnel's alleged costs 
between land I billion dollars. 

Methodology (pp. 3-2 — 3-3) 

The Syndic() 6.0 software suite was used for intersection analysis. Synchro applied thc 
HCM Operational Analysis methodology and intersection input data to estimate control delay at 
each study intersection. This traffic analysis method is not suitable for saturated conditions, and 
is not suitable for corridor and regional studies. FICM mentions these limitations. Almost all 
traffic elements along this corridor are oversaturated, thus HCM methodologies do not apply 
(unless the wrong data are used and degrees of saturation are low). Either way the output is 
wrong or misleading. 

Future Conditions and Effects: No Build Alternative (p. 3-16) 

On page 3- [6 the DEIS states, "Even with S3 billion in roadway improvements under the 
No Build Alternative, traffic delay in 2030 would increase by 44%", If one was to correctly 
model all the committed congestion relief projects in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 
2030 and combine them with the fact that Oahu's population has been stagnant or falling (and 
bound to further fail due to the poor economy and housing prices), the highway congestion in 
2030 could improve by at least 15%. 

For example, the PM zipper alone will carry about 1,500 vehicles per hour through the 
Kalauao scmenline with three or more people in them thus resulting in a person capacity of 4,500 
going west. These are individuals removed from the existing network thus providing substantial 
traffic relief. The westbound utilization of the rail will be optimistically 6,000 people through the 
Kalauao sereenline of whom at most half will be drivers and ex-carpoolers or 3,000 people. The 
PM zipper combined with a Nimitz flyover can potentially result in a continuous trip at 55 miles 
per hour from Iwiiei to Waikeie to Kapolei. This commute is half as long in duration as that by 
rail. Therefore the PM zipper lane can potentially be more beneficial. However, the DEIS tries to 
convince us that major traffic congestion relief projects will not yield much relief whereas the 
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rail with its inferior speed and 15+ stops to Kapolei will yield superior travel time savings and 
traffic congestion improvements. Part of the reason is likely that planning models are insensitive 
to bottlenecks and only provide rough estimates based on some assumed values of capacity. One 
of our reviewers asserts that a regional microsimulation traffic model assessing the impacts with 
and without correctly modeled ORTP 2030 projects is needed to assess the benefits of the 
projects in Table 2-3 of the DEIS, 

Transit Ridership (p. 3-26 -3-34) 

The description of patmnage estimates for the system is weak. There is insufficient detail 
to adequately review and validate the estimates for ridership. Given advances in ridership 
forecasting and spatial analysis of trip origins and destinations, more disaggregate level 
information should have been provided. While the underlying model seems appropriate for 
regional highway planning, it seems less appropriate for analyzing a specific transit corridor or 
for estimating the demand for rail transit in specific neighborhoods or associated with individual 
stations. In particular, the travel behavior of pedestrians and those making shorter urban trips 
does not appear to be adequately captured. More attention should be given to public transit users. 
The forecasting method reties too heavily on out-dated population estimates and doesn't 
incorporate more recent changes in growth, development, and economic conditions. 
Additionally, there isn't sufficient distinction by trip purpose, nor adequate modeling of induced 
trips or behavioral changes associated with the construction of the system. 

Specific improvements for the transit-dependent or households without access to private 
automobiles should be described as well as the station-by-station improvement in services for the 
elderly or persons with disabilities. The benefits or changes in level of transportation services for 
low income as well as other environmental justice populations should also be evaluated at the 
neighborhood or TAz level. Many of the maps and displays lack sufficient detail in order to 
evaluate neighborhood or community-level impacts. 

The increase in ridership related to transit oriented development should also be 
addressed. Efforts to validate the ridership forecasts should be described as well as an assessment 
of not just data quality, accuracy, and reliability but also assumptions regarding growth and 
development in the corridor served by the proposed transit system. The robustness of patronage 
estimates given changes in fuel prices, economic growth, employment, and other trip-making 
activities are not adequately demonstrated. 

A related area of concern is the impacts of the system on bus ridership and service to 
communities in outlying areas. The extent to which the bus system will support and feed riders to 
the tail system should be described as well as the changes in service for all transit patrons. To 
what extent will there be duplicate bus and rail service? 

Effects on Parking, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities, and Freight (pp. 3-41 - 3-44) 
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The analysis of transportation impacts fails to adequately cover the relationship between 
increased and improved rail services and changes in the level and distribution of bicycle, 
pedestrian and other trips. While some mention was made of improvements to pedestrian 
facilities, the effects of these investments on pedestrian tripmaking behavior aren't described. A 
more complete discussion of non-motorized travel demand and its relationship to improved 
transit services should have been included. 

Environmental Analysis, Consequences and Mitigation (p. 4-1 — 4-175) 

The benefits of the proposed system in terms of reduced air pollution, greenhouse gas 
emissions and dependency on fossil fuels have not been adequately described. The estimates of 
transportation impacts should have been related to both local greenhouse gas inventories and 
carbon budgets. The transit system has the potential of significantly affecting not just emissions 
but also patterns of local development that in turn shape land use, development, and travel 
behavior. 

The environmental benefits of taking cars off the road have not been sufficiently 
quantified. It's not just the reduction in traffic, but also other costs (parking, repair and 
maintenance, safety, etc.) that should be quantified. The reduction in non-point source pollution 
associated with automobile use as well as the decreased disposal costs associated with motor 
vehicles might also have been described. 

Environmental impacts associated with the proposed project were also inadequately 
described — namely the impacts associated with the production of concrete and the construction 
of an elevated system. A life-cycle approach to estimating environmental impacts over time for 
the various components of the system as well as alternatives should have been provided. 

In regards to energy expenditure, a more thorough discussion of energy usage should be 
provided. Estimates of the per vehicle, per trip energy requirements of the proposed system 
compared to alternative travel modes (bus, private auto, etc.) should have been provided. 

The DEIS should also discuss the potential public health benefits associated with public 
transit such as increased access to health facilities and a reduction in motor vehicle accidents. 

Land Use (pp. 4-10-4-18) 

Changes in the density of development associated with the proposed project should be 
discussed in the DEIS as well as the potential for reducing suburban sprawl and the preservation 
of green space, farmland, and areas for carbon sequestration. 

Economic Activity (pp. 4-23 — 4-22) 
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The economic value of the project in terms of stimulus to the economy is not sufficiently 
described. What share of the total project costs can be provided with local factors of production 
versus imported labor, capital, materials and supplies? Are there adequate construction support 
facilities fore project of this magnitude? Where will the concrete come from? What will be the 
effect of this project on other planned capital projects in both the public and private sector? How 
does this project relate to other planned transportation projects on Oahu such as improvements to 
Nimitz Highway and other large-scale construction projects? While there is currently an 
economic slowdown, what will be the economic conditions at the time ofeonstruction and 
during the duration of the project? Better economic data for the planning, construction and 
operating phases of the project should be provided. 

More current information regarding key indicators of economic performance for 
Honolulu should be provided as well as the effects of a large construction project on the local 
economy. Which economic sectors are likely to be affected? To what extent will proceeds from 
the project generate local versus off-island returns? How much will local businesses benefit from 
the project? How much new labor will need to be imported into the state? What is the local and 
regional impact of the project in terms of income, job creation, wages, inflation, and economic 
welfare for residents? 

Energy and Fleetric and Magnetic Fields (pp. 4 - 107 — 4 - 109) 

The adequacy of the electricity system to support this project should be more fully 
demonstrated in terms of generation, transmission, and distribution issues. Development of a 
"smart grid" as well as opportunities for renewable energy (solar, wind, etc.) that make use of 
stations, guideway stnietures and other elements of the system should also have been included. 

Maintenance and Storage Facility (pp. 4 - 151 — 4- 152) 

The rail yard is located several miles inland with no direct access to the harbors. The 
DEIS is silent as to how rail cars and rail equipment will be transported there since rail cars do 
not fit on regular flatbed trucks and even if they can be accommodated by length and by weight 
on custom flatbeds, they do not fit by height due to the existence ofseveral overpasses along the 
freeway. What are the logistics and costs of this significant part of construction? 

Cash now Analysis (pp. 6 - 7 — 6 - 11) 

The proposal appears to be based on overly optimistic forecasts of economic growth and 
general excise and use tax (GET) receipts. Efforts to capture federal economic stimulus funding 
should be included. More details on factors influencing the availability and likelihood of federal 
aid should be provided. Changes in the tax base due to increased investment and construction of 
capital facilities such as stations and other improvements should also be described. The impact of 
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increased access to improved transportation services on commercial and residential property 
values and the resulting increases in tax revenues should also be included. The potential for tax 
increment financing, improvement or benefit districts or other strategies for value capture should 
also be described. More discussion of fare policy should also be included in the DEIS. The 
cross-elasticity of transit fares as a function of changes in other transportation costs (bus, private 
automobile, etc.) should also be provided. A more coherent description of farebox revenues in 
the short-term as well as over the life of the project alongside articulation of transit fare policies 
should be provided. 

The project's cash flow analysis anticipates the use of local funds for the first 
construction phase and a combination of Local and federal funds for the remaining phases. The 
project should not begin until the full extent of federal funding is known in writing as part of the 
next Transportation Act of Congress. Additionally, the project should not start until a substantial 
portion of the federal funding (e.g., a portion that covers half of the cost of the first construction 
phase) has been actually released for the project. 

Rail Travel Time Discrepancies 

The DEIS clearly specifies that Kapolei-to-downtown travel time by rail is 50 to 54 
minutes. This travel time estimate was clearly known in August 2008. Yet in September 2008 
the City mailed all residents a large eight-page brochure the centerfold of which states that 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center by rail will be 40 minutes. Why the discrepancy in figures? 

Rail Extension 

A Supplemental DEIS is needed to address the route beyond Ala Moana Center as the 
public's understanding of the project is of a rail system from Kapolei to UPI with service to 
Waikiki.  A Supplemental DEIS is required to assess the impacts for the whole corridor. 

Two related observations from the supplementary report "Transportation Technical 
Report, Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor are as follows: 

Figure 3-29 shows that rail line overflies the freeway near the University of Hawaii. This 
is a scenario that the city vigorously disclaimed in the September to November 2008 time 
frame but then it presents it in official documents. 

The Ala Moana Center station arrangement is a mystery. In the 20-mile plan, the station 
is approximately at the 3" 1 floor level. In the 30-mile plan the station is approximately at 
the e floor level. What is the exact plan for the Ala Moana Station and how can the 
guideway expand past the Ala Moana Center given the density, and height of buildings 
along Kona Street and Atkinson Drive? One reviewer suspects that roughly half a billion 
dollars would need to be expended to reconfigure (that is, to demolish and reconstruct) 
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the guideway alignment between Pensacola Street and Atkinson Drive, including the 
demolition of the 3 rd  floor station and the creation of a 6 11' floor station, if rail has any 
hope in reaching Ll1I-Manoa or Waikiki via Kona Street. 

TOD Potential 

What is the impact of station generated traffic, noise and pollution to Transportation 
Oriented Development (TOD) potential and TOD plans? Where is the discussion and 
assessment? 

Peak Hour Screen  line Level-01-Service Methodology 

In the Transportation Technical Report the peak hour sercenline level-of-service 
methodology is described. The DEIS states, "To measure and describe the local roadway 
network's operational status, an LOS grading system was developed to describe a facility's 
operation, ranging from LOS A (free-flow traffic conditions with little or no delay) to LOS f: 
(over-saturated conditions where traffic Rows exceed design capacity, resulting in long queues 
and delays). The operation of the roadway segments was calculated by comparing traffic 
voluines on roadway facilities to the saturated volume LOS thresholds for each individual 
facility. The LOS is reported for each individual screenline facility, then weighted by traffic 
volumes to report overall operating conditions across each screenline." 

This is an ad hoe method that is not a national standard. It is not appropriate to use the 
Highway Capacity Manual's LOS measure without using the HCM methodology, The HCM 
LOS for freeway screenlines is based on density and speed not on volume-to-capacity ratio. 
Furthermore, the volume to capacity "method" in the DEIS was wrongly applied in the 
Alternatives Analysis. The table below shows that general purpose traffic was estimated to be 
31% above capacity (estimate of 1.31) but by their numbers, the correct estimate is 62.5% over 
capacity (estimate of 1.625.) Capacities are not revealed everywhere in the DEIS, so the 
reviewer cannot cheek the same calculations in the DEIS. 

AR00001182 



LOS 

a 

0510 (from Technical Report 
Appendiii C Tahie 0-3) 

2030 with FirSt Projeet 
Salt inlet Option 

Katauao Stream Koko Head bnond 20311 
Facitity 

capacity 
CMS 

Forecast 
Vottone 
(vph) 

voiume 
Capacity 
Ratio-2 

H-I Fwy 0,5001 12,170 1.281 
i1-1 Fo,-ey (140y)1 1,000 1,640 0.001 
J-z- 1 Fwy (Ppper) 1 1,900 1,460 0.703 
Moanalua Rd 1,700 1,290 0.759 
Karneharneha Hwy 3,450 :1,310 0.001 

Manarpol 	WV?: 

Total General Purpose Traffic 14,6-50 15,01.0 1.00 
letal 1101 fraffic 3,8013 3 100 0.02 

2.14!) 
0 El 0 

February 6, 2009 
Page 9 

AA Table 3-12 
Kalauao Stream Koko Head hound 

	 2030 Rail  
20-mile Allgoment 

KapoJul to Ma Moana Center 

Los 

R0V1Sed 
Facility 

Capacity 

FOG east 
Volume 
(vph) 

Vaiume/ 
Capacity 
Ratto-AA 

H-1 Fwy 9,500 17,209 1.811 
1-r-I Fwy  1,900 1,246 1.442 
1.1.1 rwy (Zolipe0 t,900 2,241. 1,129 
Moanalua Rd 1,700 853 0_502 
Kaoriellaincha Hwy 
me:n.300-1 1--30Q 

3,450 3,059 0.087 

Total Curter& Purpose -Fronk 14,650 21,121 1.310 
Toto11-1011 Traffic 3 000 4 931 1.310 

201132 

Coned z 
if tEI 

capacity 
hinales 

C 

F 
A 

1,625 24% 
1.324 	.1.% 

10910 
211 11 1, 

PO
PU

L
A

Ti
O

L1
  A

N
D

 A
V

V
O

N
SC

:e
l!.

E 

100,000 

r,i00,000 

1,000,000 

300,000 

a00,000 

20000 

690,000 

100,600 

400,000 

300,001 

200100 

100.000 

1400 

Note: 06 EDT's assessment of 

Oahu's population for 2007 was 

905,601, which is 1,114 fewer 

people than in 2006. 

RegiltrationS 

	

-0 	• 

1010 	1920 	1930 	1940 	1950 	IMO 	1970 NW 1990 	NO 2010 

1959- o. 
350,090,003 A  

Population 

	Vehide Mites fraveiNI 

••!.  

tire hi re to 

1 	on rail ..„rs les dy 

Likely 

future of 

Oahu 

Sore,: City NmiCvNiv 	 Aix e polu w 	gn 	 r.,roendc rekr. re,rd. 

Figure 3-1; Historic Trends In Population, Vehicle Ownership, 
and Vehicle Miles Traveled for Oahu 

AR00001183 



Februaly 6, 2009 
Page 10 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Rappa 
Environmental Review Coordinator 

cc: 	OEQC 
Kayl Kim 
Panos Prcvedouros 
Evelyn Cox 
Ryan Mielke, C.11-IWO 
James Moncur, WRRC 
Ryan Riddle 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09 -299099R 

Mr. Peter Rappa, Environmental Review Coordinator 
Water Resources Research Center 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
2500 Dole Street, Krauss Annex 19 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Rappa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

General Comments 

Environmental, social, and economic benefits and costs associated with the Project are 
covered in Chapters 4 and 6 of the Draft and Final EISs. Energy use is covered in Chapter 4 as 
well. Chapter 26 of the Design Criteria for the Project stations includes language on 
sustainability. This chapter states as a major objective of the Project that design of station sites, 
stations, buildings, the guideway, and ancillary structures shall be based on sustainable design 
approaches, methods of construction, and selection of materials. 
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Alternatives Considered 

As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
included an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using light-rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) 
vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-grade and grade-separated segments. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
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shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
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station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

The elevated system provides fast and reliable service without pedestrian or vehicle 
conflict and interfaces with the surrounding community at each station. The need for an 
elevated system is not dependent on automated operation. The Final EIS presents the costs 
and effects of constructing an elevated system. 

The Final EIS in Chapter 2 addresses alternatives considered and rejected. The 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative studied during the Alternatives Analysis 
phase increased bus service. The alternative included express bus service that operated as bus 
rapid transit in existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased during peak 
periods to provide improved service for work-related trips, particularly from developing areas. 
The bus fleet was assumed to increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride lots were 
assumed at West Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM would have 
improved transit travel times but it would have done little to improve corridor mobility and travel 
reliability. Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. Light rail transit (LRT) is 
also subject to the effects of traffic congestion even though it can generally manage its progress 
better than a bus. The challenge with LRT is that it has significantly lower capacity than the 
elevated guideway and is subject to the limitations of the local street system (i.e., cross-traffic, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, etc.). It also takes away existing roadway capacity which the elevated 
guideway does not. 

The primary performance differences of the elevated guideway compared with any other 
choice studied are a significantly higher system capacity, shorter travel times, and overall higher 
reliability, as stated above. None of those can be matched by light rail or buses. The much 
higher performance and lower overall impact is the reason the City Council supported the 
elevated option in December 2006. 

The electric grid is controlled by a private corporation, not the City and County of 
Honolulu. As stated in Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS, HECO has stated they can readily 
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accommodate the needs of the fixed guideway system without additional generating capacity. 
Blackouts are not a common occurrence (though they do make news when they 

happen). Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power 
is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power. 
Lights will stay on in trains and stations; back-up batteries will provide lighting for several hours. 
The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom and provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. 
With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk 
along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to 
exit rail cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will 
be met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city 
transportation workers. 

Draft EIS Base Travel Times 

The results provided in the comment are similar to data shown in Figure 1-10 in the Final 
EIS, which presents a 75-minute average highway drive time between Waianae and Downtown. 
As stated in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, travel times in Table 1-1 Final EIS are modeled door-to-
door. The numbers in Figure 1-10 and Table 1-1 in the Final EIS are identical to those in the 
Draft EIS. 

The Nimitz Viaduct is part of State improvements to the highway system and, 
accordingly, was included in the transportation modeling conducted for 2030 No Build and 
Project conditions. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel 
pairs under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the 
No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) 
compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times improve 
substantially more with the addition of the Project. 

According to Table 3-16 in the Final EIS, transit travel time via fixed guideway from the 
Honolulu International Airport Station to the Downtown Station will take 12 minutes. 

Alternatives and Technologies Considered 

A Pearl Harbor Tunnel was evaluated by the OahuMPO during preparation of the 2030 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). It was rejected from the project list, but included in 
the 2030 ORTP as an illustrative project, with a cost estimate of $7 billion in 2005 dollars. The 
ORTP states that the illustrative project could prove beneficial as a transportation improvement, 
but that 2030 revenue projections could not support inclusion of the projects in the ORTP. 
Illustrative projects are not considered a part of the officially endorsed regional transportation 
plan. Any concerns with the cost estimation for projects associated with the ORTP should be 
directed to the OahuMPO, as it is not a City agency and is not directly related to the 
environmental review and planning process for the Project. 
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Methodology 

A technical team evaluated potential approaches for intersection analysis. The team 
included DTS traffic engineers and traffic engineering consultants each with over 30 years of 
experience. DTS reviewed the approach with the City and State departments with expertise in 
traffic modeling, including the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) and the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation (HOOT). Through that process, it was determined that the most 
appropriate approach to analyzing intersection level-of-service (LOS) in the H-1 corridor was the 
use of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology applied in the SYNCHRO software for 
the reasons listed in the following paragraphs in this subsection of your comment letter. This 
method has been used on similar projects, including Crenshaw/Prairie Transit Corridor Study 
(Los Angeles, CA), Salvation Army Hawaii Kroc Center Traffic & Parking Management Plan 
(Honolulu, HI), and the KRC/Kalakaua Affordable Housing Development (Honolulu, HI). 

It should be noted that all LOS methodologies have their advantages and disadvantages. 
The HCM methodology is considered state-of-the-practice when assessing traffic impacts and is 
appropriate for verifying the effect of proposed mitigation measures on the transportation system 
on the Project. The HCM methodology provides a high level of confidence in the reporting of 
observed and forecast traffic conditions in the study area when identifying potential impacts or 
deficiencies of a roadway system. 

The HCM methodology considers various characteristics of the roadway network, 
including signal timing plans, intersection geometry, vehicle and pedestrian movements, and 
storage bay lengths. Other conventional methodologies, such as Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (ICU) and Circular 212, do not account for parameters such as signal timings and the 
multi-modal nature of this corridor. HCM reports the delay experienced by vehicles traveling 
through an intersection and determines intersection operating conditions for varying ranges of 
delay. In congested areas and on roadways with closely spaced intersections, the HCM 
methodology employed in the SYNCHRO software considers upstream and downstream 
operations (i.e., queuing effects that extend from one intersection to the next). Queue lengths 
can be estimated for each turning movement to better model the actual traffic operating 
conditions to ascertain whether queuing extends between locations. 

HCM is also the basis for the analysis of unsignalized intersections, of which there are 46 
in the study corridor. Other methodologies, such as ICU and Circular 212, are not applicable for 
unsignalized intersection analysis. Using HCM for both types of intersections allows for a 
consistent approach to the analysis across the entire corridor. 

The traffic analyses for the Draft and Final EISs, using the HCM methodology, did not 
conclude that all corridors in the study area are oversaturated. It is clear that some intersections 
are operating at oversaturated conditions, but this does not occur consistently across the study 
corridor. The locations of oversaturated conditions are generally isolated intersections. The 
only corridors that appear to be oversaturated based on this analysis are portions of the H-1 and 
H-2 Freeways. While the HCM methodology has limitations, under certain specialized 
circumstances it works well for corridor-level analysis. Where the prospect of saturated condi-
tions was found, such as at major transit center stations, further analysis was performed using 
micro-simulation models to evaluate more detailed conditions. Hence, the use of the HCM 
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methodology is appropriate for the arterial-level intersection analysis conducted in this study. 
The results from the use of the HCM methodology provide an accurate representation of 
the potential traffic impacts that result from the Project. 

Future Conditions and Effects: No Build Alternative 

The travel forecasting completed for the Project was accomplished with consultation with 
the FTA. All projects in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS are included in the network and have been 
properly evaluated as part of the No Build and Build Alternatives. Population and employment 
projections were obtained from the City and County of Honolulu, DPP. 

Travel time on the fixed guideway from the Iwilei Station to the East Kapolei Station will 
only take 36 minutes. This travel time will be consistent and reliable, regardless of conditions on 
the surrounding roadways. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two or three 
car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three minute headways 
during the peak period, that provides capacity for over 8,500 passengers per peak direction per 
peak hour. This figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of over 
17,000 passengers per peak hour, The full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-car trains 
and 90 second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 passengers total. However, once a vehicle leaves the zipper lane or Nimitz Flyover, that 
vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 

Transit Ridership 

The travel forecasting results were generated in accordance with consultation with the 
Federal Transit Administration (F TA). This guidance must be followed to qualify for 
consideration under the Federal New Starts funding program. The travel forecasts employ the 
OahuMPO four-step model that has been used for other recent transportation forecasting efforts 
on the island. Refinements completed between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS to account for 
airport visitor trips and non-home-based direct demand trips resulted in the ridership figures 
presented in the Final EIS. The data relied upon for the forecasts are based on the latest 
available from the OahuMPO. The transit ridership figures are the result of a refinement of the 
mode choice model based on an on-board survey completed in 2005 which has been calibrated 
and validated to conditions in the corridor. The mode choice model is specifically defined for the 
Honolulu transit corridor to account for all transit activities (TheBus as well as fixed guideway) 
such as boardings/afightings and all access modes to individual stations. These are presented 
for each station in Figures 3-9 and 3-10 and Table 3-20 of Chapter 3 in the Final EIS, 
respectively. Further information about the travel forecasting model is available in the Honolulu  
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Model Development, Calibration, and Validation Report 
(RTD 2009k) and the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Travel Forecasting 
Results and Uncertainties Report (RTD 20090. Both of these reports are available on the Project 
website (www.honolulutransit.oro) and from DTS. 

Pedestrian activity is identified as it relates to the use of the transit system. Short 
pedestrian trips, such as travel from an office to lunch, do not affect the function of the Project 
and are therefore not assessed. Pedestrian activity that is part of the use of the larger system is 
identified, such as pedestrian access to a rail station or a bus stop. 
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The EIS uses the socio-economic data that was available from OahuMPO at the time 
that the EIS work began, based on DBEDT's "Population and Economic Projections for the State 
of Hawaii to 2030" prepared in August 2004. The 2030 forecast year used in the EIS is 
consistent with FTA guidance for New Starts projects. 

As the comment notes, DBEDT has prepared new forecasts at the County level, 
"Population and Economic Projections for the State of Hawaii to 2035" issued in January 2008. 
For use in travel forecasting these County-level forecasts must be disaggregated to the level of 
"Travel Analysis Zones" of which there are 764 on Oahu. At the time of the publication of the 
Draft EIS, these zonal-level forecasts had not been prepared and accepted by OahuMPO. That 
occurred in early 2009, by which point, there was insufficient time to rerun the model with the 
new forecasts. 

The comment notes that the January 2008 DBEDT forecasts have lower population 
projected than the August 2004 forecasts. Specifically, the January 2008 population forecast for 
Oahu for 2030 is 3.3 percent lower than the August 2004 forecast. However, the 2030 
employment forecast for Oahu from the January 2008 forecasts is 5.8 percent higher than the 
August 2004 forecast. Thus, it is not clear what the effect on ridership projections would be of 
using the January 2008 forecast, since the higher employment forecast would likely result in 
more work trips which are attractively served by transit, while the lower population forecast 
would likely result in fewer trips for other purposes. 

There are 11 separate trip purposes in the OahuMPO travel demand model used in 
forecasting ridership and travel behavior. They are relied upon to describe trip-making behavior 
among users of the transportation system, including users and non-users of the fixed guideway. 
This information is detailed in the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization, December 17, 2002 
guide to model form (included within the final documentation for the Travel Forecasting Model 
Development Project), which is available on the Project website. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, research indicates that positive attributes 
(both perceived and real) are associated with the use of a fixed guideway system, thereby 
making the system more attractive than general bus transit. These benefits include such 
features as improved safety, security, visibility, convenience, speed, comfort, financial savings, 
and reliability. These features or attributes are not captured by the standard travel demand 
forecasting process. Transportation System User Benefits captures a set of benefits to transit 
riders—including reductions in walk times, wait times, ride times, number of transfers, and costs 
(converted to time)—in terms of savings in travel time. The main factors in determining benefits 
are travel time and cost. User benefits are measured in minutes and are a summary measure 
that incorporates travel-time and cost changes for all modes. 

As shown in Figure 3-5, there will be positive user benefits for communities with high 
concentrations of transit-dependent households (greater than 25 percent of households without 
automobiles or where 25 percent or more of residents are unable to drive), as well as other 
defined groups within communities of concern. Data collected and used as indicators for these 
communities of concern include linguistically isolated households, transit-dependent 
populations, and areas with public housing and community services. Substantial positive user 
benefits for communities of concern are shown in or near Waipahu, Pearl Harbor Naval Base, 
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and Ala Moana Center. Overall, many communities of concern receive positive benefits from the 
Project. No community of concern will experience negative user benefits. Those areas with 
high transit dependence, such as Waipahu, Pearl City, /Ilea, Kalihi, lwilei, Chinatown, 
Downtown, Kakaako, Ala Moana, and Waikiki, as shown in Figure 3-5, benefit from more than 
35 percent of the total user benefits. 

As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.7.3 of the Final EIS "effects of the Project also will 
result in benefits to transit users. These benefits include increased transit options, improved 
mobility, proximity to transit links, and access to expanding employment opportunities. As 
Chapter 3 illustrates, traffic and transit performance will improve within the study corridor, and 
these benefits can be realized by all populations. There are 21 stations proposed for the 
Project. Nine are in, or adjacent to, OahuMPO Environmental Justice (EJ) Areas. Therefore, 
people living in OahuMPO EJ Areas will have the same opportunity to access the transit and 
mobility improvements." As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, all buildings, facilities, and 
vehicles will conform to applicable Federal, State, and County accessibility guidelines and 
standards, including Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accessibility Guidelines. The law 
further requires all plans and specifications prepared for construction of State or County 
government buildings, facilities, and sites to be reviewed by the Disability and Communication 
Access Board for conformance to those guidelines and standards. The design criteria for 
stations call for pedestrian access to be as direct and safe as possible and shall be accessible in 
accordance with ADA. All guideway platforms will be high level (at the same level as the vehicle 
floor) to provide level boarding for all passengers and to accommodate wheelchairs. The criteria 
also state that buses and Hand i-Van vehicles shall be given priority for vehicle access in terms 
of their proximity to station entrances. Each station will have escalators and elevators 
accommodate elderly and disabled riders. 

The scale of the maps in the Draft and Final EIS was selected to appropriately illustrate 
the effects of the project. Where effects are compared at a corridor-wide level, then overview 
maps were provided; where the effects are location specific, such as effects to community 
resources, then more detailed maps were provided, such as Figures 4-9 through 4-12 in the 
Draft EIS. 

Based on FTA directive, the travel demand forecasting model does not account for 
potential increases in ridership resulting from transit-oriented development (TOD) or changes to 
land use as a result of the fixed guideway project. The capacity calculations presented for the 
fixed guideway system only consider the basis for the analysis provided, not the full capacity of 
the system. The fixed guideway is planned to operate with two- or three-car trains with a 
capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute headways during the peak 
period, that provides capacity for over 8,500 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This 
figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of over 17,000 passengers per peak 
hour. The full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-car trains and 90 second headways is 
over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 50,000 passengers total. Accordingly, 
the fixed guideway system could be expanded to accommodate any increases in ridership 
resulting from TOD or other land use changes as a result of the Project. 

As indicated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced with the Project, 
and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some 
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existing routes, including the peak-period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce 
duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Existing and future bus routes, 
including route numbers and frequencies, are shown in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Effects on Parking, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities, and Freight 

Currently, public transit complements non-motorized travel since many of those biking 
and walking use the bus service as part of their trip. The availability of bike racks on buses is an 
example of how these modes complement each other. As stated in Section 3.3.2 of the Final 
EIS, according to the on-board survey conducted in December 2005 and January 2006, 
88 percent of passengers walked to access TheBus. The on-board survey revealed that 
1 percent of passengers accessed TheBus by bicycle. More than 1,000 bikes are taken on 
TheBus daily for a monthly average of about 30,000 bikes (0 TS 2009). 

With the Project, the extent and distribution of bicycle and pedestrians trips would be 
substantially enhanced. As shown in Table 3-20 in the Final EIS, 30 percent of trips to fixed 
guideway stations will be by walking and bicycling. Overall, transit travel times will be reduced 
along the affected corridor thereby providing improved mobility for those bicyclists and 
pedestrians using public transportation. The enhancement of non-motorized travel demand with 
the Project would also be reinforced through station design features. As stated in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS (Section 2.5.5), design criteria developed for Project stations place highest 
emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including accessible 
routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. The design criteria also state that, as a 
non-motorized mode, bicycles will be given second priority and will be placed over all motorized 
vehicular access to Project stations. 

As stated in Section 3.4.5 of the Final EIS, the Oahu Bike Plan is currently being 
updated. The draft update includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed using criteria 
that include access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or future bicycle 
facilities to rail transit stations are included in the draft update. Outside station areas, the Project 
does not propose to independently restructure the plans for the bicycle and pedestrian systems 
in Honolulu. 

Environmental Analysis, Consequences and Mitigation 

The energy analysis, shown in Table 4-21 of the Final EIS, indicates that the Project will 
reduce overall transportation energy requirements by approximately 3 percent with the Project. 
Based on this, it is expected that the Project will have a beneficial impact on greenhouse gas 
emissions, as discussed in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS. Indirect effects to development patterns 
are addressed in Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. 

Table 3-14 of the Final EIS provides the direct benefits to the transportation system of 
reducing automobile demand. These benefits are reflected in the Chapter 4 analyses to 
resources such as water quality, air quality, and energy use. Based on your comment, the 
indirect benefits to individual automobile users have been added to Section 3.6.1 of the Final 
EIS. 

AR00001194 



Mr. Peter Rappa 
Page 11 

The energy and other resource requirements for construction are included in 
Section 4.17 of the Draft EIS. This material is further summarized in Section 4.19 of the Draft 
EIS. A life-cycle approach was not performed for the impact analysis for this project because 
there is no life cycle quantification for the No-Build Alternative. The amount of material for the 
various Build Alternatives is approximately the same so that a life-cycle approach does not 
differentiate between alternatives. The No Build Alternative would not meet Purpose and Need 
for the Project. 

The Final EIS provides an estimate of transportation energy use for the Project. The 
trade-offs between what vehicle type uses the energy is not relevant to the total energy 
consumed. 

In response to your comment, additional indirect health benefits related to level of activity 
have been added to Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. Indirect effects from reduced vehicle miles 
traveled, including a decrease in automobile accidents, has been added to Section 3.6.1 of the 
Final EIS. 

Land Use 

Section 4.19 of the Final EIS addresses indirect effects to development. The Project's 
primary indirect effect would be to alter development near the stations, bringing higher densities 
than presently planned or could otherwise be developed near transit stations. These land use 
effects could take the form of TOD or Transit-Supportive Development (TSD). If development 
occurs around stations, it is anticipated that City infrastructure would be improved in these 
areas. As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, TOD would be expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility 
afforded by the Project may increase the desirability and value of land near the stations, thereby 
attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around 
station areas will be conducted and established by the City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance. 

Regarding reducing suburban sprawl and preserving green space, farmland and carbon 
sequestration, Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS also discusses the following: "At the study 
corridor level, the Project will support the development programmed in the Ewa Development 
Plan  (DPP 2000), Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan  (DPP 2002b), and Primary 
Urban Center Development Plan  (DPP 2004a)." 

These plans show development concentrated in existing travel corridors, therefore 
protecting green space and farmland. New growth is expected in the transit corridor, as 
explained in the Draft EIS. The combination of public land use policy in the above plans and the 
expected increase in density of development in the transit corridor may help to reduce suburban 
sprawl. 

Economic Activity 

The Final EIS references several economic studies that address the local construction 
economy. They include an assessment of the local labor supply, material availability, 
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competition for resources, and forecast cost escalation. Another study addresses the impact of 
project construction on employment, economic output, and earnings. Additionally, more in-depth 
economic analysis of the potential development impacts of the project can be found in the 
Economics Technical Report (RTD 2008c), which is a supporting document to the EIS and 
available on the Project website. 

There is no direct relationship to other projects such as the Nimitz Flyover. Both projects 
will avail themselves of similar labor pools and materials sources. Both projects will be 
competitively bid. The fixed guideway project plans to begin construction in 2010, so economic 
conditions may be similar to now though indications are they will improve over the course of the 
project construction period. 

Details of construction data such as costs of materials and costs of acquiring the 
materials can only be estimated. In Hawaii, some products must be imported as they are not 
available on the islands. Recognizing this, the Project has assessed the likely availability and 
escalation of critical commodities over the project construction period in developing Project cost 
estimates. The specifics of final costs related to the Project will be the purview of the contracting 
community who will be competitively selected to build the Project. 

Every effort is being made to maintain as much of the economic benefit on the island and 
the expectation is that most of it will remain here. It is most likely to be more economically 
competitive to use local resources when possible. On the other hand, while there is some 
limited control over resources, most of the final decision-making about where to find materials 
and labor will rest with the competitively selected contractor for each project. 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS shows the anticipated job creation for the Project. The 
construction sector will most likely be the biggest beneficiary in the short term, but many 
industries that support the construction industry will also benefit. Most of the major construction 
work is similar to other roadway, bridge or building construction for which there is ample labor 
available locally based on discussions with local labor representatives. A few key positions with 
specialized expertise may need to be imported. Since most of the labor will be local and paid for 
at local wage rates, the benefit and all that stems from it will accrue locally to the advantage of 
local businesses and the local community. For those items unavailable on Oahu, such as 
vehicles and some raw materials, at least a portion of the benefit will leave the island. The 
percentage will vary depending on whether any elements not typically provided on the island 
could be brought here (e.g., assembling vehicles on Oahu instead of California or Japan). This 
decision will most likely be made by what is most cost-effective for the Project and the 
competitively-selected contractor/vendor that provides the specialty items. 

Energy and Electric and Magnetic Fields 

Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS notes the Project will consume approximately 1 to 
2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. According to the 
Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO), the planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will be 
sufficient to support the transit system, but the electricity distribution system will require various 
upgrades to support the system. 
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Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Rail vehicles will be delivered from the port to the maintenance yard by truck. Final 
vehicle assembly will be completed on-site. Clearance is sufficient to access the site. 

Cash Flow Analysis 

Efforts have been made to secure stimulus funding and the City expects to receive 
$4 million in stimulus funding once the Project enters Preliminary Engineering. Section 4.3 of the 
Final EIS discusses the economic effects of the Project and addresses the likely enhancement 
of tax base as a result of the Project (as well as the loss of tax base). Specific estimates of 
value at this stage would be purely speculative. In Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, more information 
is presented about other potential sources of revenue that could contribute to Project funding. 

Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS addresses the effects of the Project on property values. It 
is recognized that there is a likely upward effect on tax revenues as a result of improved access 
and proximity to the fixed guideway. The specific increases in value, at this stage, would be 
purely speculative. As noted in the comment, the opportunity raises the potential for tax 
increment financing or other special district financing. The potential of these options is detailed 
in Section 6.6, of the Final EIS. 

The fare box policy and the associated revenues are described in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS. The City requires that between 27 and 33 percent of the operating and maintenance costs 
of the transit system be covered from farebox revenues. The assumption is that such a policy 
will remain in effect throughout the time horizon covered in the EIS. Increases in gas prices 
have led to significant increases in demand for transit in Hawaii and around the country. 

Obtaining a Record of Decision (ROD) for the EIS is a good indicator of the project's 
ability to effectively compete for federal funding. The Project cannot begin prior to obtaining a 
ROD and count on federal funding for any work completed prior to the ROD. The City will not 
authorize work until a ROD is received. Waiting until later to collect additional funds will make 
the Project more expensive as the costs will rise over time. Chapter 7 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the FTA's evaluation of the Project. 

Rail Travel Time 

The 50-54 minute travel time referred to in the Draft EIS is a door-to-door time. As stated 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, Figure 3-7 represents the time required to complete a trip from 
origin to destination and assumes that at least a portion of the trip will be made on the fixed 
guideway system. These times are door-to-door and include walking and transfers. 

The 40 minute travel time provided in the eight-page mailing sent in October 2008 
corresponds to Table 3-16 in the Final EIS, which reflects travel time from station-to-station on 
the fixed guideway system. For the sake of accuracy, the Ala Moana station is only three 
stations from downtown. 
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Rail Extension 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

Since selection of a first project by City Council Resolution 07-039, project information 
has detailed the limits of the Project and illustrated other areas that were included in the Long-
Range Plan as future or planned extensions. The future extensions are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The comment suggests 
presenting an evaluation of an action that is not proposed for implementation, which as stated 
above, is not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and of 
NEPA. 

The City has shown in information materials provided on the Project, including 
information presented at public meetings and public hearings, that the Project is 20-miles of the 
full Locally Preferred Alternative and that planned extensions would be built when funding 
becomes available. Additional environmental documentation will be prepared when the 
extensions are considered for implementation. 

The Project terminates at Ala Moana Center with a station platform approximately 35 feet 
above ground level. If a future extension is constructed beyond the center, it is proposed that 
service that terminates at Ala Moana Center would use the lower platform, while through service 
would use the upper platform. Riders going towards UH or Waikiki would use the upper 
platform, while those traveling Ewa could use either platform. 

TOO Potential 

Traffic studies conducted for the Draft and Final EISs considered additional vehicle and 
bus traffic generated by fixed guideway stations. That analysis is contained in Section 3.4.3 of 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Measures also are identified in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS to 
mitigate traffic effects at the Pearl Highlands Station. In addition, the FTA Noise and Vibration 
Manual (2006 edition), which was used in the NEPA analysis of the Project, focuses on existing 
noise levels and existing land uses. The effect of the project on air quality in Honolulu is 
presented in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS. There are no identified hot spots associated with the 
station areas that require additional carbon monoxide analysis. 

AR00001198 



Vey tr ly yours 

Mr. Peter Rappa 
Page 15 

The analysis of direct impacts of the Project is focused on construction and operation of 
rail transit service. However, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project will provide may also increase 
the desirability and value of land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment 
nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted and 
established by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the 
City's new TOD Ordinance 09-4. 

Peak Hour Screen line Level-of-Service Methodology 

The LOS methodology used in the Draft EIS for the screenline facility analysis was 
based on the application of accepted and established national standards: (1) 2000 HCM 
(Transportation Research Board, 2000); and (2) roadway LOS thresholds adapted from 
Quality/Level-of-Service Handbook (Florida Department of Transportation [FDOT], 2002). The 
FDOT Handbook is based on information from the 2000 HCM, 

The methodology used in the Draft EIS combines traffic volumes, roadway classification, 
speed, density, and peak-hour factors, and produces a LOS value based on projected peak-
hour volumes. The LOS was calculated by comparing traffic volumes on a roadway facility to 
the saturated volume LOS thresholds for each individual facility. The resulting LOS is an 
accurate reflection of existing and future operations on the H-1 Freeway. The Draft EIS was 
designed to present a summary of the Project's effect on the transportation system. The 
detailed analysis of volumes and roadway capacity for each analyzed facility is provided in 
Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Februaxy 4, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3'4  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Subject: Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project - Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

The University of Hawaii continues to support the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project as being an integral part of the multi-modal transportation solution to serving the needs 
of the University campuses an 0' ahu as well as the larger Oahu community. 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide the attached comments from three of our campuses, 
University of Hawai`i at isMnoa, Leeward Community College and Honolulu Community 
College. We look fotward to working closely with your planning and design team in assuring 
that all of our 0`alm campuses are adequately served. 

Sincerely, 
1Z, 
CaC2 

rri 

'o-
no 

rl% 

rn 
Z. 
rrt 

ian K. Minaai 
Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 

Attachments 

c! 	Chancellor Virginia Hinshaw 
Vice Chancellor Kathr Cutshaw 
Chancellor Manny Cabral 
Vice Chancellor Mark Lane 
Chancellor Michael Rota 
executive Assistant Brian Furuto 

igui Rya/ Wasi Road, Sioaio&at 06ocas 0.102 
Hanolulti, IIwi0022 

rezeprpano: (805)904.702S 
far. (808) .0%.3175. 
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To: 
	

i3rian Waal, Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 

Fro m: 
	

Mark Lane, Vice Chancellor of Administrative Services 

Subject: 
	

Draft Environmental Impact Statement —Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor 
Project fliFICTCP) 

Leeward Community College (LCC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DE15) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (HHCTCP) and submits the 
attached comments for your inclusion in the formal response by the University of Hawaii to the 

City and County of Honolulu's Department of Transportation Services (0T5). We would like to 
preface our comments by voicing our continuing support for the HHCTCP as being an integral 
part of the multi-modal transportation solution for our island residents. Ali components of this 
project that impact Leeward Community College (ICC) can certainly be mitigated. We look 
forward to working with you as we pursue mutually acceptable solutions with DTS officials and 
others in order to address the needs of the College's students, faculty, staff, and community. 

As you know, LCC is the third largest of the UH 10-campus system, with an enrollment of nearly 
7,000 students. in addition, LCC is considered a regional community asset with special events 
and performances that draw in excess of 100,000 patrons per year. Yet the campus is 
accessible by one (1) ingress and egress point. This makes the health and safety of all campus 
visitors, whether students or community members, a top institutional priority. Adding more 
development to this area, such as a rail station and rail system maintenance and storage 

facility, on the limited roadway network that presently exists requires thoughtful consideration 
as there are direct impacts to the LCC campus. On balance however, we do believe that the 
HHCTCP, combined with the LCC Second Access Road project, offers opportunities that would 

help remedy the campus access issue for the foreseeable future. 

For your information, the campus continues on-going dialogue with engineers and planners 
connected with the HHCTCP. Our next meeting with HHCTCP officials is scheduled for February 
19`", from 1:30 to 3:30 on the LCC campus. I would like to extend an invitation to you, Mike 
Unebasami, and/or your designated representatives to attend this meeting. I will forward an 
agenda to you as soon as it is available. 

58-045 Ma 'I ke3 
Peal City. Hawaii 55752 

Pitona: (008) 455-0213 
Fax: (808) 455-0411 

Aro equal Opportunity/Affirrnativa Adion inatkuliaa 
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We respectfully submit these comments to you for Inclusion in the UH response to the DEIS. 
Should you have any questions or require further clarification of our statements, please feel 
free to contact me at your convenience. Thank you, Brian, 

CC: 
	

Manny Cabral, Chancellor Leeward CC 
John Morton, Vice President, UHCC 
Mike Unettasami, Associate Vice President, UHCC 
Brian Kashiwaeda, Director of Facilities Planning, UHCC 
Kay Caldwell, Campus Council Chair, Leeward CC 
Linda Musto, Faculty Senate Chair, Leeward CC 
Stu Uesato, Counselor and Student Government Advisor, Leeward CC 

88-0.15 Ala 'Ike 
Poan Cizy. Hawari 96782 

Phona: (808) 4554)213 
9Erx:1808) 468-11471 

An Equal Oppoduriiiy/Afl4rmateue Arlin institution 
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January 3L 2009 

Draft Environmentai Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (HHCTCP) 

I. Vehicle and Maintenance Storage Facility  
The Navy Drum Storage site, located directly Ewa of the campus, is one of two possible 

locations for the project's vehicle and maintenance storage facility. It is likely that this 

site will be selected due to its central island location and rail accessibility points from 

both the Ewa and Koko Head directions. In addition, this site would be in the first phase 
of the construction schedule due to the fact that testing of the rail system could not be 
conducted without the completion and access to this facility. The vehicle and 

maintenance storage facility would include several buildings far administra [On o  a 
System control center, and employ approximately 150 people, It would Include tracks 
for train storage and maintenance and the facility would be in operation 24 hours a day, 

At the present time, the only access to/from the site would be by way of Waiawa and 

Ala Ike roads. This is also the only access to the campus. A permanent second access 

road to the vehicle and maintenance storage facility and LCC should be provided to 
ensure for adequate and safe vehicular movement and to address potential health and 

safety reasons should the need ever arise to evacuate the campus or the vehicle and 

maintenance storage facility due to man-made or natural emergencies. The Second 

Access Road Project's environmental assessment (conducted by the State Department 

of Transportation) was completed in January 2008 and construction of this roadway is 
imperative in order to serve the needs of the community, the current and expanding 
enrollment at the College, and future development of the vehicle and maintenance 
storage facility. The preliminary plans by the C&C for the vehicle and maintenance 

storage facility would complete approximately one half the length of the Second Access 

Road. Funding of the remaining roadway project to the Walpro Point Access Road 
should be a top priority. 

Completion of the second Access Road would fulfill the access needs identified In the 
original master plan of the College which was completed in 1966. Without this 
roadway, the students, faculty, staff, community, and in the future, the employees and 

contractors associated with the HEICTCP, will continue to see an increase in the time 
necessary to move to/from the area and navigate the bottleneck that is created several 
times per day at the intersection of Farrington and Kamehameha Highways with 
W a iawa Road. 
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In addition, according to the DEIS, the vehicle and maintenance storage facility may he 
used as a staging area for various phases of the HHCTCP construction. Without the 

Second Access Road project, this would cOhtinue to add increased truck and vehicular 
traffic and hasten the deteriorating conditions of the existing Ala Ike and Walawa 
roadway Infrastructure. 

Other campus concerns regarding the vehicle maintenance and storage facility include: 

a) LCC Observatory Impacts: That lighting within the complex and associated 
track/roadway network is compatible with night time viewing from the LCC 

observatory complex. 

b) Perimeter Boundaries: That appropriate and secure perimeter boundaries around 

the complex and adjacent to the campus are created with sufficient lighting, fencing, 

and landscaping in order to reduce the threat of vandalism and property damage. 

C) Air Quality: That during the const(uction phase of this complex, that adequate 

measures and safeguards be taken to ensure that dust and other particulate matter 
is not released into the air. The Ewa side of the LCC campus, closest in proximity to 
the complex, contains our Native Hawaiian plant collection, automotive instructional 

facility, and an indoor/outdoor daycare facility. Air quality is of utmost importance. 
The campus requests that frequent air sampling tests be conducted during the 

construction phase of the complex. 

2. LCC Transit Station  
The HHCTcp plan includes the construction of a rail transit station on the Ewa side of 

the ICC campus. This is not a park-and-ride station/stop. The rail line would enter the 

LCC campus from the Ewa side of the property line, cross the LCC Ewa service road, and 
stop at the transit station situated on a parking lot that is home to four (4) portable 
buildings. These buildings are currently in use by the LCC Office of Continuing Education 
and Workforce Development (OCEWD —3 buildings) and the University of Hawaii-West 
Oahu's (1.111W0) Center for Labor, Education, and Research (CLEAR 1 building), The rail 
line would then continue on a Koko Head direction, across an LCC parking lot, then 

crossing Ala Ike before traversing the H1(Farrington/Kamehameha highways. In order 

to construct the transit station, the C&C would have to acquire 3.94- acres of land from 

LCC and the UH. The transit station platforms would be approximately 300 feet in 

length. 

Campus concerns regarding the transit station Include the following: 

a) LCC Portable Buildings: The three (3) oCEWD portable buildings comprise 

approximately 5,500 gross square feet of space. These buildings house the LCC 

continuing education and workforce development administration, instruction, and 

support facilities. This community and public service program serves more than 
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3,800 students during the year through their various academic, workforce, and 

personal enrichment programs. Elimination of these buildings would require that 

suitable facilities are provided on the LCC campus in order to continue uninterrupted 
offerings of credit and non-credit programs to our students. This is also a revenue 

generating unit of LCC and as such closure or elimination of any program due to lack 

of adequate space or facilities has a direct impact on the campus operating budget. 

b) UHWO Portable Building: The other displaced portable building is related to the 
UHWO's Center for Labor, Education, and Research. LCC will defer all DEIS 

comments related to the impact of the transit station on this facility to the UHWO 
administration. 

c) Programmatic Impacts: Elimination of the parking lot near the OCEWD building 

complex will also eliminate the LCC motorcycle range lot and the forklift training 

site. This has a direct impact on the campus' ability to deliver these programs and 

services. Replacement facilities for these two programs are necessary. Without 
replacement facilities, the campus stands to lose its largest non-credit revenue 

generating program and will be required to terminate employment of instructors. 

d) Parking Impacts: According to the preliminary 1-(1-ICTCP plans, the LCC campus would 
lose up to 180 parking stalls. This problem is even more profound given the fact that 
enrollment at LCC is at record levels. On-campus parking solutions must be found, 

especially during the construction phase of the project and up until the time that the 
rail system is actually operational. Replacement of the lost parking stalls can be 

mitigated by constructing a paved parking area in the overflow parking area on the 
makai side, or lower campus, area. Service road improvements would also be 
required. 

e) Roadway impacts: The rail line will cross Ala Ike and the Ewa service road as trains 
enter/exit the campus boundaries. These roadways provide the only access to the 
lower campus facilities and services. It is critical that during the construction phase 

of the rail station, that access to the lower campus, either by these roadways or a 

campus-approved alternative, be maintained. Lower campus access is required for; 

daycare drop-off/pick-up services, emergency/medical vehicular access, contractor 

and building maintenance, observatory facilities, food service and bookstore 

deliveries, automotive instructional facility, nursing program facilities, the 
recreational court complex, and overflow parking. 

I) Security impacts: Since the LCC transit station is not associated with a park-and-ride 

lot, then riders who utilize the LCC stop will likely be members of the LCC 
community...either students, faculty, staff, or the public at large attending a special 
event, theatrical performance, or other like service or program. Insomuch that 

these services and programs are offered during set periods of the day, LCC will 

request that the transit stops be adjusted to coincide with the classes and activity 

schedule of the campus. it is requested that the transit station operational hours be 
restructured so that riders are not permitted to board or depart the rail line at LCC 
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during the non-class or non-activity times. This will certainly assist with potential 
security, vandalism, and property damage issues to the campus, the vehicle and 
maintenance storage facility, and the local neighborhood residents. 

Transit Station ingress/E,gress: Access to the station platforms will be via a station 
plaza and entrance ramp System of approximately va in length that would connect 
to the existing promenade walkway facing the mauka side of the Math and Science 
building. A rail system ticketing office Is also planned at the entrance to the station. 
To ensure safe pedestrian Oncluding ADA-related accommodations) access to/from 
the station, it is requested that the station walkways extend and connect to the 
existing LCC pedestrian corridors and walkways. It is not clearly evident from the 
preliminary plans or the DEIS that the two walkway systems are connected. 
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Memorandum 

January 28, 2009 

TO: 	Brian lvlineal 
Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 
University of Hawai`i System 

THRU: 	Brian Furuto 
Executive XsWiatitto the Chancellor 
Honolulu Community College 

FROM: 	1116011w! Rota 
Interim Chancellor 
Honolulu Community °liege 

SUBJECT: HCC Comments on the Proposed Honolulu High Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Below please find Honolulu Community College's (Req corm:news on the 
aforementioned Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). These comments 
represent an abstract of comments provided to me by the KC faculty and staff: As the 
process moves forward and project details are made clear, we plan to request further input 
from Hee stakeholders, including our students. 

It is important to note that the Eapalama Station, which will be located an land currently 
owned by the University of Hawari-HCC, is only one of five stations included in all 
variations of the rapid transit system plan. With a development of this magnitude it is 
essential ibr us to be informed and involved in all phases of the planning and construdiou. 
In prior projects led by the City and County of Honolulu we have found that we are Mien 
times either not informed appropriately, and forced to make East minute accommodations 
for the project, or involved enough to ensure that the campus continues to operate as 
seamlessly as possible and that the project can be efficieolly and effectively completed. 

In summary, the DEIS proposes the following: 
a The Kapalama rail station will be located at the corner of Dillingham Boulevard 

and Kokea Street. 
• The rail system will travel along the entire length of the HCC's Main campus 

along Dillingham Boulevard. 

574 Oiltipshatti $ovStoor6 HOootello, liawail M17-4 598 
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Below please find Honolulu Community College's (WC) wneems: 

liggageLd.lefga: The areas in and around the Main KC campus, particularly along 
Kokea Street and the Kapalama Canal, are congested and hazardous for parkers, walkers. 
and drivers. The project will undoubtedly increase hazardous conditions, due to the 
higher volume of tommuters and vehicles. It is unclear in the proposal whether 
sidewalks, road widening, or other safety measures are going to be implemented in 
parallel to the rag project to ensure the safety of our students, employees, and the general 
public. Liability will become an increasing concern as volume grows after the initial 
opening of the Kapalama Station, 

Primameamons Entrance an4 Parking:  As noted above, parking along Koke:a Street is 
at a premium. The proposed location for the Kapalama Station is immediately adjacent to 
the primary entrance and parking lot, Lot I (see Attachment A), for students, faculty and 
staff it can be assumed that unauthorized vehicles will enter the campus through the 
Kokea Street entrance and park in Lot I. The campus is not prepared from a funding or 
planning perspective to relocate the entrance or parking and given the fiscal condition of 
the State it is doubtful that we will receive such funding. It is unclear in the proposal 
whether funding from the project will be allocated for traffic abatement or the relocation 
of the entrance and parking lot. Again, liability will become an increasing concern as 
rider volume grows. 

Ina: Although the ultimate goal for the rail project is to decrease traffic congestion, in 
the current configuration, the roads (Dillingham Blvd, Koken St., and Kohou St) will 
become even more congested. The intersections of Kokea Street and Kohou Street on 
Dillingham Boulevard are extremely congested during peak traffic hours. The DEIS does 
not include information on whether the support stnrcture will impact the existing lanes and 
alleviate traffic at these intersections. The intersection of Alakawn Street and Dillingham 
Boulevard is also a high traffic area throughout the entire day (due to Costco, Home 
Depot, and Best Buy) and details on how the traffic wilt be managed for the left-turning 
lanes and the support columns should be addressed. 

fwairs_gceEt&Afid cap_ge. ae- HCC has one of the only remaining large, vacant, and 
developable parcels in the Keilithi-Palama area. The Campus' long term plans for the 
former City and County of Honolulu incinerator lot are to construct a Science and 
Technology Building to accommodate growing slate workforce needs in STEM related 
fields. In 2006 the Legislature appropriated planning money that has not yet been released 
by the Department of Budget and Finance. Until we begin construction, the lot is being 
used for parking. A project of this magnitude will need space for a baseyard during 
construction and, once construction is completed, rail maintenance. Our concern is that 
we may lose this lot. 
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Infraftructtere gnif But/dings:  ft is unclear in the current proposal whether buildings, 
particularly the portables (Buildings 71A-D) at the corner of the Kokea and Dillingham, 
will have to be moved or demolished to aceommodate construction of the Kapalama 
Station or the mil system itself. In addition, the simulation of Dillingham Boulevard on 
Page 4-76, Figure 4-28 shows the removal of power lines. It is assumed that as part of the 
construction of the elevated guideway, the power line will be placed undergrotuad along 
the new right-of-way for Dillingham Boulevard, but because of the current configuration 
of buildings and roads we are unsure how this portion of the project can be completed 
without major interruptions to campus operations. 

ffoles Ntrise o.s a result of the trains so close to the campus will be an issue. At rail 
transit presentation given to the FICC constituency M October 2008, it was stressed that 
the train will make less noise than a city bus. However, this is misleading because train 
noise won't be heard in a vacuum and will not replace bus noise: rather it will add to the 
current level of bus and traffic noise. Furthermore, it can be assumed that traffic volume 
of large vehicles, such as The Bus, will increase in frequency and volume due to the 
Kapalama Station and new business development along the train route. This will simply 
compound train noise. 

Eiwironment:  There are True Kornai Trees located along the south side of Dillingham 
Boulevard. The DEIS shows that these trees will he removed. We strongly recommend 
that these historic trees be preserved and transplanted somewhere on the HCC Main 
campus. 

If there are any questions, please contact me at 845-9187. 
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DATE: 	January 2, 2009 

FROM: 	University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Office of the Vice Chancellor 

Response to: 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Dated November 2008 

Continents:  
The following comments arc supplied by the University of Hawaii at Manoa (1.11-11vI) administration, 
We believe that these comments not only represent the opinion of the UHM administration but that 
they also reflect twirl/ of the UHM campus community's opinions on the transit topic. 

Overall the UHM administration is in favor of establishing a high-capacity transit system that would 
serve the needs of the UHM and other UH campuses as well as the larger Oahu community. We 
believe that if done properly, this system could provide needed travel options. help to alleviate the 
growing traffic congestion and encourage transit oriented corn.munity development while supporting 
future growth, new development opportunities and connectivity for university campuses. While 
there is general support and agreement for the concept of the high-capacity transit system, bow the 
system is designed and integrated into the community and that it integrally support the university's 
needs, are of specific concern, Furthermore, this Draft EIS does not, specifically or in detail, 
address the 	UHM leg of the project, the comments herein will be particulary focused on 
that portion of the proposed transit system. 

Mmting UHK.s Primary Needs:  
The University of Hawaii Manoa campus has an enrollment of 21,000 students and 6,000 faculty 
and staff. LIHM is largely a commuter campus. There is a noticeable difference to Honolulu's 
traffic when UH is not in session. The existing commuter condition puts street parking pressure on 
the surrounding neighborhoods and causes the campus to create more parking facilities. Having 
viable transportation options to the single occupant vehicle will help to alleviate the ongoing tension 
with the neighbors for parking and allow the limited campus space to be used in support of higher 
education programs rather than parking. In addition, a viable high-capacity transit system could 
support future growth at the university and not constrain that growth with the need to increase on-
campus parking infrastructure. It is critically important for this transit system to serve inter-campus 
connectivity as major portions of the Ull program expand to locations such as West Oahu and 
Kakaako. The core high-capacity line is important but to successfully serve the UH popluation's 
needs an effective feeder system of buses must be in place to suppon travel to and from the trains, 

The Manoa campus is a center for athletic, artistic and academic events. Tens of thousands of 
people arrive for a single campus event. Traffic congestion is a deterrent for increased participation 
for these events. A. properly integrated transit system should support greater community access 
and participation in these events. 
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It is of primary importance to the university that any ttansit system that interfaces with the campus 
provide a safe transportation mode for our students- in the stations and on the trains. Transit 
connections with the university should not compromise the safety and security of campus life and 
operations. The system should bring added economic value to the campus and surrounding 
community and it should not have detrimental visual or environmental impacts. 

aesimilEas.S;0 
A high-capacity transit system should enhance housing and n-ansportation options for UH students, 
faculty. staff and the Community. The transit line must not overwhelm or bifurcate the community 
but Create economic vitality with improved livability and property values. 

The 	area is overdue for revitalization. The UEIM administration is very interested in 
engaging Kameharneha Schools (KS), other property owners and the community, the City and 
County and other stakeholders to discuss the mutually beneficial opportunities for the 
redevelopment of the 	area. 

Kainthameha Schools has major property leases terminating in that area currently and over the next 
five years. UHM is considering new housing and commercial opportunities in the area, KS, and 
other property owners, are interested in improving the value of their holdings, the community 
wants safety, affordability, livability and it fears displacement. This impending redevelopment 
should not proceed in a piecemeal fashion. Any changes will effect the economy and character of 
the neighborhood. Issues of density, housing, commerce, zoning, infrastructure, and transportation 
will be fundamental considerations in the redevelopment of the area. hi Table 2-3, Committed 
Congestion Relief Projects of 	draft EIS, indicates that the University Avenue H.1 on and off 
ramps will be modified. These modifications, community planning and especially the introduction 
of the transit line mast be considered holistically if the university/ 	community will be 
integrated and invigorated and if this leg of the transit line is going to be useful and beneficial. It is 
critical that the City and County become engaged, in the immediate future, with UH, KS, the 
community and other stakeholders in planning the redevelopment of this community with the transit 
integration. FS the City and County does not soon engage with these stakeholders, the 
redevelopment will proceed as needed and it will be much more difficult to include the transit line 
through the newly redeveloped community in the future. 
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Potential Vis_ual,Effects:.  
fneluded are images including a simulation and drawing of the University leg of the transit line. 
(Figures 1-3) These images do not show the further impact of the station. These images indicate that 
the design of the line is not integrated into the fabric of the community. 

Figure 1- Existing Condition- University Ave and King Street — 
Looking Mauka up University Ave. 

Figure 2- Transit Line Simulation- University Ave and King Street — 
Looking Mauka up University Ave. 
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Figure 3- Elevation of Buildings with Transit line. 
Corner of University Ave and King Street 

In Section 4.18.2 Indirect Effects-, on page 4-170 Neighborhoods, there is a statement, "... if- I 
Freeway, have affected neighborhoods by cutting through and separating communities in the 11 rban 
area and changing the character of communities. however effects as extensive as those caused by 
the construction of a new freeway would not occur". Although the transit line impacts along 
University Ave may not be as extensive as those caused by H-1 they are substantial, they have a 
high visual impact and they have, once again, the potential of negatively and h-reversibly changing 
the character of the Mord i' IU community as H-1 once did. The H-i overpass has also had a 
detrimental impact, in bifurcating the uni varsity/ 	community connection for the last forty 
years. This should not happen again. This is the time to look at the needs and aspirations of all 
parties, to once again make 	whole and to comprehensively plan for the beneficial 
integration of transit into the Ivfoi' ili'lli / UH community. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wwvv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299177R 

Mr. Brian K. Minaai, Associate Vice President 
Capital Improvements 
University of Hawaii 
Biomedical Sciences B-102 
1960 East West Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Minaai: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility. A portion of a possible second access 
road will be built to provide access to the proposed maintenance and storage facility adjacent to 
Leeward Community College. A connection to the public street system makai of Waipahu High 
School would need to be completed by another entity and is not a component of the Project. 

Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS describes the detailed traffic analysis that was conducted 
to determine the traffic effects of a maintenance and storage facility. The study found that 
63 trips will be generated by vehicles using the facility during each a.m. and p.m. peak period. 
The traffic analysis concluded that these vehicle trips will not affect nearby intersections, 
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Mr. Brian K. Minaai 
Page 2 

Addendum 02 to the Transportation Technical Report (RTD 2009i) provides further discussions 
regarding the traffic analysis conducted for the Project. 

a) As stated in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, there will be lighting associated with park-
and-ride facilities, stations, the maintenance and storage facility, and trains, which include 
interior and safety lighting for the stations and interior lighting and headlights on the trains. For 
most of the alignment, light and glare associated with the guideway will generally be located in 
existing roadway rights-of-way, which currently produce transportation-related light and glare. 
Furthermore, the light intensity from trains is expected to be comparable to or less than existing 
buildings and vehicles along the alignment. Mitigation measures, such as shielding exterior 
lighting, will be included with the Project to minimize visual effects. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help 
minimize visual effects of the Project. This list includes exterior lighting standards. The Project 
will work with Leeward Community College (LCC) to minimize the undesirable effects of lighting 
on campus activities, including the observatory. As stated in Section 4.17.2 of the Final EIS, the 
design of the maintenance and storage facility will pursue Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Certification. This involves the incorporation of proven 
sustainable materials, methods, and technologies into its facility design to increase life -cycle 
value, including reduction of energy and resource use, and to enhance the health and comfort of 
employees and visitors. LEED is a performance-oriented system where credits are earned for 
satisfying criteria related to specific environmental impacts inherent in the design, construction, 
and operation, and maintenance of buildings. 

b) The maintenance and storage facility will be fenced and secured, and will be staffed 
24 hours a day. 

c) All State and Local regulations for dust control and other air quality emission reduction 
controls will be followed. Where possible, if there are special requirements beyond emission 
controls during construction, the Project will work with LCC to identify sensitive receptors and 
minimize exposure. 

2. LCC Transit Station 

a. DTS will relocate and/or replace LCC buildings that are impacted by the Project. 

b. The information regarding the portable building related to the University of Hawaii at 
West Oahu (UH West Oahu) s Center for Labor, Education, and Research is noted. The Project 
will respond to questions received from UH West Oahu's administration. 

c. Training facilities in the LCC parking area will be relocated, if necessary, for 
construction and operation of project facilities at that location. 

d. Project staff has been coordinating with representatives from LCC regarding parking. 
A new permanent parking lot will be constructed in the lower campus area as requested, prior to 
construction of the station. 

AR00001216 



Mr. Brian K. Minaai 
Page 3 

e. Project staff has been coordinating with representatives from LCC regarding the 
access road. A new permanent access road will be constructed that will connect to the lower 
campus area as requested, prior to construction of the station. Coordination with LCC and other 
affected members of the community will continue throughout construction of the Project. 

f. DTS will work with LCC to determine if it is practicable to restrict hours of operation at 
the Leeward Community College Station to times when service is needed by the LCC 
community. It will not be possible to adjust hours of operation on a day-by-day basis. 

g. As indicated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, access to stations will be enhanced to 
accommodate all appropriate modes, including bicyclists and pedestrians. The Leeward 
Community College Station entrance will connect to existing sidewalks or walkways wherever 
such opportunities are present. Project sidewalks and walkways will conform to Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

Honolulu Community College 

Health and Safety— Stations will conform to applicable ADA and State requirements 
related to accessibility. DTS will work with State and City agencies to encourage the 
development of safe pedestrian and bicycle routes near stations. 

Primary Campus Entrance and Parking — As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS, 
stations with the highest estimated demand for spillover parking are at West Loch, Pearlridge, 
Iwilei, and Ala Moana Center. The Final EIS also notes that actual spillover parking at stations 
will be influenced by such factors as availability of parking, changing conditions that will affect 
actual access to stations, and future development in station areas. In Section 3.4.7 of the Final 
EIS, potential mitigation approaches are identified for parking effects, including spillover parking. 
As noted in that section, the approaches to mitigating effects of spillover parking will be unique 
to each station area. The City will conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking 
demand near stations and implement one or more mitigation strategies as needed. The specific 
mitigation strategies and the schedule for implementation will be determined as the stations are 
opened. 

Traffic — As shown in Table 3-21 in the Final EIS, additional right-of-way will be acquired 
along Dillingham Boulevard between Kaaahi to King Streets to provide space for columns in the 
median. The existing number of travel lanes (two in each direction) and left-turn lanes at 
intersections along Dillingham Boulevard, including Kokea, Kohou, and Alakawa Streets, will be 
retained. 

Future Growth and Capacity— Dillingham Boulevard will require widening to the makai 
side. Additional right-of-way will be required to relocate the sidewalk farther makai and al/ow for 
the widening. This widening will not affect Honolulu Community College (HCC) on the mauka 
side of the street. A small portion of land at the mauka Koko Head corner of Kokea Street will be 
required for a station entrance. The City will work with HCC to minimize impacts to existing 
operations or access. 
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The decision regarding temporary construction yards is typically made by the 
construction contractor based on what works best for them. The contractor could approach HCC 
about the use of the available lot when that part of the Project begins construction. The Project 
has no plans to use that lot permanently. 

Infrastructure and Buildings— In general, any operating facilities affected by the Project 
will be acquired or replaced. However, the Project does not plan to move or demolish 
Buildings 71A-D. The power lines may be placed below grade, but that has not been decided. 
To the extent possible, construction efforts will minimize the effect on adjacent homes, 
businesses, and other facilities, although there will be activity in the area that may have 
undesirable short-term effects. A Maintenance of Traffic Plan with detailed information about the 
Project's construction program and its immediate effects will be developed to provide assistance 
in negotiating the construction period. 

Noise — As noted in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS, there are no noise impacts predicted 
for HCC. The number of buses on Dillingham Boulevard will decrease with the Project as more 
trips are made by train. 

Environment Street trees along the alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the 
Final EIS. Effects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting new 
ones, where possible. Other possible mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.15.3 of 
the Final EIS. 

Office of the Vice Chancellor 

Meeting the University of Hawaii at Manoa's (UH Manoa's) Primary Needs— As indicated 
in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS, the purpose of the Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit 
in the transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH Manoa. The Project described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS will serve the corridor between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. 
Communities in East Honolulu will still benefit with the added bus service that will be provided to 
the Ala Moana Station. Future bus routes with the Project are shown in Appendix D of the Final 
EIS. 

The Project is working with the Honolulu Police Department to develop a safety and 
security plan to minimize crime and vandalism on the guideway or at stations. Security will be 
provided in the form of surveillance cameras, lighting, fencing, barriers, on-site personnel, or 
other means. 

Meeting UH Manoa's Secondary Needs — The comment about planning the area near 
the university holistically is noted. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana 
Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The 
future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa are discussed 
in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future 
extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is 
only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. For this Project, because 
the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the 
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Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis 
of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the 
proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for 
implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

The extension of the Project to the University is only noted as in Section 4.19 in the 
Cumulative and Indirect Effects of the Final EIS, but any planning for the Moiliili area should 
include the future guideway. 

The present Project terminates at Ala Moana Center. The images referenced in the 
comment do not accurately represent the Project. No detailed engineering has been completed 
on the University extension, and no details have been developed from which to develop 
accurate simulations. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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UNIVERSITY OF HAINAI'l AT MANOA 

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineeting 
2540 Dole Street, Holmes Halt 383, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822-2382 
Telephone: (808) 956-7550, Facsimile: (808) 956-5014 

February 4, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
	

Mr. Wayne Yioshioka 
Director, Department of nansportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 

FROM: 	Perms ft Prevedouros, Ph.D. 
Professor 

SUI33ECT: Comments on Rail Transit Draft EIS 

My review was based upon the DEIS section 4F dated November 2008 and particularly of 
chapter three on transportation impacts. However, most of my comments refer to the 
supplementary report "Transportation Technical Report, Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project, Prepared for: City end County of Honolulu, 417 pp, August 15, 2008" which 
includes much more detailed analyses and explanations on the traffic and transportation analyses 
that were the foundation of the results presented in the DEIS. Italics and quotes refer to direct 
passages from the subject DEIS and accompanying documentation. 

(I) Traffic Analysis Methodology 
Level-ofService: The Synchro 6. 0 soflware suite (Synchro) was usetlfbr intersectkm analysis. 
Synchro applied the Heill Operational Analysis methodology and intersection input data to 
estimate control delay at each study intersection. 

This traffic analysis method is not suitable for saturated conditions, and is not suitable for 
corridor and regional studies. HCM mentions these limitations. A Itnost all traffic elements 
along this corridor arc ovcrsaturated, thus FICM methodologies do not apply (unless the wrong 
data are used and degrees of saturation are low.) Either way the output is wrong or misleading. 

(2) Peak Hour Screenline Level-of-Service Methodology 
To measure and describe the local roadway network's operational status, an LOS grading 
system was developed to describe a fitcility's operation, ranging from LOS 4 (free-flow traffic 
conditions with little or no delay) to LOS P (over-saturated conditions where traffic flows exceed 
design capacity, resulting in long queues and delays). The operation of the roadway segments 
was calculated by comparing traffic volumes on roadway facilities to the saturated volume LOS 
thresholds for each individual facility, The LOS is reported far each individual screenline 

then weighted by traffic vohanes to report overall operating conditions across each 
screenline 
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This is an ad hoc method that is not a national standard. It is entirely inappropriate to use the 
Highway Capacity Manual's LOS measure without using the 1-1CM methodology. The HCM 
LOS for free.way scrcenlines is based on density and speed not on volume-to-capacity ratio. 
ikirtheamore., the volume to capacity "method" in the DEIS was applied wrongly in the 
Alternatives Analysis. The table on the top half of page 3, in which all black cells are the 
reviewer's corrections, shows that general purpose traffic was estimated to be 31% above 
capacity (estimate of L31) but by their numbers, the correct estimate is 62.5% over capacity 
(estimate of 1.625.) Capacities are not revealed everywhere in the DEN, so the reviewer cannot 
check the same calculations in the DEN. 

(3) RI r eel's ts 
Neither the DBEDT (provider of some of the base forecasts), nor the City nor their consultants 
understand that most growth phenomena in a metropolitan area concerning city expansion and 
their traffic follow an 5-curve depicted by many years of existence as a village, transitioning to a 
city, several years of growth into a metropolitan area followed by a very long period of maturity 
with small growth (and decrease) periods. this study erroneously assumes a large future growth 
for west Oahu anti nightmare traffic scenarios whereas Calm's population, development and 
tourist attraction have ended their sharp growth mid have entered their mature level with a kit of 
negative bumps along the way. For example, DBEDT Data Book Table L06, Honolulu 
population in 2006 was 906,715 and it dropped to 905,601 in 2007 which was before the sharp 
economic downturn of late 2008 which is expected to last till 201i. 

As shown in the figure on page 3, if S-shape forecasts were used, then the unrealistic demand 
levels shown in the Alternatives Analysis (AA) would never had appeared. However, something 
inexplicable happened between AA and DES: Screenline demands have been reduced by 28% 
without any explanation. As shown in the table on page 3, demands in the 2008 DEIS are lower 
by 28% for year 2030 compared to what they were in the 2006 Alternatives Analysis. 

Such a discrepancy (28%) in demand produced by the OMPO forecasting model is highly 
suspect. Qualified alternatives such as "ISM and Managed Lanus were dismissed based on high 
demand figures in the AA which were subsequently modified in the DEIS. A supplemental 
DEIS is needed to evaluate qualified alternatives with the reduced cletnaod forecasts. 

(4) Localized Traffic Analysis at and near Stations 
However, the nature of the system 's operation is such Mat traffic could increase at localized 

levels, thereby requiring jitrther analyst's. These reasons include the Jallowitw fitetom [bullet list 
omitted] 

While a number of good reasons are listed for induced and circulating traffic around stations 
(how were taxis accounted for?), the analysis is localized and the impacts of these trips on the 
whole are not assessed, therefore, the DEIS models produce underestimates of vehicular vh4T, 
vehicle hours, pollution and regional congestion for the Rail scenario. 

In general, this is a piecemeal analysis that is not appropriate for a project of this magnitude and 
with such pervasive construction and bus routing impacts. 

2 
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total HOV froffic 

9,500 12,170 
3,540 
1,460 
1,290 
2,350 

1.201 
0.063 
0.768 
0.729 
0.681 

1,900 
1,900 
1,700 
3,450 

/4 650 15,810 1.01/ 
3,000 3 300 0.82 

10910 

Iro:y•VAf C.no 	 r.mart Pri r.-rt 	 P e.elpme nr 0, 10. loof, 

Figure 3-1: Historic Trends In Population, Vehicle Ownership, 
and Vehicle Miles Traveled for O'shu 
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(5) DEB Does not Assess the Impacts of the Project as Defined to the Public 
As described in the Draft EIS, the Locally Preferred Alternative, called the "Full Project," is an 
approximate 30-mile corridor from Kapok/ to the University of Hawaii al Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki. However, currently available funding source.s are not sufficient to 'Lind 
the Full Project. The.refbre, thefocus of 	Dre EIS is on the "First Project," a fundable 
approximately 20-mile section between East Kapolei and Ala ilifoana Center. The First Project is 
identified as "the Project" fhr the purmse of the Draft MS. 

This is a hugely critical simplification and it mast be rectified with a Supplemental DE/S. The 
DEIS should have included both the full project and the 20 mile minimum operating segment or 
fundable project or whatever the City wishes to call it The people's understanding is that the 
rail system is Kapolei to UPI with service to Waikiki. The routes beyond the Ala Moana Center 
are necessary to be assessed in the DEtS. We do not ask the city to assess its mayor's 
ohtliseations of future rail service from Hawaii Kai to Waianae, but the proposal always has been 
Kapolei to UR 

A Supplemental DE1S is required to assess the impacts for the whole corridor. It is not possible 
to begin the system, finish it to Ala Moana Center, and when it comes time to expand it, the 
expansion impacts are such that preclude any expansion. 

(6) No Build Assessment of ORTP 2030 Congestion Relief Projects 
Page 3-16: "Even with .33 billion in roadway improvements under the No Build Alternative, 
traffic delay in 2030 would inuease by 44% 11 . 

If one was to correctly model all the committed congestion relief projects in ORTP 2030 (Table 
2-3) and combine them with a the fact that Oahu population has been stagnant or falling (and 
bound to further fall due to poor economy and housing unoffordability), the highway congestion 
in 2030 could be improve by at least 15%. 

For example, the PM zipper alone will carry about 1,500 vph through the Kalauao sercenline 
withl or more people in them resulting in a person capacity o14,500 going west. These are 
people removed from the existing network thus providing a substantial relief. 

'Elie westbound utilization of the rail will be optimistically 6,000 people through the Kalauao 
sereenline of whom at most half will be drivers and ex-earpoolers or 3,000 people. 

The PM zipper comhined with a Nimitz flyover practically guarantee a continuous trip at 55 mph 
from Iwilei to Waikele to Kapolei. 'l'his commute is half as long in duration as that by rail. 

Therefore, the PM zipper alone that carries more persons than rail can be more beneficial that 
rail. However, the DEIS tries to convince us that major traffic congestion relief projects will 
yield "peanuts" whereas the rail with its inferior speed and 15+ stops to Kapolei will yield 
superior travel time savings and traffic congestion improvements. 
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Part of the reason is likely that planning models are insensitive to bottlenecks and only provide 
rough estimates based on some assumed values of capacity. Until this author secs proof of use of 
a regional microsimulation traffic model assessing the impacts without and with correctly 
modeled OM 2030 projects, he asserts that the analysis method was inappropriate and largely 
incapable in assessing the benefit of the projects in Table 2-3 ache DES, 

(7) TO!) Potential Not Assessed 
A final observation is that people may not realize the unintended consequences around some 
stations, particularly if they buy property in one of the city's Transit Oriented Developinent 
plans. For example, in the Pearl Highlands station, according to the DEIS estimates, over 1,700 
vehicles in a day will come to park and take the rail, 300 vehicles will drop off passengers and 
over 300 buses will drop off and pick up over 8,000 transfer passengers. That's a lot of traffic, 
and that's station-only related traffic concentrate of the rush hours and this traffic will be on top 
of all the (heavy) regular traffic in the area. 

The question then is... What's the impact of station generated traffic, noise and pollution to TOD 
potential and ToD plans? Where is the discussion and assessment? 

(8) Over the 	Freeway at University Avenue? 
This author clearly recalls 
incumbent mayor 
Hanneman's beating of 
political opponent Ann 
Kobayashi for her 
complaining about the rail 
guideway going over the 1-f-I 
freeway OD its way to the 
ER-I-Mai/0a campus, Both 
City and Hannemann 
vigorously and rudely 
disclaimed this in the 
September to November 
2008 time frame but then the 
City presents this image on 
the official wehsite as of 
February 4, 2009. the proposed rail clearly overflies the freeway! 

(9) Two Stations at Ala Mowna Center? 
The Ala ivloana Center station arrangement is a 
mystery. In the 20 milc plan, the station is 
approximately at the 3 cd  floor level. In the 30 mile 
plan the station is approximately at the 6 a' floor 
level. What is the exact plan for the Ala Moana 
Station and how can the guideway expand past the 
Ala Moana Center given the density, and height of 
buildings along Kona Street and Atkinson Drive? 'Wool. .14,0.1.7 ...,[01•Vrr lAkkin CIAMODAM:al 

4.4,••• ■ 
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This author suspects that roughly half a billion dollars would need to he expended to reconfigure 
(that is, to demolish and reconstruct) the guideway alignment between Pensacola Street and 
Atkinson Drive, including the demolition of the 3' 1  floor station and the creation of a 6 th  floor 
station, if rail has any hope in reaching UH-Manoa or Waikiki via Kona Street. 

(10) Why the Double Track 
by Aloha Stadium? 
There is rto explanation for this 
particularly wide double 
tracking by Aloha Stadium, 
What's the purpose, why has it 
not presented in detail and 
what is the cost out? 

(1.I) OMPO Never Rejected 
peurl Harbor Tunnel as 
Claimed in Table 2-2 
The DEIS is wrong in claiming that OMPO rejected the Pearl Harbor Tunnel. The tJH 
Congestion Study found that this alternative has substantial traffic benefits at a cost comparable 
to rail's. There has been no substantiation to the tunnels alleged costs between seven and 11 
billion dollars. Viable projects should not be excluded through unprofessional conduct. 

(12) Federal Funding 
The Prpjeci's caskilow analysis, which is presented in Section 64, anticipates the use of Local funds for 
the first construction phase and a conibinatkm of Local and Federal funds for the remaining phases. 

The project must not start until the full extent Of the federal funding is known in writing as part 
of the next Transportation Act of Congress, and the project should not start until a substantial 
portion of the federal funding (erg., a portion that covers half of the cost of the first construction 
phase) has been actually released for the project. Anything else is simply reckless public policy. 

(13) DEN Base Travel Times Are Inaccurate. 
Having resided in Kapolci for a short period if 2007, I know from personal experience that the 
morning peak period travel time from Kapolei to downtown is always under 75 minutes in the 
absence of rain or any lane closure. I was startled that the DEIS uses a time of 89 minutes. 

1 took the opportunity to ask people listening to a radio program that I participate to make some 
measurements of travel time from the EH freeway on-ramp to Alakca Street in downtown i ['they 
depart Kapolei between 6 AM and 7 AM. So far / received six qualified measurements of 49, 
62, 75, 50, 62 and 59 minutes averaging at about 60 minutes. Therefore, roughly speaking the 
DEIS uses a 50% overestimate of the travel time which leads to false benefits of travel times by 
rail.  

The DEIS fails to demonstrate the root causes of traffic congestion. The same travelers reported 
these airport-to-Alakea travel times: 18, 16, 41, 11,30 and 25 minutes loran average of 23.5 
minutes (Dr.z,is uses 25 minutes). The real issue therefore is the traffic flow condition on Nimitz 
Hwy. which vary widely as these travel times show: 11, 16 or 18 minutes with good conditions, 
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25, 30 or 41 minutes with poor conditions. This makes it clear that a roughly two mile long 
Nimitz Viaduct will provide a consistent travel time from airport-to-Makea of about 6 minutes, 
reducing the peak hour trip from Kapolei to downtown from about 60 minutes to about 40 
minutes. A relatively modest investment solves a huge part of the morning commute congestion. 

Note that rail will be providing airport-to-Alakea transit travel time of about 50 minutes (It is 50 
to 54 minutes depending on the route selected. The airport route provides the longest travel time 
lbr this origin-destination pair.) 

(14) How Will the Rail Cars Co to the Rail Yard? 
The rail yard is located several miles inland with no direct access to the harbors. Yet the DEES is 
silent as to how rail cars and rail equipment will be transported there since rail cars do not fit on 
regular flatbed trucks and even if they can be accommodated by length and by weight on custom 
flatbeds, they do not fit by height due to the existence of several overpasses along the freeway. 
What are the logistics and costs of' this significant part of the construction? 

(15) Rail Travel Times for Political Commercials and for NEPA Documents—Why the 
Double Standard? 
The DEIS clearly specifies that Kapolei-to-downtown travel time by rail is 50 to 54 minutes. 
This travel time estimate was clearly known in August 2008. Yet in September 2008 the City 
mailed all residents (using taxpayer funds) a large eight page brochure the centerfold of which 
states that Kapolei to Ala Moana Center by rail will be 40 minutes! (For those unfamiliar with 
the alignment, the Ma Moana Center is five stations after Downtown.) 

(16) That's Inventory 
In reference to Table 3-12: 
•hel3us 2007 Vehicle 
Inventory: Why is this 
inventory taken from 
"National Transit Database, 
2007" and not directly from 
TheBus or the City? Why is 
the total passenger capacity 
not listed? 

At any given time, what 
percentage ofthese buses 
are service ready as 
opposed to in repairs or 
waiting for repairs or parts, 
or damaged and beyond repair awaiting replacement? It is my understanding that a lot of buses 
(about 20%) sit at depots during peak periods and express bus "crush loads" are artificial due to 
limited scheduling of capacity. A ease in point is the picture shown above. It was taken at 6:30 
AM on a normal weekday in 2004. The freeway is bumper-to-bumper in the town-bound 
direction, yet at least 53 buses sit at the depot, many of them articulated (which are typically 
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assigned to the express routes.) How can TheBus "burst at the seams" as a pro-rail commercial 
claimed in late 2008 when many of the buses sit empty at the depot? 

(17) Thelioat as a Threat to the Rail 
TheBoat vessel inventory in page 3-31 is wrong. It should also be mentioned that its schedule 
reliability is poor due to frequent mechanical failures and high seas. 

Since we spend the significant amount of $5 million a year on 'Mellow ., why didn't the DEIS 
estimate the productivity and congestion reduction of this alternative transportation mode? Will 
Thelloat reduce rail's ridership? 

(18) Unrealistic Fares 
To maintain consistency with the travel demand analysis, the actual 2007 average fare of $0.77 
per linked trip was assumed to grow with inflation throughout the forecast period. 

So the 1)F.1S assumed that fares are the same as TheBus, which given the cost to build and 
operate the rail, this means that trips are essentially free to users and the general public pays for 
it. How can this possibly be reconciled with the Council's desire to cover 30% out of the fare 
box? 

What kind of administrator, engineer and planner does it take to build a five billion dollar transit 
service and then charge a dollar per ride? I must have this answered so we are able to teach our 
students this "new math." 

(19) Ho'opili 
The EIS for the Ho'opili project analysis 1hr permit application was done by a consultant other 
than Parsons Brinkerhoff: It shows projected 2030 freeway traffic conditions with and without 
rail transit. There's no difference; both are level of service F. It is clear that rail or not, traffic 
conditions along the subject corridor will be terrible. So the City clearly violated the intent of 
the NEPA process to clearly inform Oahu's citizens that rail is no solution to traffic congestion. 
We all know that the City used taxpayer money to do the exact opposite. 

(20) Forecasts from the OIVIPO model 
'fficre is a long list of limitations of the OMPO model used to develop the ail-important rail 
forecasts. Here are a few: 

20.1) The model was developed in 1994 by Parsons Brinkerhoff. It is very old in terms of hoith 
architecture and data validity. It is also of interest that the same person who developed it as a 
Parsons Brinkerhoff forecaster now is an Federal Transit Agent who inspects the forecasts. 

20.2) The model has parameters for dead attractions such as the Kodac Hula Show and the Dole 
Cannery, but has not parameters for Superferry, Ko Olina, Water Adventures Park, North Shore 
and Haieiwa. 

20.3) The OMPO model is hardly a modem activity-based microsimulation platform. It is an 
old, aggregate platform with highly compartmentalized trip definitions such as 
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whjow.ney-tolfrom -work, home-based work 
wojoiu.ney-to/from -work. home-hased other 
wnjourney-to/fron7 -work, mm-based 
ww journey-loIlroin-work, work-based 
ow journey-at-work, work-based 
an j o urney -at- work, non-based 
nk not-work-related, home-based k-12 school 
ne not-work-related home-based college 
us nor-work-related, home-based shop 
no not-work-related, home-based other 
an not-work-related non-home-based 

It is also extremely cumbersome to use as use as this note tells all: Each of the eleven trip 
purposes requires a separate application of program MC So just for the weekday morning 

travel one has to run the mode choice model II times to determine if rail will have any share of 

the passengers using coefficients that were 'adjusted front other cities. Given that TheBus 

share is high compared to other cities with bus systems, I suspect that the adjustments were very 

generous in atvor of rail. The DEIS does not present or explain any of this. 

20.4) The OMPO model depends on many assumed static capacities for various facilities. This 
makes it susceptible to range errors and easy manipulations. Note that the transit factor table 
depends on congested times. It would make sense that more people would choose transit from 
Kapolei to downtown if a time of 90 minutes is used instead of the correct time o160 minutes. 

And that was done. 

Same concern applies to arterial and freeway capacity which can be arbitrarily set too high or too 

low to satisfy the objective of the analysis such as "promote rail and undercut HOT lanes." 

Theirs ft Factor Table 
To begin the travel demand process, an estimate of congested limes is required. 

Capacity 74ble 
The jOrmat of the capacity table records is as j011ows: 

7 27-31 Capacity for area type 5 (vehicles lane hour) P5.0 

3 05 1000 1050 1050 1050 1100 1150 1200 1300 

Note: The capacities on the table are vehicles per lane per hour. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. 

9 

AR00001228 



City and County of Honolulu 

June 2010 	 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Environmental Impact Statement 

AR00001229 



CITY 
CITY AND 
HON0LULu, 

OA / LI / 

COUNCIL 
OUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HAWAli 	96013-3066 

Charles K. Djon 
Councilmembor, Di$frici IV 
chair, Ineergoverninental Vain. C'ommiiree 
Phone! (808) 768 -7004 f acsimile: (80S) 70.5011 
Ero ail: ccijou@honolulu,gov 
Web: 	wcy vo.houolulu.govleounci(/c14 

December 4, 2008 

Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Departnleni of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St., 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE; DEIS Comments on the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project — 
(1) Proposed Project Phasing; and 
(2) Airport Alternative Route 

Dear Director Yoshioka: 

Thank you lbr allowing me to comment on the Honolulu lligh Capacity Transit Corridor 
, Project for the Draft Environment Impact Statement (the "DEIS"). 

respectlitily submit that two changes should he made to the DEIS. First, the proposed 
construction phasing is not optimal. The first phase of the rail system should be from Aiea to 
Downtown rather than from East Kapolei to Waipahu. Second, the current Minimum 
Operating Segment (the "MOS") for the route should go through the airport and Pearl Harbor 
area rather than Salt Lake Boulevard. 

The 'First Phase of the Rail System Should Co from Alen to Downtown 

The DEIS oontomplatcs construction of the Honolulu rail system to be built iii four phases, 
with each phase opening for operation upon completion of construction.SULe DF.IS, Fig. 2-
44). The DEIS has the first phase and operating segment going from East Kapolci to Pearl 
Highlands, with a proposed complete opening sometime at the end of 2013, The second 
phase from Peal Highlands to Aloha Stadium is not slated to open to the public until the end 
of 2016. (Sec, DEIS, p. 2-20). 

Instead of the proposed phasing contained in the DEIS, the first phase of the rail system 
should go from Aica (the Aloha Stadium stop) to Downtown Honolulu (the Aloha Tower 
stop) rather than East Kapoiei to Waipahu. 

C:13 
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• Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
December 4, 2008 
Page 2 of 3 

There will simply be insufficient ridership of any rail system to justify opening the initial 
segment of the rail from East KapoIei to Waipahu. Significantly higher ridership will be 
garnered for an Moil to Downtown phase. Garnering a high initial ridership during the first 
phase of the rail system will provide a more direct benefit to the community and more 
immediate traffic relief. Such an initial Aiea to Downtown phase can build greater 
community support, initial enthusiasm and long-term ridership for a Honolulu rail system 
than a little used Cast Kapolei to Waipahu phase. 

Furthermore, it may take over a decade to construct the entire MOS. There are numerous 
unknowns that could occur during the construction of the MOS, including a continued 
economic slowdown that jeopardizes funding or a natural disaster such us a hurricane that 
could jeopardize construction cost estimates. By constructing the first phase from A.i.ea. to 
Downtown rather than East Kapolei to Waipahu, the City will insure that even if these 
contingencies occur, the public will still have a rail syst.em that it can glean significant 
benefits from. tithe City runs out of financial resources or a natural disaster occurs, and all 
the City is able to construct is an East Kapolei to Waipahu segment, the public will have 
expended enormous public resources for a rail segment that does not make much practical 
sense. 

An initial maintenance facility can be constructed in the industrial area surrounding the 
airport for an Aim to Downtown phase. This should not be a barrier to starting construction 
of the rail in-town rather than from the West. 

In the alternative, if the City must start the construction in Leeward Oahu, the DEIS phasing 
should be altered to initiate construction at the proposed Waipahu maintenance ikility and 
progress eastward. Such a construction schedule is far more sensible than starting in East 
Kapolci where there are currently no residents or jobs. 

2. 	Airport/Pearl Harbor Route Should be Selected 

The DEIS examined three possible route configurations, one following Salt Lake Boulevard, 
one that goes to the A uport and Pearl Harbor and a third that examined both. (See, DEIS, 
p. 2-19). 

The Airport route should be the MOS. This route will yield higher ridership and is for more 
sensible given Honolulu's demographic conditions, Given Honolulu's main industry is 
tourism and its second largest industry is defense, connecting the Airport and the Pearl 
Harbor areas makes much more sense than pursuing the Salt Lake Boulevard alignment. 
Furthermore, this route was the Locally Preferred Alternative in 1992, the last time Honolulu 
embarked on the rapid transit project. 
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harksKiJou 
Honolulu City Counoilmember 
District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu 

Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
December 4, 2008 
Page 3 of 3 

Again, thank you for allowing me to provide comments on the DEIS. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me if you have any fitrther questions. Best wishes. 

CICD:frf 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290120R 

The Honorable Lee Donohue 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street, Room 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Councilmember Donohue: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your predecessor's comments regarding the 
above-referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 
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The Honorable Lee Donohue 
Page 2 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

Your predecessor's preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of 
the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the 
FTA's NEPA regulations that state the Final EIS should identify the Preferred Alternative 
(23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection is detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS and was 
based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City 
Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. Further, FTA's NEPA 
regulations for projects proposed to be funded with major capital investment funds, the level of 
detail necessarily increases between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS through preliminary 
engineering work (23 CFR 771.123 6)). 
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Very tru yours, 

The Honorable Lee Donohue 
Page 3 

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

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

APPROVED: 

fN Kirk W. Caldwell 
Managing Director 

Enclosure 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULL 
HONOLULU. HAMM! 96813-3065 / TELEPHONE 5E17 , 700( 

January 19,2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Mr. Ntlattey: 

I would like to take this time to thank you and the Federal Transit Administration (PTA) on 
behalf of the citizens of the City and County of Honolulu for your expertise and diligent 
oversight of the Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project (Rail Project). Your oversight of 
the development of our Rail Project will assure our citizens that they will be rewarded with a 
rapid transit system that is fiscally sound, and will meet the needs of the communities 
now _and in the future... without undue burden given the current economic times, and risks 
associated with the development of systems of this complexity. 

I would also like to convey to you my complete support for a rapid transit system for the City 
and County of Honolulu that will meet the needs of our citizens.. .being affordable, beneficial 
and with less financial risk associated with its development, constniction and continued 
operations and maintenance. 

In regards to my support, I have been intimately involved in the Rail Project since its 
inception with a keen interest in making sure that we follow through with meeting the 
aforementioned needs (tenets) of our citizens.. .again, being affordable, beneficial and with 
mitigated financial risk. 

In my review of the Draft Envirolunental Statement (DEIS), I have several concerns in our 
ability to meet these tenets and the _resulting financial burden that will be placed on our 
taxpayers. I have voiced my concerns through various means including several editorials (see 
attachments A, B and C) for your review. And through this letter, I would like to personally 
bring these concerns to your attention in your oversight capacity. In the end, my concerns can 
be summarized as fiscal in assuring that the citizens arc not burdened with an unaffordable 
rapid transit system. These concerns are as follows: 

1. General Excise Tax (GET) levels are down and would be expected to decline further due 
to the current economic situation we are experiencing on a global basis. In particular: 
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• GET collection over the first 20 months was $246 million. If averaged over 15 
years,. .the total would be about $2.2 billion, which falls short of the overly-
optimistic $4.1 billion in GET surcharge revenues estimated fbr in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DM) 

• According to the Presidents Budget for FY2007, stated in the Annual Report ofNew 
Starts Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2007, there are 21 other 
transportation projects ahead of Honolulu's Rail Transit Project that have applied for 
Full Funding Grant Agreements (1 7FGA). 

A failure in adequate funding would leave a heavy financial burden on the citizens of the 
City and County of Honolulu which would only result in additional taxes either through 
extensions andlor increases in the GET; increase in property taxes; and additional costs 
incurred through the issuance of bonds to fund the development of the Rail Project. 

2. The proposed change from the Salt Lake Boulevard alignment to the Airport alignment 
appears unjustified and impractical in terms of benefit and costs. For instance: 

• Costs for the airport alignment are reported to add $220 million more to the total 
price of the Rail Project, with an additional $75 million to double-deck the platform 
and guideway at the Lagoon Drive Station. This is above the much more practical and 
affordable Salt. Lake Boulevard route. 

• The 20-mile long Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) from East Kapolci to Ala 
Moan Center via Salt Lake Boulevard was approved by the Honolulu City Council 
in February 2007. Two days after the rail ballot initiative was approved in the 
November 2008 General Election, a move to switch the route from Salt Lake 
Boulevard to the airport was proposed, leaving a bitter taste in the mouths of those 
who voted for rail believing the line would run through Salt Lake Boulevard, 

• The proposed airport rail station appears to be too far from the passenger terminal, 
making it difficult, if not impractical, for visitors to use—especially with no 
connection into Waikiki. 

• The costs for operation and maintenance of the airport alignment over the Salt Lake 
Boulevard alignment would be higher and pose an additional burden to the taxpayers . , 
especially if the first segment is built from East Kapelei to Waipahu. 

The change to the Airport alignment from the Salt Lake Boulevard alignment for the near-
term does not appear to be fiscally prudent, nor does it provide the benefit to the COMM unity 
and citizens_ 

3. The Draft EIS lists the airport alignment's daily ridership as 95,310, compared to a 
ridership of 87,570 by 2030 for Salt. Lake Boulevard, The Salt Lake community questions 
this disparity, particularly since the D Els does not explain how these numbers were 
determined. 

am submitting a copy oi.stestim.ony from Ron Teller, chair of the technology selection panel 
(see ?atachment 4, in response to a series of questions during a recent committee meeting. 
Based on his comments and expertise, the Salt Lake community and myself further 

2 
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researched both the airport and Salt Lake Boulevard alignments. Here arc several of our 
findings that question the validity of the airport alignment's 95,310 ridership count: 

• Independent research conducted by a member of the Salt Lake Neighborhood Board 
shows several apparent inconsistencies in the Draft. EIS. (See attachment E) 

• There are about 7 million annual visitors to Hawaii. Seventy-one percent of those 
passengers go through the Honolulu International Airport, with the remaining 29 
percent going to the neighboring islands. 

• Asian visitors total approximately 2 million per annum, with the majority being 
Japanese. They arrive early in the morning and take buses to the hotels as part of the 
tour package. Check-in times are usually mid- to late-afternoons. 

• Of the 21 major cities that launched rail systems since the 1970's, only 7 were 
connected to the airport (see attachment F). Most of the links to airports were built 
after the rail systems were launched. This is why the airport spur should be built later 
or concurrently with a spur into Waikiki, 

• There are approximately 12,500 civilian employees with free base parking at Hickam 
and Pearl Harbor combined. Most military personnel either live on, or near, the 
bases.. with very short commute times to their workplace. 

• About 727 state and 15,000 private sector employees are at the airport. There are over 
7,000 parking stalls at the airport, including the new [,800 stall parking structure for 
employees and locals to use. 

• Oahu has a population of approximately 900,000 residents, of which 60,000— 70,000 
residents currently live along a 4-mile stretch of Salt Lake Boulevard. These reside= 
represent a solid ridership base and can generate more revenues and therefore less 
taxpayer subsidy for operation and maintenance costs. 

• In comparison, when the Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) is completed and 
operationai by 2018, the airport route's daily ridership estimate of 95,310 and transit-
oriented development (TOO) opportunities will not be fully realized until 2030, as 
projected in the MS, 

• The Salt Lake Boulevard alignment, with two proposed passenger stations, compared 
u) four for the airport route, meets the Cost Effectiveness Index (CEO. A third station 
in Mapunapuna, with a 150 acres and one owner, would further increase Salt Lake 
Boulevard's CEI and ridership level (see attachment G). 

In comparison, San Francisco international Airport (SFO) has over 34,000 workers, 6 million 
residents in Bay Area alone and approximately 16 million annual visitors, yet SFO has had 
difficulty in reaching projected daily ridership of 17,800 on the BART airport extension. 
Ridership levels are nowhere near what BART officials had hoped and the route is losing 
money. 

The above concerns strictly address the need for fiscal accountability, especially in light of 
the current economic times we are experiencing. ..globally, and the impact that this will have 
on Hawaii's =payers. It is important that we take care of our citizens first in providing them 
the most affordable and beneficial mil transit system. 
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Sincerely, 

in view of the aforementioned statements and on behalf of the citizens of the City &  
County of Honolulu, I request that the FTA, given its oversight and responsibilities in  
the development of this rapid transit system. conduct a separate ridership analysis 
independent of the current ridershipanalysis vaLidate whetherthe Air mp_LtAktimesS 
or the Salt Lake Boulevard alionment should be_preferred. Further, the community 
firmly believes that beginning the project in East Kapolei does not make sense since it 
Will do little to relieve traffic gridlock. To ensure greater ridership and reduce traffic. 
the first segment should instead beuin in Downtown and roceed towards Ka Wei. 
Therefore, this analysis should also address the stationing and proposed sequencing of 
the work  

I would also re( nest that the VIA look at the delivery app roach prL i 
segmenting the work, and consider the use of a "Master Contractor" with the 
experience and capability to undertake the responsibility in accepting in large part the 
risk associated with the integration of the rapid transit system components. And not 
allow the City and Colin of H011eitilU and our taxpayers tD deal with this risk. 

On behalf of taxpayers who will be paying for this project, as well as the many others in the 
community who voted in favor of rail in the November 2008 election believing that it would 
pass along Salt Lake Boulevard, thank you for your consideration of the above requests. I 
look forward to your favorable response to these requests so that our taxpayers can be 
assured that this project is proceeding in a fiscally-prudent and cost-effective manner. 

•-; 	 LI=1 
:N 

Please give this matter your immediate attention since it appears a resolution to qtmge tli 

	

alignment from Salt Lake Boulevard to the airport is pending before the City Comqi), whie 	Fri 
will make a final decision on January 2.8, 2009.  -- 	1-.a.• 

— C 

Rozny htl. Cacho la 
Councilmember 
District VII 

cc: Wayne Yoshioka, Department of Transportation, City and County of Honolulu 
Leslie Rogers, Regions Administrator, Region IX, Federal Transit Administration 

attachments 

4 

AR00001239 



1116, it„ Attachment A PRINTTHJS 

Another View 

Salt Lake a better choice than airport for rail route 
By Romy M. Cachola 

POSTED: 01:30 am. HST, Nov 26, 2008 

Both Honoluln dailies endorse the airport route for the 20-mile minimum operable segment of the rail project. It is ii 
everyone's best interest to caretidly consider the following facts before stepping up to support the route_ 

» Construction cost. The airport route costs $220 million more than the Salt Lake Boulevard OM route. We need 
to avoid the mistakes of other cities and analyze whether funding estimates are what taxpayers can afford. For 
example, extending Denver's FasTraoks, which was estimated in 2002 to cost $4.7 billion, now costs $7.9 billion. 
Denver officials are contemplating raising their sales tax to fund this increase. 

» Ridership levels. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement lists 95,310 daily passengers on the train by the year 
2030. This means that when the rail line is completed by 2018, ridership and transit-oriented development potential 
for the airport won't be reached for 12 more years. In comparison, you don't have to wail until 2030 with the SLI1 
route, which would go through the densely populated community of Salt Lake, where there would be a solid 
ridership from day one. 

The estimate o f 95,310 daily passengers on the airport route is questionable. There are about 12,500 civilian 
employees with free parking at Hickam and Pearl Harbor and about 727 state and 15,000 private sector employees z .  
the airport, and more than 7,000 parking stalls at the airport, including the new 1,800-stall parking structure. 

'rhea: arc all disincentives for employees at the airport, Hickam and Pearl Harbor to ride rail. 

In comparison, San Francisco International Airport has more than 34,000 workers and higher visitor arrivals than 
Honolulu, yet SFO has had difficulty reaching a daily projected ridership of only 17,800 on a BART extension. 
Since the extension opened in 2003, ridership is nowhere near what BART officials had hoped and the route is 
losing money. 

» Operation and maintenance costs. Currently, taxpayers subsidize. the ThcBus at $130 million per year. With rail, 
the O&M cost for both is estimated at more than $200 million. 

When the initial rail segment is built from East Kapolei to Wa.ipahu, who will ride it? This first segment might not 
relieve traffic since gridlock begins where H-1 and 11-2 merge. As you extend the first segment, it will still be "a 
train to nowhere." With less ridership and farebox revenues, taxpayers will pay more for O&M, which will oontinuE 
to increase until it reaches downtown. 

The above arguments are good reasons to build the first segment from downtown to East Kapolei via SLB; delay th 
airport route and give the state/city ample time to plan and build a station closer to the passenger terminal; and 
construct a Waikiki spur. 

The advantages of adding a SLB station in Nlapunapuna are: 1. the landowner is willing to donate land and help wi 
,A11,-„ 	 ,Akp+n-t-hetnen.-1-0.hoine.-ithon-I-airnor... 	4r2ot 
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station construction costs, and 2. there are better opportunities for affordable housing and transit-oriented 
deve.lopment. 

The debate between Salt Lake Boulevard and the- airport should not pit one community against the rest of the island. 
This is »ot a popularity contest but a serious pocketbook-  issue with billions of dollars at stake. 

Other than encouraging commuters to leave their cars at home, a successful rail project shouldn't bankrupt taxpayers' 
pocketbooks. Simply put, the Salt Lake Boulevard route is cheaper and better than the- airport. 

Rom),  M. Cachola represents 'District 7 (including Mapunapuna, Airport, Hickam, Pearl Harbnr, Salt Lake and 
Foster Village) on the Honolulu City Council. 

Find this article at 
http://vown_start ullatin.comieditatialsr20081126_Salt_Lake_a_better_choice_thon_aitportfor rail jOule.htmt 

r Check the box to inctede the list of links referwed in the arttclo, 

111-1- n. (A A/SA/3 i•kri 	hi ,• 	hi1i 1.v co tin Inthtn1nti 	 lo--- Salt.+1 .2 ke-s-a+ hetter-Fchoice+thairEairoOr... 1/1 41/20( 
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Attachment B 

0.ECEMBER 6, 2008 • 'HAWAII FILIPINO CHRONICLE 3 

OPEN FORUM 

Salt Lake Route Saves 
Taxpayers' Money 
By Homy M. Cachola 

roluediately following the 
General Elect ion, the 
Council proposed to 
change the route of the 
Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project from Salt Lake 
Boulevard to the airport. 

The proposal surprised many voters 
who felt that the change was improper. 

The media hinted at a political com-
promise in the selection of Salt Lake 
Boulevard for the 20-mile Minimum 
Operable Segment (MOS) of the rail 
project. The truth is, for the rail project., 
leaders in the Salt Lake community and 

have not played political games. in-
stead, we have worked very hard to jus-
tify why Salt Lake Boulevard is the 
better route for the Honolulu Rai/ Tran-
sit Project. 

Hcre are our findings: 
Airport 

The rail station is ton far away from 
the passenger terminal, making it a 

hassle to lug around suitcases. 
There is also little incentive for vis-
itors Louse rail since there is no con-
nection into Waikiki. 

• There are over 7 million annual vis-
itors to Hawaii. 71 percent of pas-
senger scats go through Honolulu 

lacniational Airport, with the re-
maining 29 percent going to the 
neighbor islands. • 

• Asian visitors, the majority of 
whom arc Japanese, total approxi-
mately 2 million. They arrive early 
in the morning and are taken via 
buses to briefings or tours before 
checking in at their hotels in the af-
ternoon. 

• Out of 21 major U.S. cities that 
launched all systems since the 
1970s, only 7 were connected to the 
airport. Most of the airport spurs 
were built after the rail systems 
were launched. 

Pearl llarborMicicam 
• There are approximately 27,000 

civilian employees combined at the 
airport, Pearl Harbor and Hick= 
with free parking on base. 

• Most militaty personnel live On base 
or within a short driving distance. 

Transit 	Oriented 	Development 

(TOD)fllousing 
• The SLB aliguneat extends through 

Mapunapnou which encompasses 
150 acres and is owned by a single 
landowner who is wiling to donate 

(can(:uora irpse 6) 
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Board-certified 
ophthalmologist 

U.S. Peace Corps Volunteaf. 
Philippines 

San Marcella% Zombales 
1988 to I OD 

Tagalog and Haan° spoken 

SPECIALIZING IN: 

•CATARACT AND LASER SURGERY 

• COMPLETE EYE CARE 

• EYEGLASSES AND CONTACT LErosEs 
• CAIA7LACT 'GLAUCOMA 'PTERYG1UNI SURGERY 

Cali (808) 678-0622 for appointments 
94-307 Farrington Highway, Suite B7a 

Vtfaipahu, HI 96797 

• L-1WAII litiArttNi (....ilitutNILA,a, • 0 L1,1.; 

OPEN FORUM (CONT..) 

from page 3, Sett i.olre..,) 
land and help build a station. Adding 

station in Mapaaaparto would in-
crease ridership for the SLR align- 2. 

meat 	and 	provide 	greater 
opportunities for afTordalate housing 
and TOO, particularly at 
1. Stadium Mall 
2. K-Mart across Stadium Mall 
3. Former Cosico site 
4. Salt Lake Shopping Center 
5.114apuniipuna 

Opel' ationfiselaintestan ce (O&M) & 
Construction Costs 

The SLE3 route is shorter and Casts 
less than the airport route. 

When completed, the initial seg-
ment from East Kapolci to Waiptthu, 
will have hiss ridership and won't 
relieve traffic gridlock. O&M costs 
and taxpayer subsidies will be more 
and will increase until the 20-mile 
M OS is completed. "[his wi II hal h.er 
burden taxpayers' pocketbooks. 

Eurthermorc ;  we should look at the 

transit experiences of other cities and 
hopefully learn from their mistakes. 
1. San Francisco's BART was extended 

to the airport in 2003 with a Pro-
jected ridership of 17,800. Cur-
rently, they are bard pressed to meet 
projections, despite having 34,000 

airport workers and higher visitor 
arrivals than lioriolidn_ 

New York's Metropolitan Trans-
portation Authority has proposed it 

23 percent fare hike for she Lona 
Island Rail Road and a 43 percent 
hike for Long Island Bus fares---a 
proposal which has angered pas-

S El gess. 

3. Denver's FasTracks transit exten-
sion, estimated in 2002 to cost it4.7 
billion, now costs S7.9 billion. Of-
ficials may raise their sales tax to 
fund this increase. 

Based on the above, we should be 
skeptical oldie projeoted 95,310 riders 

rot-  the airport route and the eNiimated 

S220 million that will be added to the 
cost of construction. Sf the numbers 
provided in the Draft Environmental 
impact Statement don't snatch, taxpay-

ers will be faced with the following ad. 
ditional funding proposals: 
• Extend this half percent 02T col- 

lection beyond the Year 2022. 

• Increase the - (ET to one percent. 
• Bortvw money by floating bonds. 

• Increase property taxes. 
• Raise fares. 

We should think first and foremost 
of the welfare or 
our taxpayers 
ad select the 

route that is less 

costly and that 
will attract locals 
who will ride the 
rail despite a had 
economy_ 

Leaders and 

residents of Sall 
Lake, aithough 
upset with the 
proposed route 
change immedi-
ately aria the 
election and the 

deletion of i130 
million for SLB 
widening, have 

done an out-
standing job in 

defending Salt 
Lake Bonlevaid 
as the better 
route. 

Joseph M. Zobian, M.D. 
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A t t achment: C 

December IA, 2008 

Reduce rail burden on Oahu's taxpayers 
ay Rainy Cerchola 

A recent article in The Honolulu Advertiser reported that general excise tax collections are down 
compared with last year's totals because of the bad economy and declining visitor arrivals. 

Funding for the City's 20-mile minimum operable segment of rail has always been a Major concern for 
roe. 

The half-percent GET collection for rail for the first 20 months was $246 million. If averaged out over 
the 15 years of collection, the total GET would be about $2.2 billion, which falls short of the overly 
optimistic $4.1 billion in GET surcharge revenues estimated in the draft environmental impact 
statement. 

The following are other reasons for concern: 

• With GET levels down, there may not be enough funds collected to build the eight-mite first 
segment from East Kapolei to Waipahtl, which I suspect may cost around $1 billion_ 

• The airport alignment, if selected instead of Salt Lake Boulevard, would add $220 million more to 
the total price tag, plus an additional $75 million to double-deck the platform and guideway at the 
Lagoon Drive station, according to the draft EIS, 

• According to the president's budget for fiscal year 2007, as stated in the Annual Report on New 
Starts Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2007, there are 21 other transportation projects 
ahead of Honolulu's rail project that have applied for full funding grant agreements. 

stated early on that we can expect one or more of the following proposals if our construction cost 
estimates are oft 

• Extend the half-percent GET collection beyond 2022, the final year of tax collection. 

• Increase the GET to 1 percent. 

• Borrow money by floating bonds. 

• Increase property taxes_ 

It seems that the administration's plan to fast-track the first segment of the project using collected 
GET funds is coupled with the notion that once construction begins there will be no stopping. This 
may explain why the administration is hinting at floating bonds sooner rather than later to make up for 
the shortage. If we are forced to borrow money, as I suspect we will he, the debt service will he an 
added strain on taxpayers. 

Instead, I strongly suggest, it at all possible, that the city fast-track its application to secure a FFGA 
with the Federal Transit Administration before starting construction_ 

The benefits of an FFGA are that it 

• Defines the project scope. 

ilttnWwww.hnnoluluadvertiser.corn/annsiohcs,d I VarticleMID—/20081216/OPINIONO3/312160314 &te... ]/14/20 
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• Establishes a firm date for project completion. 

• Provides a mechanism for designating funds for future years. 

• Leads to the devetopment of accurate cost estimates. 

• Permits the use of state and local funding for early project activities without jeopardizing future 
federal funding for those activities. 

An FFGA will result in better predictability and transparency and hopefully prevent cost overruns and 
delays of the project Also, an FFGA will give our taxpayers peace of mind and comfort in knowing 
that they won't be saddled with the burden of repaying long-term debt through borrowing. We would 
further save taxpayers money if the more affordable Salt Lake Boulevard alignment, which has a 
solid ridership base, is selected. 

The City Council and administration need to keep taxpayers best interests in mind for this multi-
billion-dollar project. A successful project is one that will not only encourage commuters to leave their 
cars at home but also won't bankrupt our taxpayers' pocketbooks, 

Romy M. Cachela is the councilman for Council District VII (Salt Lake, Halawa, Mapunapuna).He 
wrote this commentary for The Advertiser. 

■•••• 	 woody ...I 

1-oln-11www hnnolnInarivorligeT c Iminrinthihcs.611inrticle?All)=/20081216/0P IN ION0318121603148Lte... 1/14/20' 
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Attachment D 

Transportation Committee 
218.08 
9 am 

Presentation on the Evaluation and Selection Report by the Fixed Guideway Technology & 
Evaluation Panel. 

Con»cant ember Todd Apo: You meotioned a potential problem with Diliingham and the existing 
po werii nes. 

Ron Tober: That's correct, 

Apo: So it's integrating an elevated system with existing powerlines? 

Tober: I think it can be dealt with. It'll he a challenge for the engineers to come up with a way to 
do that. 

Apo: So has nothing to do with the actual system. It's just a matter of what's there already and 
how to deal with it? 

Tober: Correct. 

Apo: the Salt Lake vs. airport route----Pve been an advocate to get it back to the airport and Pearl 
Flarbor, One way is to run lines through both of them. The other thing I've thrown out before is to 
run a line through one side and take a spur to the other side. Given what you've seen from the 
commercial (airport) and residential (Salt Lake) standpoints, if we look at doing it with a single 
line and a spur, any option on which one would make the tnost sense? 

Tuber: Meaning which direction the spur should come from? 

Apo: Pm asking whether we should run a Itue through Salt Lake and take a spur through Pearl 
Harbor and the airport, or run the line through Pearl Harbor and the airport and take a spur 
through Salt Lake? 

Tober: I think the day-to-day traffic, the potential that you have on Salt Lake, is greater. The 
airport has times of the day when you have lots of people coming in and when you have some 
dead periods of time at the airport. That's tram my own personal experience. I came in yesterday 
afternoon at 5 pm and took a 5 pm bus from the airport to the hotel, Very little traffic going on at 
that point in time. So the daily ridership potential on Salt Lake is probably greater than at the 
airport. That's based in parr on my own experience in running rail transit, which we did in 
Cleveland. So the spur probably is better taken to the airport. For when you have planes coming 
in and tourists and workers out there. Probably it's better coming off of the Waikiki-Downtown-
Honolulu end of things, rather titan the Kapolei end of things. 

Apo: Let me throw out a factor that you're not aware of —the employment factor. If it was just 
the airport, I'd tend to agree with you pretty easily. But when you throw in the employment factor 
for Pearl Harbor., which is a major employer in that area, as well as the industrial area around the 
airport. We'd probably need to show you the numbers. You cap do the evaluation. The significant 
daily peak traffic worker trausportatioo Eltat's needed through there. Would that affect your 
analysis? 
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Thher: it probably would. I .  haven't had many real expereinces with Pearl and looking at that area. 
"tilm vent %Neil multi be a major factor M tams of whem 'the greatest aq-tlay ridership poirotiai 
might be, That's something that Pin not aware of right now. 

(1:52) 

* 
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Attachment E 

COMMENTS OF MARK TAYLOR ON 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
December 9. 2008 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft EIS for the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project. My name is Mark Thylor I reside in the Salt Lake neighborhood of Honolulu and served From 
1993 to n07 as an elected member of the Aliamanu-Salt Lake-Foster Village Neighborhood 13oard. 

have three cornments on the Draft EIS. 

Firsi, the opening paragraph of section 6.4.2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Project Cash Flow") states that 
both the "Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives would be financially feasible." Yet this same paragraph 
states that the Aiiport Alternative would require $1.4 billion in Federal funding, and that the l'TA "has 
not been approached to consider the Sl .4 billion for the Airport Alternative." 

Given that there is no indication that Federal funding at the 5 .4 billion level will even be considered by 
the FTA, how can the Draft EIS state conclusively that the Airport Alternative is "financially feasible"? 
Unless and until the FTA indicates in writing that it is willing to consider providing S1.4 billion, the EIS 
should state that the Airport Alternative has not been shown to be financially feasible. To do otherwise 
is misleading and invites a Fiscally imprudent policy decision on the initial transit alignment_ 

Second, Table 7-2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Effectiveness of Alternatives in Improving Corridor 
Mobility") contains figures that appear questionable, if not incorrect. 

• The table indicates that Transit Ridership in 2030 will be only I% higher for the Airport Alternative 
than for the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, it also indicates that Transit User Benefits will be 5% higher 
for the Airport Alternative than for the Salt Lake Alternative. This significant inconsistency should 
be e.ither corrected or fully explained. 

• The Airport Alternative's purported 5% advantage in Transit User Benefits equates to reduced travel 
time for all transit users of 800,000 hours per year compared to the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, the 
Draft EIS indicates the Airport rail route actually takes longer to traverse than the Salt Lake rail route. 
in fact, assuming half of projected daily rail trips in 2030 include the portion of the system between 
Aloha Stadium and Middle Street, the Airport Alternative will increase travel time for rail users by 
over 500,000 hours per yea!) . How can the Airport Alternative decrease travel time for all transit 
users by 800,000 hours per year when it increases travel time for rail transit users by 500,000 hours 
per year? Again, this significant inconsistency should be either corrected or fully explained. 

Third, Table 7-7 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Cost-effectiveness of the Build Alternatives") indicates the 
Salt Lake Alternative is more cost-effective than the Airport Alternative, but only by a small inargin. 
The figures in this table are derived by dividing the cost of the system under each build alternative by 
the number of hours of Transit User Benefits it produces. Therefore, if in fact there are any revisions to 
the Transit User l3enefits in Table 7-2 in light of the discrepancies identified above, Table 7-7 should 
also be revised to reflect the impact on the relative cost-cfrective.ness of each build alternative. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

90,000 projected daiiy trips multiplied by 'A, multiplied by mirustes toner per trip, multiplied by 365 aays per year ;  divided by 60 
,n,pges per hour. oquals 547.500 bows. 
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Ai:. Lachine/it F 

RECEIVED 

DEC 7 g 20  Ali 'OG 
Council Chair Dela Cniz and Councilmernbers, 

MY CLERK 
ULU liAWAIJ My name is Mark Taylor and I'm a say en-terr144APrIberaan past mar of the 

Aliarnanu/Salt Lake/Foster Village Neighborhood Board, I grew up in the Salt Lake 
area, graduated from Moarialua High School and have owned a home in Salt Lake for the 
past twelve years. 

As you've already heard in prior testimony, oar Neighborhood Board has voted 
unanimously in favor of building a Honolulu rail transit system with an alignment that 
includes Salt Lake Boulevard. I'm here today to help explain why. 

The purpose °frail transit is to move people. According to the City and County of 
Honolulu's online GIS system, there are about 50,000 people residing within a mile and a 
half of the Salt Lake transit station location proposed in the City Administration's 
Alternatives Analysis. In the Board's view, it would make no sense to construct a rail 
transit system that bypasses such a large concentration of potential riders (and Council 
constituents). 

The major perceived drawback of a Salt Lake Boulevard alignment is that it would 
bypass Honolulu International Airport. However, this is less of a problem than it may 
appear, for a simple rfason: air travelers carry luggage ;  and therefore are unlikely to use 
rail transit to go to and from the airport. 

Other cities have realized this. In selecting a transit alignment, the Council should be 
aware that most transit systems built in the U.S. in the past 35 years DO NOT service the 
local airport. Of the 21 major mass transit and light rail systems launched in U.S. cities 
sincc 1970, only 7 connect directly to the airport (see attached table). And for the 7 that 
do have airport connections, in all cases the airport was not served when the system 
opened. On average, the airport connection was established 7 years after the system 
began operation. 

In a couple of instances, Los Angeles and San Jose, the transit line runs fairly close to the 
airport, and there's a shuttle bus service between the closest transit station and the airport 
terminal. Such a solution could be adopted in Honolulu if the Council were to opt for a 
Salt Lake Boulevard transit alignment. 

In conclusion, I urge the Council to make rail transit available to local taxpayers living in 
Salt Lake who have to commute back and forth to work every day, rather than to tourists 
exiting the airport who will wonder "what's that monorail thing?" as they peer out the 
window of their taxi or rental car. 

This concludes my testimony. Mahalo for your attention. 

Misc. Corn. No. 17" .  

PH 

December 7, 2006 
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AIRPORT SERVICE PROVIDED ILIY U.S. RAPID TRANSIT AND LIGHT RAIL SYSTEMS OPENED SINCE 1970* 
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A lama 	 MARTA Conne4ted to airport in 1988 
Baltimore Metro 1983 15 No 
Didn't-m.1re ' M'I'A 

Metro 
1992 
1985 

30 	 
8 

Yes 
No _ 

Connected to alyort in 1997 
Buffalo 
Charlotte Co.-us --I 2007 25 by 2025 No _ Airport will be served  by se-orate BRT 

S..e.parate commuter rail line to airport _, Dallas DAItT 1996 45 No 
No Denver RTD 1994 35 

Houston Metro 2004 8 No 
Las Vegas Las Vegas Monorail  

Metro 
2004  
1993 

4  
73 

No  
No Shuttle bus from Metre station lo airport Los An :des 

Miami Metro 1924 22 No - 
Minneapolis IlittwatInt Lino 2004 12 Yes Connected to airport in late 2004 
plashurgh 	 The I 1987 25 No 
Portiand MAX 1926 44 Yes Connected to airport in 2001 
Sacramento 	 RI 1987 37 No 
Silk 1.ake City._ TRA X 1999 18 No 
San Diego MIS Trolley_ 	 

BART 
1981 
1972 

46 	 
104 

No 
Yes C.ortneeted to airport in 2003 San Franciso 

San lose VIA 1987 42 No Shuttle tins from VIA stution to airport  
Connected to alwort in 1994 Si. Louis MatroLink 1993 46 Yes 

WaiinC Metro 1976 106 Yes conmeted to airp_ort in 1977 

*Excludes short (twically less then 3 miles)"lteritage streetcar lines", e.g. in Little Rock, Memphis. Tampa 
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Director Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of HonolJau 
650 S. King Street, :3 (1  Fi0Or 
Honolulu, RI 9 6813 

May Sr 2008 

Subject: RESOLUTION 08-97 REVISIONS TO THE PUBLIC 
INFRASTRUCTURE MAP FOR THE PRIMARY URBAN CENTER 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Dear nirector Yoshi.e*a :  

Our company, Reit Management & Research LLC, is property 
manager for BRET Properties Trust ("HRPTu)and manages 150 
acres of land in the Mapunapuna industrial area that aro 
owned by companies affiliated with HRPT. 

The City Council is currently reviewing revisions to the 
Public Infrastructure Map for the Primary Urban Center for 
the Honolulu Righ Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We 
are requesting that the P7M amendments include a symbol for 
a transit station at Mapunapuna. 

mapunapuna is already a major job center, and a transit 
station would be a significant benefit to the thousands of 
people who work and do business in and around Mapunapuna. A 
mapunapuna transit station could also capture ridership 
from nearby residential communities in Moanalua, Tripler, 
and eastern Salt Lake. Furthermore, with its proximity to 
Downtown and its location along the transit corridor 
between Kapolei and especially urban Honolulu, Mapunapuna 
has the potential to be redeveloped to include more usable 
industrial space and other office/commercial and 
residential land uses. In short, this area has grant 
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) potential. 

Offict• Euralioh2 
Ang,itictore, ,V14 • Austin, 7X • &amps Cizy, XS • Zos Angrics, CA • Miura/ft:As, WIN • irewtopi, MA • i'ltifenlaphia, F.4 • Son Oiroo, CA • Syrocinv. MY • WadriliRton, 1X 
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Redevelopment of this area and an additional transit stop 
at . Mapunapuna will sicrnificantly enhance transit ;:idership 
along this corridor. 

Reit Mana9ement and IIRPT  are willing_to  assist the City  and 
County of Honolulu to help_  realize the develolr)ment_of_a 
transit stop at Mapuneoina, 

We look forward to working with you. Pleaae don't hes.itate 
to contact me at 599-5800. 

Mahal°, 

Bradtord Leach 
Vice President - Pacific Region 
Reit Management & Research LLC 

Cc; Council Chair Barbara Marshall and all Councilmemhers 
Mr. ;Ienry Racj, Director DPP 
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CIrI"Y" COtJNcII 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96513•3065 / TELEPHONE 647-7000 

nottiv M. CACHOLA 
CO1./NC:ill...1E101M 
(3N) 768-5(107 
008)763-5011 (1x) 

rCii6101tOonedula.gov  

February 2, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of 'fransportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Hoar 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mti,itt ioka: 

Re: Comments .ReIatikig to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Honolulu Rail 'fransit Proiect 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit final comments on the aforementioned project on behalf 
of residents in my district. 

My concerns include the following: 
Ridership Estimates 

IL 	First Segment from East Kap°lei to Waipahu 
III. Alternative First Segment: Downtown to Kap°lei 
IV. General Excise Tax Collection 
V. Construction Costs 
VI. Operation & Maintenance Costs 
VII. Transit-Oriented Development 
VIII. Other Concerns and Questions 

L RIDERSHIP ESTIMATES 
The DEIS lists ridership for the airport alignment as 95,310 daily passengers by the Year 2.030 and 
87570 daily passengers by 2030 for the Salt Lake Boulevard alignment (SLB). 1 am skeptical of 
both ridership projections, in view of the following: 

A. Airport Visitors 
Based on data from the Hawaii Tourism Authority, Hawaii has about 7 million mainland and 
international visitors each year. Of this amount, 71 percent go through Honolulu International 

pl 

0 

sZ4D 
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Airport, while the remaining 29 percent go to the neighbor islands. Asian visitors, the majority of 
whom are Japanese, total approximately 2 million. Japanese visitors usually come in a tour group 

with a tour package, which includes airline, hotel and ground transportation, and attractions. They 
usually arrive in the morning. However, because check-in time at the hotel is in the afternoon, 
ground transportation is waiting for them to take them shopping or elsewhere until check-in. 
Therefore, they will not be likely to take the rail. Do ridersh ip ,r 
alignment take into consideration these figures? 

There are other factors that may discourage visitors from riding the rail. First, the proposed 
passenger station on Abide Street is too far away front the passenger terminals, 

• What is the distance froni thpasgstathn on AoIele Street to the domestic and 
international terminals? To the interisland terminal?  

• When passengers disembark at the station on Aolde Street, how will they get to both 
passenger termin als? 	be 	 the esUt_a_tated çjtacl 
who vvill be responsible for the costs of building and mailitaining‘the walkway?  

A second major factor that may discourage visitors from riding rail is that the rail line does not 
extend into Waikiki where a large majority of our visitors arc staying. Having mentioned the above 
disineentives, please provift a breakdown in. the number of visitors who are expected to ride 
the airport alignment. Will there be luggage compartments on the train to accommodate our 
visitors?  Ron Tober, chair of the panel of experts who selected the technology for the rail system, 
noted several dead periods while personally observing passenger traffic at the airport Mr. Tober 
also suggested that the Salt Lake alignment would provide for abetter ridership base than the 
airport. To get a better gauge on visitor numbers whit are the fre uencies for visitor 
arrivals? 

B. Airport Employees 
As for airport employees, there are about 727 state and 15,000 private sector workers at the airport. 
There are several factors that may discourage employees from riding the rail, foremost of which are 
the 7,000-plus parking stalls at the airport, which includes the State's new $43 million, 8-level 
1,800-stall parking structure, which was built to accommodate future increases in the number of 
people who use the airport. A good number of State and private sector employees have designated 

parking stalls at the airport, Furthermore, for security reasons, airlines' crewrnembers have their 
own shuttle service to and from their hotels and back. In view of this, please provide a 
breakdown in the number of airport employees who are ex cetecl to ride the air ort 
alignment,  

C. Pearl Harbor and Hieltain Employees 
There are approximately 12,500 civilian employees combined at Pearl Harbor and Hickam. Please 
note that firstly, these civilian employees thready enjoy the convenience of Free parking on base. 
Secondly, the passenger station at Radford Drive is located outside of the base on Kameharneha 
Highway. To get to their workplace, employees must walk over a mile onto the base, Thirdly, most 
military personnel either live on base or within a short driving distance. Those who live further 
away understandably prefer to drive for convenience and emergency purposes. Having mentioned 
the above, please  provide a breakdown in the number of eiviiip a employees, contractors and  
military pCrsfluLiel 1illp_airs_exteAcciksirle_gp_ic air oft ali meal D the n'idership numbers 
take into account these factors?  

2 
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D. Population Estimates From Aloha Stadium to Middle Street 
The DEIS on page 4-39 lists the population in the Year 2000 for the transit corridor at about 
552,100 and the population of the Aliamanu-Salt Lake area at more than 34,000. If residents in 
Foster Village and lower Halawa are included, along with several new condo and other housing 
development makai of Salt Lake 13oulevard, the population count will surely be higher—possibly 
between 60,000 – 70,000. If you add shoppers and employees in the Mapunapuna industrial area, Al 
Salt Lake Shopping Center, Stadium Mali, KMart and the new Target department store (which 
opens in March 2009), the numbers are quite substantial and add to the daily ridership count. 

With the above facts stated, I strongly believe that the over 60,000 residents who live along the 
4-mile stretch of Salt Lake Boulevard and those who work and shop in the area—including the 
new Target store which will open by March 2009—represent a solid and &pi:actable ridership 
base. These are locals who will ride the rail despite a bad economy. 

To get a more accurate picture of population and ridership levels'fbr the Salt Lake Boulevard and 
airport alignments, please provide answers to the following: 

• What is e ro ect_thp_J eou idiot 	 nllg men ts only for that 	of 
the MOS between the Middle Street Transit Center and the Aloha Stadium by the  
Year 2018 and the Year 2030? 

• Out of 	estlitedl daily riders for the air oft ati nmenthowarara 
passctiker boat-dings are attributed only for that portion between Aloha.Staditun and 
the Middle Street Transit Center when the MOS is completed by 201,8? By 2030. 
Please detail the methods used to arrive at those figures. 

• Out of the 87,570 estimated daily riders for the Salt LAU Boulevard alignment. how  
Ianamen er boardin s are itALL.. 12.ELet ori between Aloha 

Stadium and the Middle Street Transit Center when the IVIOS is completed bv 2018?  
-.1.1y 2030? Please detail the methods used to  arrive at those fl ures. 

II. FIRST SEGEMENT FROM EAST KAPOLEI TO WAIPAHU 
I question the rationale for building the first segment from East Kapolei to Waipahu, particularly 
when it will do little to relieve traffic since gridlock begins where 11-1 and H-2 merge. L am 
convinced that this MOS first segment: I) will fall woefully short of bringing most commuters to 
their intended destination of urban Honolulu and beyond; and 2) will cost taxpayers more money, 
and this scenario will continue until you reach Downtown. 

In view of the above, when completed,11 1ent? r 	 jkgils.lke 
estimated ride 	 for the first se g_n eti funtIiuJ ctrnjjete the 
first segment from East Kanotei to Wainahn? 41 What is your estimated operation &  
minter) 	tJts? 5 What is the ctimated tapaycr sub , idy for operation maintenance 
costs r01' this first segment? Please tustify your ttumhers.  

III. ALTERNATIVE; FIRST SEGMENT: DOWNTOWN TO KAPOLE1 

Ron Tober, chair of the technology selection panel, in testimony before the Council's 
transportation committee on February 22, 2008, stated his prelkrence to begin the project from 
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Downtown towards Kapolei rather than /tom Kapolei towards Downtown. f support Tober's 
preference, 

ft seems that finding a suitable baseyard has been a major sticking point for the administration. tias 
the City considered construction of a subsidiary or layover baseyard? Can the City later 
build a win anent baseyardaccii eward 	 The trang.t. 
line is extended to Waipalin and beyond? 

Since thsgity_gr.,t.Au,mmls the hid lc stree t Transit Center  isp._!/11L1p_i t he us as a 
subsidiary or layover basevard?  There arc several reasons for this: 

• The transit line will connect to the Middle Street property. 
• A subsidiary-or layover baseyard could serve as a back-up in case operations at the 

permanent backyard are halted for any reason. 
▪ The full use of the 100 rail cars for the entire 20-mile long first segment as stated in the 

0E18 will not be required, since the initial segment of the MOS may only be between 6-3 
miles long and not the full 20 miles. 

• The design and planning for a subsidiary or layover baseyard can still be incorporated 
into the overall design and plans for the Middle Street property, 

Could a subsidiary or layover baseyard for rail double up to itotentially service (repair, 
maintain and clean xi_ 	 hanc_j v_Ian tx._.i ieet_led to 
service the aPproximately 641 mile longinitial segment of the IYIOS? 

IV. GENERAL EXCISE TAX COLLECTION 
According to an article in the December 11, 2008, edition of the Honolulu Advertiser, the latest 
transit tax collection numbers are down from last year due to the bad economy. For the first 20 
months of the tax collection, the total amount is $246 million, or $12.3 million per month. Over the 
15-year period of General Excise Tax (Gli,'1‘) collection, or 180 months, the City can expect a total 
of $2.2 billion in GET revenues, which is way short of the $4.054 billion projected in the DEIS. 
So far, things aren't working out as planned. According to a Honolulu Advertiser article dated 
January 27, 2009, GET collections for the first half of Fiscal Year 2009 were down nearly 6 
percent to $79.4 million (not including the 10 percent collected by the State). 

Page 6-4 of the DEIS states that general excise tax surcharge revenues are estimated to be $4.054 
billion (YOB $) through FY 2023, For purposes of clarity, please note that Act 247 authorizing the 
half percent GET collection will be repealed on December 31, 2022—not through Fiscal Year 
2023. What arc you basing the amount (S41.054 billion) on? Mae provide yearly projections  
for the half percent GET collection and justifications for those projections.  

Currently, debate on the cost of the 20-inile MOS in today's dollars, ranges from a low of $3.7 
billion to about $5.3 billion. The administration maintains that the estimated amount of $3,7 
billion, which includes a contingency of Vi billion, is enough to complete the MOS. With 
declining GET collection and added costfairport alignment) comes the question; in case of a 
deficit in ETeoUctioi,, how will the Cie u the difference. 
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V. CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
The airport route costs $220 million more than the Salt Lake Boulevard (SLB) route plus $75M for 
double decking the Lagoon Drive rail station. For the sake of our taxpayers, we need to careih/liy 
analyze whether funding estimates are what we can truly afford. If not, we run the risk of repeating 
the experiences of cities such as Denver, Colorado. Extending Denver's PasTracks system, which 
was estimated in 2002 to cost $4•7 billion, now costs $7.9 billion. Denver °facials are now 
contemplating whether to raise their sales tAx to fund this increase. In light of this, how confident 
are the administration   aro d city co mutt ts 	the $3.7 billion rice ta which Ilch includes a SI 
billion contingency, is more than enoug_h to complete the MOS? Would the administration be 
willing to allow the City Council to cap MOS funding to no more than $3.7 billion? If not,  
glens° explain. 

Per the DEIS, we are unsure of the amount of funding that we will receive from the federal 
government. To save taxpayer money and avoid cost overruns & delays, would the  
pArEiltratior_ths wjngto ohtaiti a Fiall FunclAgf;rraatA2sscp_mt EFGA jALiior a Letter 
of No Prejudice (LNP) before construction? If not, please explain.  

VI. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
The current policy on fare box revenue can cover only up to 30 percent of TheBus operation 
and maintenance costs. So currently taxpayer operation arid maintenance subsidy is about $130 
million. What are the estimated operation and maintenance costs for the MOS? Taking 
into consideration that the $2 fare for rail can be used to transfer onto TheDus or  
The.Boat as long, as it's going one way, what is the estimated taxpayer subsidy? 

In my research, New York City's Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is facing 
huge S1.2 billion budget deficit and is proposing to drastically cut service on its subways, 
buses and commuter railroads. According to the November 20, 2008 edition of the New York 
Times, the MTA. is also proposing to raise fares by 23 percent in 2009 and by another 5 percent 
hike in 2011. Some riders would be hit harder than others. For example, fares for the Long 
Island bus would increase by 43 percent. All of these proposals have angered passengers. 
Under the 23 percent fare hike, the public's share to operate and maintain the subway would 
increase to 83 percent, while the cost of operating local buses borne by riders would rise to 48 
percent. Will theci t•esort• to fare in crease 
maintenance shortfalls of our multi-modal transit system? What measures are needed to 
prevent kir e increases n operation & maintenance costs and lat c faminuease 
similar to the experiences of other cities?  

VII. TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOO) 
The SLR alignment extends through Mapunapuna which encompasses 150 acres and is owned by a 
single landowner who is willing to donate land and help build a passenger station. Adding a station 
in Mapunapuna would increase ridership, save taxpayer money and provide greater opportunities 
cor affordable housing and potential TOT) development. There are other TOD opportunities at 
Stadium Mall, K-Mart across Stadium Mall, the former Costco site (now Target department store), 
and the Salt Lake Shopping Center. 

• Where are the TOD potentials along the Airport alignment, and how do they compare 
lqihtnotential_gtailort. 	 above ? 

5  
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* Wit won't the Cft 	haust all efforts to include a transit station in the 1Vla aim una 
industrial area. since The landowner is williny to assist with the construction da 
transit station  which would reduce costs for the City a nd.taxuavers?, 

• How far aon2. yiU TOD be in the airportm,a_lie time tl.m.M.Q.Spleigilittr  
200? And 2030?  

VI. OTHER. CONCERNS AND QUESTIONS 
• Page 4-88 of the DEIS says that the guideway could come within 10 feet of some facades 

along Dillinghatn Boulevard and would bloulc views from the upper stories of mixed-use 
buildings Koko Head of Kalihi Street. Wbat will be tie impacts to residents of 
condominiums across Dalin ham Sho ) in Plaza from McNeil Street to 
Waiakamilo Street? 

▪ Table 3 -21 on page 3-39 Gf the DVSIS states that 10 feet of additional right-of-way will be 
acquired on the makai side of Dillingham, from Puuhale to the Costeo Driveway, due to 
the effects of column placements. Will businesses an I residential homes in the arca be 
affected? If so which ones? Will this IC 	 or 
sideirvalk space to be smaller? 

i hope the concerns Ihave expressed will merit your consideration. On behalf or my constituents, I 
would like to thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns on this very important 
transportation project for the residents and taxpayers of Oahu. 

Very truly yours, 

6 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-295919R 

The Honorable Romy M. Cachola 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street, Room 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-3065 

Dear Councilmember Cachola: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

This first section will address comments received in the January 14, 2009 letter: 

1. The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) forecast presented in the Final EIS 
takes the current economic downturn into account, including lower projections of tourism 
over the next several years, and slower growth projections in services, contracting, and 
rentals. The forecast assumes that GET surcharge revenues will grow from current 
levels as Oahu's population and economic activity increases, and as a function of 
inflation over the period. The financial plan is a dynamic document that will be updated 
as conditions warrant. DTS will continue to monitor and update the revenue forecasts 
and refine the financial plan as the Project proceeds through FTA's New Starts process. 
As stated in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, GET collections will raise $3.5 billion by 2022. 
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In addition, the Federal New Starts program is expected to contribute $1.55 billion 
and is subject to Congressional approval. The level of Federal funding described in the 
Final EIS is based on discussions with FTA about a reasonable level of support. While 
indications are positive, an official FTA commitment cannot be made until Congress acts 
to approve the Project's appropriation in a Full Funding Grant Agreement. Section 6.6 of 
the Final EIS describes the risks and uncertainties associated with project funding; 
however, 30 percent of the Project budget is contingency for just such eventualities. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used 
to pay for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation 
system. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 
Funds from the Federal government and the GET surcharge levied from 2007 through 
2022. 

2. As noted in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIS, the total cost of the Airport Alternative, 
including finance charges, is estimated to be $226 million more than the Salt Lake 
Alternative, in FY 2008 dollars. The complete station costs for both alternatives are 
included in this differential cost ($297 million for the Airport Alternative, $255 million for 
the Salt Lake Alternative). 

As shown on page 37 of 38 (Drawing Number RP029) in Appendix A: Conceptual 
Alignment Plans and Profiles of the Draft EIS, a side platform station without concourse 
is proposed for the Lagoon Drive Station, which is one of the simplest station designs for 
the Project. As mentioned above, all costs associated with station construction are 
included in the costs presented in the Draft and Final EIS documents. 

While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative was made by the City to comply with the FTA's NEPA regulations that state 
the Final EIS should identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This 
selection is detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS and was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 
08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. Further, FTA's NEPA regulations 
for projects proposed to be funded with major capital investment funds, the level of detail 
necessarily increases between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS through preliminary 
engineering work (23 CFR 771.123 (/)). 

The station at Honolulu International Airport is about 800 feet from the Interisland 
Terminal and about 600 feet from the Overseas Terminal. Pedestrian paths will be 
constructed by the Project that will connect the the rail station to the Overseas and 
Interisland Terminals. The cost of the pedestrian paths has not been isolated from the 
overall cost of the station, and maintenance agreements have not yet been completed. 
In addition, with the Project, bus service will be enhanced between the fixed guideway 
terminus at Ala Moana Center and Waikiki. 
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As shown in Table 6-3 of the Draft EIS the year 2030 annual operating and 
maintenance cost for the rail line is $5 million more for the Airport Alternative than for the 
Salt Lake Alternative, in current year dollars. Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the 
funding sources to pay for ongoing operations and maintenance costs associated with 
maintaining the resulting transit system in a state of good repair. Operations and 
maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: 
Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway 
Funds. Funding for guideway maintenance will be covered in the City's annual budgeting 
process and amounts to between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

3. Based on the land use information in the travel model, the Salt Lake Alignment 
shows a population of 45,000 in 2030 and employment of 20,000. The Airport Alignment 
shows 21,000 population and 55,000 employees. 

Figure 3-12 of the Draft EIS shows daily boardings and alightings for each station 
along the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives. In 2030, there would be 16,140 daily 
boardings along the Airport alignment (Aloha Stadium, Pearl Harbor Naval Base, Airport, 
Lagoon Drive, and Middle Street Stations) and 10,170 daily boardings along the Salt 
Lake Boulevard alignment (Aloha Stadium, Ala Lilikoi, and Middle Street Stations). 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using 
the travel demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit 
ridership information and then validated against current counts to be sure it properly 
represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An 
on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the 
latest socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic 
counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. . The model is based upon a set of 
realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now 
and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public 
transit systems and is consistent with consultation with FTA. 

Regarding the information provided in Attachment E, there is, at this point, no 
commitment from the FTA for a specific amount of federal funding. The $1.2 billion has 
been discussed in the past and now $1.55 billion has been identified in the Final EIS and 
reflected in FTA's approval for the Project to enter Preliminary Engineering. Neither has 
raised major concerns from the Federal government. All projects identify an anticipated 
federal amount in their pro forma cost analyses. The FTA will only commit the funding 
once the full environmental and New Starts processes have been completed. In the 
Honolulu case, because the percentage of local matching funds (75 percent or more) is 
so high compared to the average of less than 50 percent, the additional $200 million is 
still well within a reasonable request. 

Total transit ridership is not the same as user benefits. The user benefit 
measure, in this case, is the time savings that will accrue to users from the 
implementation of the fixed guideway and the changes that support its operation. Much 
of the bus system will remain the same or similar to now so it will have little or no effect 
on user benefits related to the guideway project. In other words, the 1 percent 
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comparison in the comment includes much more than the effect of the fixed guideway 
being evaluated in the Draft and Final EIS documents. The difference between Salt Lake 
and Airport alignments shows that more people (about 7,000 or 8 percent) will ride the 
guideway on the Airport alignment and save substantially more time than on the Salt 
Lake alignment. This time savings, as a measure of the contribution of the fixed 
guideway, is the major reason for the user benefit discrepancy. 

The time analysis in the comment assumes all trips travel the entire length of the 
Salt Lake or Airport alignments. That is not the case. The main reason the Airport option 
shows an improvement is that there are many trips that are destined to Honolulu 
International Airport or Pearl Harbor/Hickam for work. The benefit comes from providing 
better access to the large number of people who cannot easily reach those destinations 
along the Salt Lake alignment. By contrast, the Salt Lake alignment has fewer trips 
starting or destined to the area. The fact that there are so many people with trips 
beginning or ending along the Airport alignment means all those people would benefit 
from much shorter travel times. 

User benefits are calculated not only for the trips using the guideway but also for 
the overall transportation system as a result of the implementation of the guideway. In 
addition, the assumptions used in the calculations contained in the comment do not fully 
account for the true differences between the alternatives, so the conclusion in the 
comment is inaccurate. 

Regarding your comment on visitor ridership, the number of visitors who will use 
the fixed guideway is relatively small compared to other users. For example, 
approximately 9,900 visitors will use the fixed guideway daily, of which about 1,800 are 
traveling to or from the Airport. There will be space available for luggage, but the exact 
design of the vehicle is not yet known. It is worth noting that the main reason for an 
Airport alignment is more closely associated with the very high employment numbers 
along that route than with visitors. The ridership at the Airport accounts for travel activity 
at the Airport but not by specific country of origin or purpose other than "visitor." 

Regarding service to the airport, most of the systems listed in the table in 
Attachment F did not initially include service to the area airport because it was not in the 
middle of the alignment, as is the case in Honolulu. 

Regarding ridership at Pearl Harbor and Hickam, travel forecasting does not 
differentiate among the types of employees who will use the fixed guideway. It identifies 
the population and employees (and other characteristics) in each zone from applicable 
data sources (e.g., U.S. Census) and determines trips that will use the system based on 
the system's ability to effectively serve the user's travel needs compared to other options 
available (e.g., car, bus, etc.). From the location, a sense of the type of employee in the 
zone of interest (e.g., military or military support) can be estimated, but it is not possible 
to break it down to military versus contractor versus civilian. The procedure used is in 
accordance with guidance issued by FTA. 
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Regarding ridership at the Airport, while travel-demand models do not distinguish 
among employees within a transportation analysis zone, the number of boardings and 
alightings at the Airport is a reasonable indication of the level of activity anticipated. As 
noted in Figure 3-10 of the Final EIS, about 6,000 people will use the Airport station each 
day, including visitor trips. Employment and population numbers along both the Airport 
and Salt Lake alignments were provided earlier in this letter. 

Regarding transit-oriented development (TOD), the best TOD potential exists at 
Pearl Harbor and Lagoon Drive along the Airport Alignment and at Ala Lilikoi along the 
Salt Lake Alignment. Different conditions will determine different types of TOD 
treatments. In the case of the Airport alignment, the conditions emphasize an 
employment-oriented TOD treatment. At Ala Lilikoi, the plan will be more residential or 
neighborhood oriented. Note that the environmental impacts of any TOD projects along 
the alignment are not part of the Project and will be covered by separate analyses as 
they occur. 

As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, TOD is expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and 
accessibility that the Project may provide will also increase the desirability and value of 
land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment in the vicinity (in the 
form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be established and 
conducted by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process in 
compliance with the City's TOD ordinance. 

The decision to select the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was 
made by the City Council in consideration of many factors, one of which was the Draft 
EIS information and the public and agency comments received. 

Regarding San Francisco, the airport is a terminal station that was recently 
added. In the case of Honolulu, the Airport Station will be in the middle of the alignment, 
and as a result, ridership along the alignment is not dependent on the airport alone. 
Ridership estimates have been developed based on FTA guidance and FTA has 
approved these forecasts. 

As identified in the Final EIS (Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1), transit ridership 
forecasts, for rail and bus service, are based on a travel demand forecasting model used 
by the OahuMPO for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. The OahuMPO model is 
based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U. S. As indicated in the Final 
EIS, this modeling approach has proven to be effective in estimating ridership levels in 
other areas such as Los Angeles County, Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the 
last 10 years. This model is based on consultation with the FTA and was reviewed by 
the FTA prior to being published in the Draft EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction 
phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires 
considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient 
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available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction 
will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be 
constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

9 Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 

disturbances. 
• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 

more competitive bidding. 
• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 

available financial resources. 
• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less 
developed than the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained 
more quickly at the west end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to 
continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha 
Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so 
that system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to 
completion of construction of the entire Project. 

The commenter's proposed single-contract delivery method does not inherently 
reduce financial risk to the City because any such contract would still contain limits on 
risk accepted by the contractor. Additionally, any risk transferred from the City to the 
contractor will be paid for by the City through a higher initial contract price. The City may 
select the level of risk to assume or to transfer to the contractor through any contracting 
method. 

This second section will address comments in your February 2, 2009 letter in the same 
manner as submitted. Some responses in the first section are applicable to this letter as well: 

I. Chapter 3 - Transportation 

The ridership at the Airport accounts for travel activity at the Airport but not by 
specific country of origin or purpose other than "visitor." The Airport Alternative primarily 
serves major employment destinations. Visitor use accounts for a smaller percentage of 
ridership on this alternative. 

The station is about 800 feet from the Interisland Terminal and about 
600 feet from the Overseas Terminal. Pedestrian paths will be constructed by the 
Project that will connect the rail station to reach the Overseas and Interisland Terminals. 
The cost of the pedestrian paths has not been isolated from the overall cost of the 
station, and maintenance agreements have not yet been decided. 
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The number of visitors who will use the fixed guideway is relatively small 
compared to other users. For example, approximately 9,900 visitors will use the fixed 
guideway daily, of which about 1,800 are traveling to or from the Airport. There will be 
space available for luggage, but the exact design of the vehicle is not yet known. It is 
worth noting that the main reason for an Airport alignment is more closely associated with 
the very high employment numbers along that route than with visitors. 

While travel-demand models do not distinguish among employees within a 
transportation analysis zone, the number of boardings and alightings at the Airport is a 
reasonable indication of the level of activity anticipated. As noted in Figure 3-10 of the 
Final EIS, about 6,000 people will use the Airport station each day, including visitor trips. 

Travel forecasting does not differentiate among the types of employees who will 
use the fixed guideway. It identifies the population and employees (and other 
characteristics) in each zone from applicable data sources (e.g., U.S. Census) and 
determines trips that will use the system based on the system's ability to effectively serve 
the user's travel needs compared to other options available (e.g., car, bus, etc.). From 
the location, a sense of the type of employee in the zone of interest (e.g., military or 
military support) can be estimated, but it is not possible to break it down to military versus 
contractor versus civilian. This level of detail is difficult to develop at a usable level for 
forecasting trips. The procedure used is in accordance with consultation with FTA. 

II. Chapter 2 — Alternatives Considered 

Much of this was addressed in the response to the January 14, 2010 letter. In 
addition, the first segment is not expected to generate significant ridership. It will 
primarily be used to test equipment and operations before providing service to larger 
numbers of passengers as the guideway extends Diamond Head toward Downtown. 
Only a small number of cars (between two and four) will be needed to serve the first 
segment when it opens in 2014. The system will not achieve its full capacity and 
functionality until the line is opened to Downtown, although each segment will be Opened 
as it is completed. As the segments are opened, additional vehicles will be needed as 
ridership grows. 

The engineer's estimate for the first construction segment has not yet been 
completed. It will be funded primarily with local funds as part of the larger 20-mile 
project. 

The estimated operating and maintenance cost for the fixed guideway is 
$77 million a year for the entire 20-mile system. This is addressed in Chapter 6 of the 
Final EIS along with the basis for the numbers. There are no operating cost figures yet 
for the first segment as the Project in the EIS is defined as the entire length of the 
corridor. Operating costs for this segment will be relatively low compared to the complete 
operating costs. 

As noted in Chapter 6, City policy states that the transit system as a whole must 
recover between 27 and 33 percent of operations costs from farebox revenue. Assuming 
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a 30-percent recovery from fares, that will generate about $23 million a year. The 
remainder, the subsidy required for the full fixed guideway system or about $54 million, 
will be budgeted for in the annual City budgeting process as is currently done for 
TheBus. The subsidy for the first segment between East Kapolei and Waipahu is not yet 
known, but will depend on ridership levels in the overall transit system. 

No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available 
property to construct a maintenance and storage facility, either temporary or permanent. 
In addition, available property at Middle Street is not sufficient to support the vehicle fleet 
required in the year of opening for the Project. If a larger location were identified than 
those described in the Draft EIS, then it could be used to service both rail and bus 
vehicles. No such site has been identified. 

The exact number of vehicles needed for the first segment will be determined with 
the Core Systems contractor, but it is estimated that between two and four vehicles will 
be needed. 

III. Chapter 6– Cost and Financial Analysis 

Cash flow tables in support of the Draft EIS provide a year-by-year forecast of the 
General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge. This information will be updated 
periodically as conditions warrant. An updated version of the cash flow information is 
part of the supporting material in the Final EIS. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the 
financial resources anticipated to pay for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used 
for TheBus—Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the General and 
Highway Funds. It is anticipated that with an integrated bus and rail system in place, a 
slightly higher percentage of the City's operating budget will be used for transit than is 
currently the case. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used 
to pay for the capital costs of the Project and considers the current economic downturn. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government as well as revenues from the County GET surcharge levied 
from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses other sources of 
revenue that could be used if needed. 

As discussed previously under Section II of your letter, the estimated 2030 
operating and maintenance cost for the Project with the Airport Alternative is about $77 
million (2009 dollars) as noted in Table 6-3 of the Final EIS. Fixed guideway operation 
costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

IV. Chapter 4 – Environmental Analysis, Consequences, and Mitigation (Section 4.18) 

Table 6-1 of the Draft EIS shows an estimated cost for the Airport Alternative of 
$5.4 billion, including finance charges. Given this cost estimate, it is unlikely that the 
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Project can be completed for $3.7 billion. The $3.7 billion is also a 2006 number, and it 
is unrealistic to "cap" a cost estimate on a project that will naturally grow over time 
because of inflation. Furthermore, while we do not anticipate a shortfall, there needs to 
be some flexibility in the number to account for the ups and downs in the economy over 
time. 

A Letter of No Prejudice (LNP) may be sought soon to take full advantage of local 
match funding. As per FTA policy, a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) cannot be 
requested until the New Starts process of design has been completed. Because the 
FFGA is anticipated in 2011, a delay in construction to wait for the approval of the FFGA 
would not save money. Instead, it would be more expensive because it would introduce a 
substantial inflation cost. 

V. Other 

The City's fare policy is to recover between 27 and 33 percent of operating costs 
from fares. Assuming continuation of that policy, the City will raise fares to maintain the 
required percentage of costs. The other 70 percent or so of the costs is the subsidy of 
the transit system and will be handled during the City's annual budgeting process. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used 
for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and a City subsidy from the General and 
Highway Funds. This is discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The operating costs for 
the fixed guideway system will be about 25 percent of the overall annual City transit 
budget. Should costs rise significantly, it will affect all aspects of the transit system, with 
rail representing only a part of the total. 

Operating costs will rise over time. Good management of the system and a focus 
on cost control as the system and the service expands are necessary to prevent 
unjustifiable cost increases. These operating practices are not part of the Final EIS and 
will be determined by City Administration or another operating agency once the system is 
in operation. 

As mentioned in Section 4.18.2 of the Draft EIS, TOD is expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and 
accessibility that the Project may provide will also increase the desirability and value of 
land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of 
TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be established and conducted by 
the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process in compliance with the 
City's new TOD ordinance. 

The sidewalk will be moved marginally closer to the buildings on Dillingham 
Boulevard between McNeil Street and Waiakamilo Street. A median will be constructed 
in the center of Dillingham Boulevard, and the elevated guideway will be located in the 
median. The guideway will be about 30 feet above the center of Dillingham Boulevard as 
it passes by the Dillingham Shopping Plaza and McNeill Street. The view along 
Dillingham Boulevard is illustrated on Figure 4-28 (Viewpoint 12) of the Draft EIS. As 
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stated in Section 4.7.3 under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit heading, 
mauka and makai views will be obstructed from various points. 

There are partial strip takes planned for the makai side of Dillingham Boulevard 
from Puuhale to the Costco Driveway. In addition there are full property takes planned 
for some parcels at the intersection of Mokauea Street and a few other locations between 
Puuhale Road and Kalihi Street. DTS has right-of-way staff that has met with and will 
continue to work with every impacted property owner concerning relocation and 
compensation. 

Right-of-way impacts to businesses and residences were included in Appendix B 
of the Draft EIS and are included in Appendix C of the Final EIS. Sidewalks will be 
relocated as appropriate. 

Table 3-25 in the Final EIS shows effects on bicycle and pedestrian facilities as a result 
of fixed guideway column placements. This table shows that sidewalks along Dillingham 
Boulevard will be rebuilt to a width of 6 to 8 feet (they are currently 4 to 7 feet wide). 

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

WAYNE Y. Y SHI 
Director 

APPROVED: 

Enclosure 
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c/a NEIGHBORHOOD COMMSSION • no SOUTH KING STREET ROOM 408 • HONOLULU, HAWAII, gUS13 

PHONE (808) 768-3710 • FAX 18081 766.3711 • INTERNET: III1p://mm.honoftilo.gov  

February 6, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

The Ma kiki Lower Punchbowl Tantalus Neighborhood Board No. 10 requests a Supplementary EIS 
(SEIS) to answer the following questions: 

1. The DEIS does not answer how the rail effect the individual bus routes on the island. We are 
especially interested in bus routes 4, 17 and 18 and the buses along Beretania and King Streets. 
What will the existing routes throughout the island in the year 2020. 

2. The latest population was not used in the DEIS that can out in 3ani.ory, 2008 from DBEDT which 
reduces the Population figures that was used In the DEIS. The SETS would have to show changes In 
the ridership and F2rnployment figures. 

3. Although we have been in recession from December, 2007, the DS does not reflect that fact. 
Since this project will extend from 2009 to 2016, the SEIS should consider this recession effects with 
possible alternatives in financing and construction. 

4. We are very concern that the project cost plus the contingency allocation does not take in 
consideration of this recession. This should be discussed In the SEIS. 

Thank you for consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Carole 
Vice Chair 

CC: Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 

Orenef's Neighborhood 303rd sofeirt — Established 1973 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (8081 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299010R 

Mr. Charles Carole 
Makiki/Lower Punchbowi/Tantalus, 

Neighborhood Board No. 10 
c/o Neighborhood Commission 
530 South King Street, Room 406 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Carole: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final ES shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address your first concern, existing and future 2030 bus routes, including route 
numbers and frequencies, are provided as Appendix D in the Final EIS. The areas currently 
served by Routes 4, 17, and 18 will have either the same level of service or more frequent 
service in 2030 as they do today. Beretania and King Streets, between Downtown and East 
Honolulu, will have about the same level of service in 2030 as today. 

For your second concern, the EIS uses the socio-economic data that was available fmm 
OahuMPO at the time that work on the EIS began, based on Department of Business, Economic 
Development & Tourism (DBEDT's) Population and Economic Projections for the State of Hawaii 
to 2030 prepared in August 2004. The 2030 forecast year used in the Draft and Final EISs is 
consistent with FTA guidance for New Starts projects. 
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DBEDT has prepared new forecasts at the County level, Population and Economic 
Projections for the State of Hawaii to 2035, which was issued in January 2008. For use in travel 
forecasting, these County-level forecasts must be disaggregated to the level of "Travel Analysis 
Zones" of which there are 764 on Oahu. At the time of publication of the Draft EIS, these zonal-
level forecasts had not been prepared and accepted by OahuMPO. The January 2008 DBEDT 
forecasts have lower population projected than the August 2004 forecasts. Specifically the 
January 2008 population forecast for Oahu for 2030 is 3.3 percent lower than the August 2004 
forecast. However, the 2030 employment forecast for Oahu from the January 2008 series is 
5.8 percent higher than the August 2004 forecast. Thus, it is not clear what the effect on 
ridership projections would be of using the January 2008 forecast, since the higher employment 
forecast would likely result in more work trips that are attractively served by transit while the 
lower population forecast would like result in fewer trips for other purposes. 

In response to your third concern, the financial plan for the Project is updated periodically 
to reflect changing economic conditions, including the economic downturn since the Draft EIS 
was released. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS reflects the latest information about the General 
Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections, escalation rates, costs, etc. The plan will be 
further updated as conditions warrant throughout the Project. Approximately 30 percent of the 
project budget is contingency. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and the GET 
surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance 
costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus, Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and City revenues from the General and Highway Funds. These funding assumptions 
are subject to a number of risks and uncertainties, as described in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS. 

Special analyses have been undertaken to assess forecasts of GET and construction 
material escalation rates to gain a better understanding of the cost and revenue elements of the 
Project. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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R CARE DIVISION 
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BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
630 SOUTH OERETANIA STREET 
HONOLULU, HI 96843 

MU PI HANNEmANN, maw 

RANDALL Y. S. CHUNG, Chairman 
SAMUEL T. HATA 
AUX J. PARK 
ROOERT KCUtLFP 
mARC C. TiLKER 

December 22, 2008 CRAIG L NISHIMURA, Ex.0thran 
ORENNON T_ MORIOKA, 5x-ooftin 

CUVFDRD L'UM 
Manager and ChM .  Enginear 

DEAN A. NAKANO 
Dep Lily Manager and ChLeIanginear 

TO: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

SUBJECT: YOUR LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 12, 2008 ON THE HONOLULU 
H1GH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/SECTION 4 (f) EVALUATION 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project. 

The construction drawing should be submitted for approval. 

The construction schedule should be coordinated to minimize the impact to existing 
Board of Water Supply customers. 

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Chun at 748-6443. 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 

water for Life . . Ka Wei Ola 

-0 
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rri 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: vrww.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-292845R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	WAYNE HASHIRO, PE, DIRECTOR AND CHIEF ENGINEER 
BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY 

ATTN: 	KEITH S. SHIDA, PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR 
CUSTOMER CARE DIVISION 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Construction drawings will be submitted to the Board of Water supply as part of the one-
time review by City agencies. This will be done by the Final Design contractor, per construction 
segment, as designs become available. In addition, the City will coordinate the Project's design 
and construction schedule with the Board of Water Supply and will minimize impacts to Board of 
Water Supply customers, when feasible. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

550 SOUTH KING STREET, 11 m  FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 98513 

Pberte: (559) 785-8400 • Fax: (808) 523-4587 
Web Me: WWW.110eotylthachr  

January 22, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPA MENT 0=RTATION SERVICES 

FROM: 	RUSSELL H. TAKARA, RE., ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

HUH HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

RUSSELL H. TAKARA, RE 
ACTING DIRECTOR 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

D 

CDA 09-298056 

crs 

Goa 

Cat 
• • 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRAI‘ISIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
DR/TT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We wish to 
provide the following comments regarding the design and construction of the guideway 
structure and appurtenances within the road right-of-way: 

1. The DEIS has provided only limited discussion of the placement of the support 
columns and associated foundations for the elevated guideway structure and transit 
stations in relation to its impact to the existing utilities within the road right-of-way. In 
our experience in doing roadway projects, relocation of utilities has been a challenge 
because of the sheer number of existing utilities and the limited available space 
below the roadway pavement within the public right-of-way. These relocations would 
impact the construction related effect on traffic, and should be included in the 
discussion of Section 3.5.3, Construction-related Effects on Traffic, on page 3-46 of 
the DEIS, and also addressed in Section 3_5.7, Mitigation of Construction-related 
Effects, Maintenance of Traffic Plan, on page 3-48, including Table 3-26, Potential 
Peak-Period Temporary Lane Closures During Construction. in addition, with the 
aging existing infrastructure, oftentimes the construction activities, coupled with 
heavy equipment traversing over the construction area, has resulted in existing 
utilities breaking. In consideration of this, the project should consider the 
reconstruction of the roadway sections where the guideway support columns and 
station foundations are located within the City streets, and also the replacement of 
the appropriate utilities, so that it will not be necessary to come back in soon after 
with another road rehabilitation project that will involve additional cost and disruption 
to the traveling public and residents in the area. 
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2. The estimated cost for the utility relocations is not included as a separate itern in the 
buildup of the transit system costs. What is this estimated amount, and how will the 
project proceed with the utility agreements with the various utility companies and 
agencies for the cost share for these relocations? 

As the project moves forward, we would appreciate the close coordination by your 
project staff for transit project's design elements that may impact our department's CIP 
programs. If there are any questions, you may contact me at 768-0481. 

MC/SK:ct (287692) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (80B) 768-4730 • Internet: verdw.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-296488R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	CRAIG I. NISHIMURA, RE., DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ElS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, "Communication and coordination have 
been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue throughout 
design and construction. EIDOT will be involved with utility coordination for utility work in state 
roadways and roadway rights-of-way. Design criteria will govern all new utility construction 
outside of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered or affected by project construction." Text has been added to Sections 3.5.3 and 
3.55 of the Final EIS regarding the effects of utility relocation on traffic. As part of Design 
criteria, City agencies wi//be part of the "one-time" review of design and construction methods. 
This review will be conducted by the final design contractor, per construction segment. DTS will 
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continue to coordinate with utilities, agencies and companies, regarding construction activities to 
minimize disruption of service. 

The cost of utility relocations is included in the total capital estimate presented in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS and will be refined as design of the Project is completed. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
613I)SOLITH KINO STREET, 1'11.O0 

4 .3.0I4OLUI.U. HAWAII SEMI 3 
mato 788•8480 • . dx; {8DM 523-4562 

wAr) site; www.hanoUyi.gov  

6467%) 
MUR liANNEMANN 

MAYOR 

1 11.359ELL U. TAMA. fkE. 
ACTibla DiFt:CTCR 

Pi1? DIRECTOR 

January 23, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TZStt7TATION SERVICES 

FROM 	RUSSELL H. TAKARA, RE., ACTING DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVtRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the above Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Department of Design and Construction has additional comments as follows: 

• At several places in the text of the DEIS there are references to Mother 
Waldron Park. For clarification, Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park includes 
both State- and City-owned lands, but is City-operated, and is the park's 
officially recognized name. The comfort station and other Art Deco-themed 
structures in this park are on the State Register of Historic Places, We would 
appreciate you making appropriate corrections and clarifications where 
needed. 

• We suggest consideration be given to locating the proposed future McCully 
transit station to the Diamond Heed side of the McCully Street-Kaprolani 
Boulevard intersection. There is a unique opportunity at this location that land 
acquired to provide access to the transit station may also be secondarily used 
to serve the Ala Wai Community Park's users, as well as student, faculty, and 
staff of Tokai University. This would serve to locate the transit station mare 
equidistant between the Convention Center and Date Street transit stations 
and be more advantageous in geneTal to the public, in our opinion. We also 
believe this station location would be more in line with the project objective 
stated in Section 4.4 of the DES of sharing benefits with other community 
services and government-owned facilities, 
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• Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Acting Director 
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January 23, 2009 

Should you have any questions, please call Clifford Lau, Chief, Facilities Division, 
at 768-8483. 

IRHT:It (287692) 

c: DDC Facilities Division 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.horiolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-296781R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	CRAIG I. NISHIMURA, P.E., DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT  

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Anal 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In response to your comment, references to the park name were changed to Mother 
Waldron Neighborhood Park in the Final EIS. The ownership of the park and the park's listing 
on the State Register of Historic Places have been changed in both Section 4.16 and Chapter 5 
of the Final EIS. 

Regarding the location of the future McCully Station, the Project has logical termini and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future 
extensions to East Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of the Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
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Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. if the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions (including associated station locations) and appropriate alternatives 
will be undertaken at that time. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF EWIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

loco ULUOH. PREeT. surrE309,KApota HAWAS 98107 
lElELPHDRe 3) 7-4? • FR*, (848 	67 • WaSfre, htivitvotkoliarinia10.0to 

MUM HANNaMANN 
w.Yon 

KN1ETHP. SHimau 
DEpurd infiecnR 

ROSS 

 

S. TANIMOTO, P.E. 
°purr comOTOR 

REptY ROAR TO: 
PRO aimiDI 

 

January 7, 2009 

Mr. Tad Motley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
Sun Francisco, California 94105 

V.-Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, V Row 
Honolulu, HawaU 96813 

Dear Messieurs: 

SUBJECT: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statomont/Section 4(f) Evaluation, 
November 2008 

Attached are the review comMents from the Department of Environmental Services, 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, the responsible Individuals and 
their phone numbers are listed above their respective comments. 

S cerely, 

 

Kenneth A, Shimizu 
Deputy Director 

CO 

Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-294740R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	TIMOTHY E. STEINBERGER, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ES. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. The permit list for the Project has expanded and includes City permits. See 
Section 4.21 Anticipated Permits and Approvals in the Final EIS specifically Table 4-40. 

2. and 3. Best Management Practices (BMPs) to manage construction 
stormwater and pollution have been added to Section 4.18 of the Final EIS. BMPs will 
be developed to mitigate potential impacts to streams and wetlands. Agency reviews 
conducted as pan' of the permit process will ensure that the permits identify proper 
control techniques to be implemented during construction. BMPs for in-water work and 
potential impacts of construction on streams and wetlands where no in-water work is 
required is discussed in the Final EIS Water Resources, Section 4.18.10. 
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4. Construction-related impacts would be less under the No Build Alternative and 
are discussed in Section 4.17 of the Draft EIS. 

5. and 6. The Hawaii Department of Health (HDOH) is in the process of 
determining Total Daily Maximum Loads (TMDLs) and waste load allocations for these 
waters. See Section 4.14.1, Background and Methodology, for summaries on water 
resources located in the study corridor that are regulated by a variety of Federal and 
State programs. The transit project will be coordinating with other City and County 
agencies to determine how to divide the City's allocations. 

7. BMPs mitigation measures for construction stormwater were discussed in 
Section 4.17.8 Contaminated Media, Storm water Quality, and Solid Waste of the Draft 
EIS and Section 4.18.10 Water Resources in the Final EIS. 

8. Permanent Best Management Practices have been developed and are 
included in 4.14.3 of the Final EIS. 

9. The sentence has been modified in Section 4.19.3 of the Final EIS to read 
"Water resources have been degraded by past residential, industrial, military and farm 
development." 

10. As stated above, the list of permits needed for the Project has been revised 
in the Final EIS Section 4.21. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipatecl actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF FACILITY MAINTENANCE 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
loon Liluohii3Stract, SLUM 215, Kaciultii, Hawaii 96707 

Phostu: 413081 7613-3243 • Fax: ESN) 7G8•13151 
welota: 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
miwOR 

Gacinc. "KEOKF -  MVYAMOW 
A.c-RRG ORECTOR 

iN REPLY REFER TO 
DAM 09.32 

January 16, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	WAYNE V. YOSHIOKA, ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT 0 TRANSP RTATION SERVICES 

FROM: 	G 
DEPAR 

, ACTING DIRECTOR 
AGILITY MAINTENANCE 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor dated November 2008. 

We request that any required improvements or reconstruction to City roadways 
and Codifies within these roadways associated with the subject project be 
constructed in accordance to City and County Standard Details, 

ShouId you have any questions, please call Charles Pignataro of the Division of 
Road Maintenance, at 768-3697. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-335140 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	JEOFFREY S. CUDIAMAT, P.E., DIRECTOR 
GEORGE "KEOKI" MIYAMOTO, DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITY MAINTENANCE 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your request has been noted. Construction within city streets will comply with City and County 
Standard Details. 

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

Enclosure 
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HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
OR South RAW 

NonoMu, IrawoD13O7 
Phone! 808.723.7138 	Fax: acte42.3.711 I 	Interne': vorottionabou.govihrd 

MIJEI HANNISIANP4 
MAYOR 

KENN ETH G. SrLVA 
FIRE CHIEF 

ALVIN K. TWATA 
ozPurr ARE CHEEF 

November 28, 2008 

TO: 	WAYNE YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

FROM: 	KENNETH G. SILVA, FIRE CHIEF 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

In response to your letter of NIovernber 12, 2008, regarding the above-mentioned subject, the 
Honolulu Fire Department (HFD) reviewed the material provided and requires that the following 
be complied with: 

1. Provide a fire apparatus access road for every facility, building, or portion of a 
building hereafter constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction when 
any portion of the facility or any portion of an exterior wall of the first story of 
the building is 10ted more than 150 feet (45 720 rum) from a fire apparatus 
access road as measured by an approved route around the exterior of thc 
building or facility. (1)97 Uniform Fire Code, Section 902.2.1.) 

2_ Provide a water supply, approved by the county, capable of supplying the 
required fire flow for the protection M all prernises upon which facilities or 
buildings, or portions thereof, are hereafter constructed or moved into or 
within the county. 

On-site fire hydrants and mains capable of supplying the required fire flow 
shall be provided when any portion of the facility or budding is in excess of 
the 150 feet (45 720 rem) from a water supply on a fire apparatus access road, 
as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the facility or 
building. (1997 Uniform Fire Code, Section 903.2, as amended.) 

3. Submit civil drawings to the HFD for review and approval. 
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Should you have any questions, please call Battalion Chief Socrates Bratakos of our Fire 
Prevention Bureau at 723-7151. 

-?: 

KENNETH G. SILVA 
Fire Chief 

KGS/SY:j1 

cc: Ted Whitley, PTA Region IX 
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Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: voww.honaluku.gov  

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT12-08-290258R 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	KENNETH G. SILVA, FIRE CHIEF 
HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above 
referenced submittal: 

The Honolulu Fire Department's participation regarding safety and security planning is 
expected to continue throughout the duration of the Project. DTS will comply with the 
requirements stated in your letter commenting on the Draft EIS in the following manner: 

1. The Project is being designed to meet all applicable fire code requirements, 
including provision of appropriate fire apparatus, access roads, and adequate water 
supply for fire-fighting operations. 
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2. The Project is being designed to meet all applicable fire code requirements. 
The Project will comply with fire protection regulations and will continue to work with the 
Honolulu Fire Department throughout Final Design and construction. 

3. DTS will submit civil drawings to the Honolulu Fire Department for review as 
required by established review practices. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CITY AND Cc3Lir..rry OF HONOLULU 
F.A.POLEl ALe • 1 OOJLIJNlA STREET. RIM 3E1S • l4tIP0/11, F1AWAii 7O1 

TELEPHONE; (13081 76a.30 • FAX, roam 76H.7kS3 • irirERNErs ww.commiviE0 

HBO IIMINEIMNit 
MAYOR 

LT KG. ci-meiri 
o)nrcrari 

Gra Y, 4 110.01.1 I 
DCPUTY OlRECTOR 

December 8, 2008 

TO: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

FROM: 	LESTER K. C. CHANG, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental 
Assessment for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The Department of Parks and Recreation has no comment. 

Should you have any questions, ple.ase contact Mr. John Reid, Planner, at 768-3017. 

4...— 

LESTER K. C. CHANG 
Director 

LICCC:jr 
(73.911a) 

co: Office of Environmental Control 
Ted Matley, ETA Region /X 

Lo■ 

c=o 
r'r. 
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HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1218-290872R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	 LESTER KC. CHANG, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & RECREATION 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: 	HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CPR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your comment has been noted. Coordination with the Department of Parks and Recreation will 
continue throughout the duration of the Project. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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HUH HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DOE) TnNouF. 
lkorma omecroR 

noat Isa. SUMITOMO 
ouvro eitmcvort 

BA 

January 29, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SE VI ES 

FROM: 	DAVID K. TANOUE, ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR RAIL TRANSIT STATION DRAWINGS 

We are requesting a set of the latest Station Drawings (10 percent completion) for our City's 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project. The preliminary information will allow our department to better 
understand the intended operation of the transit system and evaluate its effects on circulation 
and land use. This information will not only complement our work on on-going and subsequent 
Transit-Orlented Development (TOD) plans, and improve the efficiency of our TOD process, but 
also assist you with any permitting issues or requirements raised by these more detailed 
drawings. 

We appreciate your department's willingness to work with the Department of Planning and 
Permitting on this effort. Should you have any questions, please call Bonnie Arakawa of my 
staff at 768-8048. 

DKT:Ch 

cc: Site Development Division 

PAPolicyDocuments1ActIon PiensWaipahu Neighborhood P1an1CorrespondencelDPPmemot)TS 
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Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730- Interne( www.honalulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 

MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-297418R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	 DAVID K. TANOUE, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & PERMITTING 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: 	HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

As requested, station plans were provided to the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) on 
February 24, 2009. DTS will continue to work with DPP regarding permitting for the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
Included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	WAY E Y. YOSHI 
''ARTMENT 

A, DIRECTOR 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

FROM: it. A IIK.TL OUE, ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU H1GH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)/SECTION 4(f) 
EVALUATION 

In response to your request for comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project DEIS, the Department of Planning arid Permitting (DPP) has the 
following comments: 

1. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should discuss any mitigation 
measures to be taken for loss in property values along the corridor where there 
are adverse impacts. 

2. The FEIS should include a listing of all properties that are to be acquired in full or 
in part, their addresses and TMKs, and the estimated value at the time of 
acquisition. 

3, 	p. 1-7, Figure 1-4 Major Activity Centers in The Study Corridor: Kalaeloa 
Industrial Park should be identified as "proposed". 

4. p. 2-25, Figure 2-14 East Kapoiei Station (Ali Build Alternatives): The map 
extent of this figure should be expanded to the southeast to show the pedestrian 
access and connectivity between the East Kapolei Station and the planned Kroc 
Community Center. 

5. p, 3-34, Table 3-18 Mode of Access to Fixed Guideway Stations —2030 Build 
Alternatives: This table should include bicycling as a mode of access. Bicycling 
is a key component of an integrated inter-modal transportation network and 
should be added as mode of access to Table 3-18 in the FEIS. 
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6. p. 3-36, Access to Fixed Guideway Stations: This section states that each 
station would have facilities for parking bikes, and each guideway vehicle would 
be designed to accommodate bicycles during off-peak hours. Bicycling as a 
mode of transportation should be strongly encouraged, and thus guideway 
vehicles should also be able to accommodate bicycles during peak hours. This 
should be clarified in the FEIS. 

This section also states that sidewalks and crosswalks are currently available at 
stations or would become available as streets and sidewalks are built in 
developing areas. Emphasis should also be on creating an inter-modal 
transportation network in the neighborhoods surrounding the stations. The FEB 
should address the need for identifying and developing safe and convenient 
pedestrian ways and bikeways to connect the existing residential areas with the 
transit stations. Sidewalks and bike paths leading to and from the transit station 
should be planned, designed, and constructed before the transit station opens. 

7. p. 3-41, Spillover Parking Effects on Station Areas: This section states that the 
West Loch, Peartridge, lwilei, and Ala Moana Center stations were projected to 
have the largest demand for spillover parking and were selected for further 
study. A detailed table should be provided in the FEIS that shows for the Build 
Alternatives the spillover demand in the morning and evening peak periods for 
each of the four stations. Public input from community meetings held for the 
Waipahu Neighborhood TOD Plan indicated that residents felt strongly about the 
need for a park-and-ride facility at the West Loch station, and that without such a 
facility there would be spillover parking, particularly from residents living mauka 
of the freeway. 

8. p. 3-41, last bullet: Although we agree with this bullet, it should be removed from 
this section or clarified. Spillover parking near stations would largely be from 
residents living in the surrounding neighborhoods and communities that are 
driving to the station. Residents living in future development in the station areas 
would have the greatest likelihood of walking to the transtt station, and thus 
would not be a significant contributor to spillover parking. 

	

9, 	p. 3-43, Effects on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Network: The FEIS should 
discuss ongoing work on the Oahu Bike Plan and discuss key recommendations 
of the Plan, if available, as they pertain to developing bike paths that link 
surrounding neighborhoods with the transit stations. 
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The FEIS should also disclose if pedestrians who are not taking transit would be 
allowed to use the mezzanine level of stations to cross streets. Creating a safe 
and convenient way for pedestrians to cross heavily traveled roadways is critical, 
particularly with the anticipated increase in pedestrian activity from transit 
patrons and TOD in the station areas, and a growing elderly population. 

10. p. 3-44, Parking: This section states that parking surveys of on-street 
unrestricted parking supply would occur approximately six (6) months before 
implementation of the fixed guideway service. The FEIS should provide a 
schedule relating to when potential strategies will be decided and implemented 
\els a vis operation of the transit system_ 

11. p. 4-12, Figure 4-2 Planning Regions and Planned Land Use: This figure should 
include the routes of planned extensions to the west and east as shown on 
Figures 2-5 and 2-8, respectively. 

12. p. 4-13, Future Lend Use Plans and Policies: This section states that TOO 
Special Districts would encourage mixed-use, high-density, walkable 
communities around transit stations. The objective of TOO is not necessarily to 
promote high-density development, but rather development that is concentrated 
around the transit stations and at densities that are contextually appropriate for a 
given community. 

The FRB should also mention the Waipahu Town Plan (1995), Pearl Harbor 
Historic Trail Master Plan (2001), and Kalihi-Palama Action Plan (2004) as 
promoting transit-supportive development patterns, pedestrian-friendly 
environments, and an inter-modal transportation netiivork. 

13. p. 4-20, Common to All Build Alternatives: In addition to how the proposed 
project is consistent with the 'Ewa Development Plan, the Final EIS should also 
discuss how the proposed project is consistent with section 4.1.3.2 Planned 
Transit Corridor, pages 4-8 and 4-9, of the Central Osahu Sustainable 
Communities Plan. The Final EIS should further discuss how the proposed 
project is consistent with the rapid transit corridor as shown on the Public 
Facilities Map in Appendix A of both the 'Ewa Development Plan and Central 
Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan. Furthermore, the Final EIS should 
include a discussion of how the proposed project is consistent with the Public 
Infrastructure Maps for Ewa, Central aahu, and the Primary Urban Center, 

14. p. 4-43, Common to All Build Alternatives: This section states that since the 
transit system will be elevated, it would not create a physical barrier to pedestrian 
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or other forms of travel within the study corridor. However, with anticipated 
increase In pedestrian activity from transit patrons and TOO in the station areas, 
mitigative measures to assure pedestrian safety should be identified in the FEIS. 
Pedestrians, especially the elderly, disabled, and young children, need safe 
access and adequate time to cross heavily traveled roadways. 

16. p. 4-57, Section 4.7.1 Background and Methodology: There is mention that the 
Diamond I-lead and Punchbowl Special Districts may be affected but they are not 
discussed any further. It is not certain how these two (2) districts are impacted 
by the proposal. The Final EIS should discuss how the proposal meets the 
objectives and design guidelines for each of the Special Districts — Chinatown, 
Hawaii Capital, and Waikiki. 

16. There should be more discussion about alternative track profiles and 
configurations that would help to mitigate the negative visual impacts. This 
should include the various components of the tracks, i.e., tracks (height, widths, 
and profiles), columns (diameters, configurations, and heights), materials and 
finishes (concrete and steel), and landscaping (screening). 

17. p. 4-61, Kahl to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit ; Missing from this buffeted 
list of panoramic views is the view from the Kakaako Waterfront Park toward 
Punchbowl and the Koolau Range (PUC DP, June 2004). Furthermore, the 
panoramic and mauka-makat view corridors identified in the PUG DP should be 
graphically shown on a map in the FEIS, 

18. p. 4-63, Table 4-10: Item 13, which describes the visual impact of the Chinatown 
station and guideway, conflicts with the description of environmental 
consequences to neighborhoods (Downtown) discussed on page 4-44. The 
latter states that the Project would not create a new barrier or affect the physical 
character of adjacent communities. This should be clarified in the FEIS and 
mitigative measures identified. 

The FEIS .should include visual simulations of each station in the Build 
Alternatives that show the mass of the station buildings in relationship to 
surrounding land uses/structures. The FEiS should include elevation views of 
each station that show the station from all sides in relation to surrounding uses. 
For example, views of the Salt Lake station should also be from the south side 
looking towards the three-story apartments. The FEIS should also Include visual 
simulations of the Build Alternative that illustrates the visual impact to panoramic 
views and mauka-makai view corridors identified in the PUC DP. 
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19. p. 4-75, Figure 4-27 Viewpoint 11 — Dillingham Boulevard at Kalihi, looking 
Mauka: Regarding the simulation with the fixed guideway, what is the distance 
from the top of the future transit vehicle to the existing overhead utility lines. 
There may be a need to raise or relocate the existing lines. Please consult with 
Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. regarding this matter for similar situations along 
the corridor since there is generally a safe electrical distance requirement. 

20. p, 4-84, Figure 4-36 Viewpoint 20 — Mother Waldron Park nearlialekauwila 
Street/Cooke Street Intersection, looking 'Ewa: Why is the straddle bent 
guideway with double columns only utilized along Hale kauwila Street in 
Kakaako? Couldn't the on-street parking be eliminated on one (1) side so that 
the guideway columns could be placed down the centerline of the roadway? 
This straddle bent guideway is rather bulky especially for the abutting senior 
housing units (major visual impact). 

21. p. 4-85, Common to All Build Alternatives: This section states that RTD will 
coordinate with the City to identify the particular needs of each view, The PEIS 
should expand upon this and identify which City Department(s) would be 
consulted and what the methodology would be to achieving this so that 
appropriate mitigative measures are identified. 

22. p. 4-86, Fort Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit: This section 
states that the West Loch station and respective transit center would blend well 
with the bulk and scale of the Waipahu Town Center's densely developed 
commercial character. This statement should be revised as the Waipahu Town 
Center is tar from being densely developed, particularly with the large surface 
parking lot adjacent to Farrington Highway. 

23. p. 4-93, Mitigation: information on the particular needs of each view (as stated 
on page 4-85) needs to be added. The relocation of trees within the station area 
should also be added as a mitigative measure. 

24. There should be more discussion about the visual impacts of the guideway 
between Kamakee Street and Ala Moana Center. 

25. In Section 4.7, the mitigation measures should be expanded with more 
discussions on how to minimize the negative visual effects. 

26. p. 4-1387  Mitigation: A bullet should be added that states that the first priority for 
street trees transplanting should be within the station area or neighborhood from 
where they were originally planted. For example, the trees along Farrington 
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Highway in WaOahu, a source of community pride, should be transplanted within 
the West Loch or Waipahu Transit Center station areas or elsewhere within 
Waipahu. This should also be added to Table 4-1 under the section pertaining 
to visual and aesthetic conditions. 

27. p. 4- 161; Delete duplicate page. 

28. p. 44 66, Station Area Development: This section states that the TOO 
Ordinance is expected to be enacted in 2008. The FE'S should update this 
information and state that the TOO Ordinance should be adopted in 2009. 

29, p. 4- 166 and p. 4- 167, 'Ewa Plain: East Kapolei, UH West Claim, and Ho'opiii: 
All references to the Hunt Development Group should be deleted since this 
organization is no longer working with the UH West Osahu to develop the Private 
Development Lands, 

30, p. 4- 176, Table 4 -37 List of Anticipated Permits: This section listing anticipated 
City permits and/or approvals is incomplete. Permits from DPP may include, but 
are not limited to building, grading, grubbing and stockpiling, trenching, 
dewatering, drain connection and subdivision. See attached table which is not a 
final list. The table also includes other permits and approvals that may be 
required from State and Federal agencies. 

Si, 	The project may be required to comply with Section II (Storm Water Quality) of 
DPP's "Rules Relating to Storm Drainage Standards". 

32. Outside of specific areas, e.g., land under federal jurisdiction or the Kakaako 
District as designated in the Hawaii Revised Statutes, the Honolulu City Council 
is the authority for the granting of major permits within the special management 
area (SMA) as established by Chapter 25, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 
(ROH). However, there is insufficient information in the EIS to determine which 
project sites and/or activities meeting the definition of development in ROH 
Section 25-1.3 would require a major (or minor) SMA use permit. Therefore, for 
portions of the project that are in or near the SMA boundary, the Final EIS 
should include an overlay of these project areas with SMA boundaries to 
determine if permits will be required, Please consult with the Land Use Permits 
Division of the Department of Planning and Permitting at 768-8013. 

33. Park and ride, maintenance and power generation facilities located within the 
100-year flood plain are subject to compliance with flood hazard requirements. 
In addition, the planning, design and construction of these facilities and the entire 
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transit system should also take into account the possibility/implications of at feast 
a one (1) meter rise in sea level over the next 50-100 years due to climate 
change and global warming. Please consult with Dr. Chip Fletcher of the 
University of Hawaii at 956-2582. 

34. p. 6-2: Are park-and-ride facilities included n capital and O&M costs? 

35. p. 6-5, Figure 6-1: The PEIS should provide an explanation for the bump in the 
graph at year 2027. 

36. p. 6-8, Figure 6-3: The FOS should explain the steep rise in transit subsidies at 
year 2018. 

We look forward to receiving the Final EIS. .Should you have any questions, please 
contact Matt Higashida of our staff at 768-8045. 

DKT:is 

Attachment 

cc: Katherine Puana Kealoha, Esq., Director, Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Ted Matley, Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 

.„....clgmes T. Hayes, Parsons Brinckertoff 

PACivFunctionlEA-EIS‘20081Honduru High-Capacity Transit Corddor Project DEIS Cornments.doc 
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If A 'cable 40 

Building Permit 
Combustible & 
Flammable Liquid 
Tank 

Certificate of Occupancy 

Building Division 	Tim Hiu/8120 Only required for work 
outside of r-o-w. 
Use Third Party Review? 

OSO Relocation Permit Art Chanacombe/8117 

LUPD DTS can self-regulate 

If applicable. 
Requires City Council 
approval 

L UP D 

Bob Bannister/8012 

Bob Bannister/8012 

Contractor temporary 
staills area/  ard  
Special Management Area 

Special District (Hawaii 
I Capitol, Chinatown)  

L UP 0 Bob Bannister/8012 

Permit 

Subdivision/Easements 
Construction Plan Review 

Street Lights 
Traffic Signal  

Flood Hazard Variance  
Sewer  Connection 
Grading, Trenching, 
GrUbbing and Stockpiling 
Storm drain connection 
Construction dewatering  
Industrial Discharge Permit 

Division*/Branch 	Contact Name/ 	I 
  phone # (768- )  
SDD/Subdivision Mario Siu-Li/8098  
SDD/Subdivision Mario Siu-Li/8098 

SDD/Subclivision Mario Siu-L118098 
Dennis Nishimura/8197 
Mel Takakura/81 04 

Mel Takakura/8104  
Mel Takakura/8104  

SOD/Wastewater Dennis Nishimura/8197 

Comments 

For any sump pits in 
elevators, or any non-
domestic discharge  

SWAN a stewater 
SOD/Civil 
Engineering 
SDD/CEB  
SOD/CEB 

Only for work in city r-o-w. 
One Time Review. 

LUO Waiver for public uses 
Structures in Yard 
Height Limit 
Signs 
Parking 
Floor Area 

Bob Bannister/8012 As applicable LUPD 

Public infrastructure Map 
(RIM)  
Unilateral Agreement (UR) 
Compliance  
Urban Design Plan 
Compliance 

Planning/PPB 

Pianning/DPZC 

Planning/CPS 

Randy Hara/8041 

Eugene Takahashi/8035 

Bonnie Arakawa/8048 

Already done 

As applicable, checked as 
_part of subdiv/BP review  
As applicable under UR, 
checked as part of 
subdiv/BP review 

1/7/09, 1/14109, 2/6/09 rev 
RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

REQUIRED PERMITS FROM DPP 
(working dra ft) 

* LUPD 
	

Land Use Permits Division 
	

CEO Civil Engineering Branch 
SDD 
	

Site Development Division 
	

PPB Policy Planning Branch 
BLDG 
	

Building Division 
	

DPZD Development Plans & Zone Change Branch 
CSO 
	

Customer Service Office 
PASpecialProlects1Transit108 Permit Table-kdoc 

AR00001306 



OTHER PERMITS MISSING FROM FIRST DRAFT 

Permit Respn. Dept. Comments 
Right of Access DLNR For DLNR land in Kapolei 
Stream Channel Alteration DLNR Any work in streams 
?? Dept of Army Any work in streams 
401 Certification DOH Any work in streams 

Street Usage DTS Any work within city road right-of-way, vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic 

? Alignment, stations in Kalaeloa and Kakaako 

_ 

PASpecialProjeots\Transitk08 Permit Table-k.doc 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII nal 3 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (BOB) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/090-298955R 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 DAVID K. TANOUE, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & PERMITTING 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Property that will be directly affected by the Project will be purchased at market 
rates. As discussed in Section 4.4.3 of the Final BS, "...compensation will be 
provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with 
all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Properly Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24)." 

2. Appendix B in the Draft EIS illustrated the tax map parcels (TMKs) that will be 
acquired by the City for the Project. Appendix B has been updated for the Final 
BS and is now Appendix C. 

3. The suggested revision regarding Kalaeloa Industrial Park has not been made in 
the Final EIS. The label for this figure has been changed to read "Kalaeloa." 
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4. The suggested revision regarding the East Kapoiei Station has been made in the 
Final EIS (Figure 2-17). 

5. The "walk" column in Table 3-18 in the Draft EIS represents both walking and 
bicycling trips to fixed guideway stations. The column heading has been modified 
in the Final EIS (Table 3-20) to reflect both modes of access. 

6. The Project is designed to be one part of a multi-modal transportation system. 
Bicycles will be allowed on transit vehicles as regulated by a bicycle policy. 
Access to stations will be in the form of bus, walking, bicycling, drop-off, and in 
some cases park-and-ride. The bus system will be modified to complement the 
rail transit system, with additional feeder buses connecting surrounding 
communities to the stations. While the Project is coordinating with City and State 
agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
near the stations, the actual construction of such facilities is beyond the scope of 
the Project. 

As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for Project 
stations place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access 
to stations, including accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of 
safety. The design criteria also state that, as a non-motorized mode, bicycles will 
be given second priority. 

7. Table 3-22 in the Final EIS shows estimated spillover parking demand at each 
station. As stated in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, the approach to mitigating the 
effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will 
conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and 
implement one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Strategies to be used 
include, but are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking causes safety or 
congestion problems) and shared parking arrangements (at locations where 
parking is available but dedicated to another purpose, such as retail centers, 
office uses, or places of worship). Implemented strategies will be monitored by 
the City, and necessary adjustments will be made as needed. 

8. As future residential, commercial, and mixed-use development occurs around 
stations, both parking supply and demand could change over time and influence 
the extent of any spillover parking. The section analyzing potential spillover 
parking impacts has been left as it appeared in the Draft EIS, since it is describing 
potential conditions that could affect spillover parking demand and provides the 
best estimate of impacts based on the available information. 

9. The Project is coordinating with City and State agencies to encourage 
development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities near the stations. The 
Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated, and the final recommendations of the 
Bike Plan will come out after completion of the Project Final EIS. Section 3.4.5 
has been revised to include the following language, The Oahu Bike Plan is 
currently being updated and is scheduled to be adopted later in 2009. The Draft 
Master Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed using criteria 
that include access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or 
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future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the Draft Master 
Plan." 

Regarding use of the concourse/mezzanine level of stations by the general 
public, that decision has not been made. Some stations are being designed to 
accommodate such access, including potential pedestrian crossings. Whether 
that is allowed will depend on the fare policy that is implemented. 

10. The specific mitigation strategies and the schedule for implementation will be 
determined as the stations are opened. Parking surveys will be conducted prior 
to starting construction of a station, and again within six months after opening of 
the station. Results of the surveys will be used to determine the appropriate 
mitigation strategy, which will be selected by the City and implemented as soon 
as feasible. Follow-up surveys will be conducted by the City to determine if the 
mitigation strategies are effective. Additional mitigation measures will be 
implemented as needed, as determined by the City. Strategies to be used 
include, but are not limited to, parking restrictions (where parking is causing 
safety or congestion problems, and shared parking arrangements (at locations 
where parking is available but dedicated to another purpose, such as retail 
centers, office uses, or places of worship). 

11. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. 
The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and 
UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative effects sections of Chapters 3 and 4 
of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, 
they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when 
there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of 
the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative effects analysis) 
because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. 
If the extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

12. High-density development is a component of transit-oriented development (TOD), 
to maximize transit ridership from adjacent mixed land uses. TOD principles 
incorporate context sensitivity into design for a given community. In response to 
your comment, Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS has been revised to note that the 
Waipahu Town Plan (1995), Pearl Harbor Historic District Trail Master Plan 
(2001), and Kalihi-Palama Action Plan (2004) promote transit-supportive 
development patterns, pedestrian friendly environments, and an inter-modal 
transportation network. 

13. Section 4.2.2 of the Final EIS summarizes the goals and objectives of relevant 
transportation and land use plans and Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS states that 
the Project will be consistent with the adopted State and Local government 
transportation and land use plans and polices. Additional detail regarding the 
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specific plans mentioned can be found in Chapter 2 of the Land Use Technical 
Report. This includes the Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Ewa 
Development Plan, Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan, and their transit 
corridor components, as shown on the Public Facilities Maps (see Section 2.1.4 
to 2.1.6 of the Land Use Technical Report). The Project is consistent with 
relevant transportation and land use plans, including the Public Infrastructure 
Maps. The technical report is available on the Project website 
(www.honolulutransit.orq).  

14. The DTS has developed specifications and design criteria to address the City and 
County of Honolulu's requirements for accessibility and safety and security of the 
system, which includes pedestrian facilities. In addition, all stations will conform 
to applicable Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and local regulations, and 
DTS will work with State and City agencies to encourage the development of safe 
pedestrian facilities near stations. 

15. The Diamond Head and Punchbowl Special Districts will not be affected by the 
Project and Section 4.8 of the Final EIS has been revised accordingly. The 
overall objectives and design guidelines for the Hawaii Capital and Chinatown 
Districts will be addressed during the station design process. This process will 
focus on characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to stations 
during the next level of planning and design for the stations. 

16. Alternative track profiles and configurations were examined during the 
alternatives screening and conceptual design processes. The following 
measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation. 
• Shield exterior lighting. 
• Coordinate the project design with the City's TOD program within the DPP. 

DTS will consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements. 

Under the heading Design Principals and Mitigation in Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed 
that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. Guideway materials and 
surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted 
architectural principals to achieve effected integration between the guideway and 
its surrounding environment. Landscaping and streetscape improvements will 
help mitigate potential visual impacts. 

17. Mauka views from the Kakaako Waterfront Park toward Punchbowl and The 
Koolau Mountain Range will not be affected by the Project (see Section 4.8.3 
Potential Visual Effects on Protected Views and Vistas-Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center in the Final EIS). The middle ground of these panoramic views, where the 
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Project will traverse, are dominated by other mid-rise to high-rise buildings. The 
panoramic and mauka-makal protected view corridors that are identified in the 
Primary Urban Center Development Plan and that will be affected by the Project 
are shown and discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. 

18, With respect to the Chinatown Station, the text in Section 4.5 of the Draft BS has 
been revised in the Final BS Section 4.6.3 to state that "Within the Downtown 
area, the Project will pass the historic districts of Chinatown and Merchant Street. 
Nimitz Highway is located along the perimeter of these two districts between the 
Downtown uses and Honolulu Harbor; therefore, the transit system will have little 
effect on their uses. However, it will contrast with their historic character." 
Mitigation measures for visual effects are discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS and include retention of trees, where feasible, and shielding of exterior 
lighting along the guideway. 

As stated in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the simulations are intended to 
represent the scale and spatial relationships of project elements to other objects. 
These simulations serve several purposes: they were used to evaluate visual 
and aesthetic consequences, demonstrate the potential for mitigation, and 
provide a means of communicating the findings of the analysis. The stations that 
were simulated for the visual assessment generally depict those that are 
expected to have a comparatively greater visual effect (see Section 4.8.3 for 
specific figures for the Chinatown Station and for the Downtown Station). For a 
typical station prototype, please refer to Section 2 of the Final EIS. The prototype 
shows a cross-section view that is intended to more accurately show the 
guideway dimensions. DTS has considered your request for additional station 
simulations. However, it was determined that the existing simulations presented 
in the Final EIS adequately represent the Project. 

The ongoing station design process is focusing on characteristics and 
preferences of the communities adjacent to each station. 

Panoramic views along the alignment are represented by photographs included in 
the Final EIS: see Section 4.8.3 for specific figures, Viewpoint 5—Aloha Stadium, 
looking Ewa; Viewpoint 7—Keehi Lagoon Beach Park, looking Koko Head; and, 
Viewpoint 8—Keehi Lagoon Beach Park, looking Mauka. The simulations 
included in Section 48 of the Final BS are intended to represent the range of 
scale and spatial relationships of project elements to surrounding lands uses and 
structures. However, they do not reproduce the entire field of view that 
individuals would perceive. Photographs typically produce a static field of view, 
but an individuals eyes constantly scan and selectively focus on a scene for 
content. As a result, photographs often do not show scenic features as 
prominently as they might appear to individual observers. The visual effects of 
the Project on these views are presented in the tables in Section 4.8 of the Final 
EIS. 

The panoramic and mauka-makai protected view corridors that are identified in 
the Primary Urban Center Development Plan and will be affected by the Project 
are shown and discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. 
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19. The clearance reference in the comments will be verified during final design. As 
stated in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, communication and coordination have 
been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue 
throughout design and construction. Utility rearrangements will occur as 
necessary to ensure that construction of the Project may proceed without 
affecting utility service. 

20. Adjacent to the senior housing unit, there is an existing 14-foot-wide by 8.5-foot-
high concrete box drainage culvert in Halekauwila Street that prevents placement 
of guideway columns down the middle of the roadway. Eliminating the parking on 
the makai side of the street would place part of the guideway in the park, which is 
a sensitive community resource. Parking could be eliminated along the mauka 
side of the road with the guideway placed inside the elderly housing property, but 
RTD felt the current design had fewer impacts to surrounding properties. 

The potential visual effects at Viewpoint 19 are discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS. It is noted that the bulk and scale of the guideway and columns will 
contrast substantially with the scale and character of Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park and the adjacent residential building. Mitigation measures for 
visual effects are discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, as noted above. 

21. The sentence has been revised in the Final EIS to state, "RTD will coordinate with 
DPP regarding the particular needs of each view." 

22. To correct the description of the Waipahu Town Center, the words "densely 
developed" have been deleted in the Final EIS. 

23. DTS will coordinate with DPP through meetings that will include review of design 
plans. The objective will be to identify the particular needs of each view; 
however, changes to some views will be unavoidable. Street trees along the 
project alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final SS. Mitigation 
measures to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and 
aesthetic opportunities that it creates are discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS. As stated in the mitigation discussion, existing trees will be retained where 
practical, including at station areas. 

24. Visual effects of the guideway between Kamakee Street and Ala Moana Center 
are discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIS. The discussion notes that no 
visually sensitive resources are located in this area, which is primarily big-box 
stores and smaller industrial buildings. The discussion has been expanded in the 
Final EIS to indicate that buildings will be removed to allow the cross-over from 
Queen Street to Kona Street. Please refer to Section 4.8.3, including the table; 
Potential Visual Effects on Protected Views and Vistas-Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center in the Final EIS, for a discussion of visual effects along the mauka-makai 
view corridor on Piikoi Street. 

25. More specific mitigation measures to address visual impacts of the Project are 
being developed through the station design and planning process. The initial 
station area plans and design guidelines were first developed through a series of 
interactive workshops in 2008 involving input from DTS, DPP, and the project 
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design team. The next level of transit station design is focusing on integrating 
individual neighborhood characteristics and preferences of the communities 
served by stations. The Project is hosting a series of public station design 
workshops where the community is involved in the design of the stations. The 
workshops provide multiple opportunities for brainstorming station ideas, giving 
feedback on preliminary concepts, and finally a chance to review and comment 
on detailed station designs. 

26. Transplanted trees should remain close to their original location whenever 
possible. Your comment makes both good ecological and economic sense as 
well as preserving the sense of pride a community has in its mature trees. This 
has been added to Table 4-1 and as a bullet under mitigation for impacts to 
Visual and Aesthetic Conditions. Please note that the mitigation listed in 
Section 48.3 of the Final EIS states that existing trees will be retained where 
practical and new vegetation will be provided. DTS will consider transplanting 
street trees within the same station area or neighborhood where they are 
removed if this is a viable option for the specific location. 

27. The duplicate page has been removed. 

28. Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect the passage of Bill 10 
(2008) by the City Council in March 2009, under Ordinance 09-4. 

29. Section 4.18.2 of the Draft EIS has been revised in the Final EIS. The reference 
to Hunt Development Group has been deleted. 

30. DTS staff has been working, and will continue to work with DPP staff, to identify, 
apply for, prepare, and obtain permits related to construction. 

31. The project design team will comply with DPP's "Rules Relating to Stormwater 
Drainage Standards." 

32. This permit has been identified on the List of as indicated in Section 4.21 of the 
Final EIS, a Special Management Area permit is being prepared to address this 
issue. 

33. In Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS, it states: As a linear feature, the guideway will 
cross several floodplains in Waipahu and Pearl Highlands. However, the Project 
will not cause significant floodplain encroachment as defined by USDOT 
Order 5650.2. The guideway and many stations will be elevated above the 
t7oodplain by piers, but some facilities, such as stairs, elevators and traction 
power substations will have to be built at ground level. These features could 
have minor effects on floodplains, depending on how and where they are placed 
within a floodplain see figures in this section. However, any such changes 
caused by the Project will be mitigated through design to comply with current 
floodzone regulations. There will be no notable adverse impacts on natural and 
beneficial floodplain values and there will be no impact to water levels in flood 
zones. As there will be no impacts on floodplain values, a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) will not be necessary. According to the comments 
received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the predicted global 
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sea level rise by the end of the century (2090-2099) is between 7 and 23 inches. 
The minimum elevation for any project feature is 5 feet above sea level; therefore, 
a rise of up to 2 feet would not directly affect any project feature. 

34. Yes, the financial plans include estimated capital and ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs for the park-and-ride facilities. 

35. The "bump" in Figure 64 of the Draft EIS at year 2027 recognizes there will be a 
need to increase capital expenditures to refurbish or replace certain elements of 
the system after a decade of service. 

36. 2018 is the beginning of service on the full 21-mile rail line with costs of about 
$45 million (2007 dollars) in subsidy in that year (in addition to any increased 
costs for TheBus and other transit system elements). This figure is not included 
in the Final EIS. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

Enclosure 
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December 9, 2008 

TO: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

FROM: 	BOISSE P. CORREA, CHIEF OF POLICE 
HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
SECTION 4 (F) EVALUATION 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject project. 

As stated in our previous memorandum to the City Department of Planning and Permitting 
(dated March 27, 2008), the Honolulu Police Department's involvement in the project is 
being addressed through the project's Safety and Security Management Plan. 

If there are any questions, please call Mr. Brandon Stone of the Executive Bureau at 
529-3644. 

BOISSE P. CORREA 
Chief of Police 

BY  
DEBORA A. TANDAL 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Support Services Bureau 

cc: OEQC 
Mr. Ted Matiey, FTA Region ix 

Serving and Prorating With Aloha 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
65D SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAEI 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-6305 • Fax: (808)788-4730 • Internet v.w.v.honoEulu_gov 

 
MUF1 HANNEMANN 

MAYOR 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT12/08-291203R 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	LOUIS M. KEALOHA, CHIEF 
HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 

FROM: 	WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The Honolulu Police Department's continued participation regarding safety and security 
planning is noted. 

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

WAYNIVOYI 

 

 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/19/2008 

deborah 
agles 

96813 
dagies@ juno.com  

Email 
Web site 

12/19/2008 
to make the rail a desirable service that will be utilized and truly alleviate 
the awful leeward traffic mess, I would recommend the following: 
Minimal stops with feeder buses or trallys 0-10 stops instead of 20), it 
has to be time efficient and better than driving or it won't be used. It 
should extend from downtown Kapoiei to UH, via the airport, not Salt 
Lake. Apprpriate stops would be }<andel, east }<andel at the Geiger Rd 
/ Waipahu interchange, Leeward college, Pearl Ridge, airport, 
downtown, ala moana / walkiki, and UH Manoa. I would agree with Mr 
Dijou that peed ridge - HNL be built first, that makes much more sense 
that in an underdeveloped area. Also, I would reconsider the steel 
wheels, they can be quite noisy, and with the rail traversing resider -Rai 
areas, best to be as quiet as possible. Thanks for the oppertunity to 
speak my mind. 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-332247 

Ms. Deborah Agles 
daglesAuno.corn  

Dear Ms. Agles: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmentai Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The number of stations affects riders in two ways. If stations are too far apart, the 
system is not convenient as users must walk too far or drive a greater distance to access a 
station. If they are too near, the average travel speed is reduced. To balance these concerns, 
the average distance between stations is approximately one mile, with shorter distances in 
denser areas that have greater transit demand. 

As shown in Table 3-15, there will be a significant improvement in transit speeds with the 
Project. As a result, major reductions in transit travel times will occur for several major markets, 
such as between developing areas in Ewa and Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 in the Final 
EIS, transit travel times will be better with the Project compared to No Build conditions. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
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The first phase of the Project must be connected to the maintenance and storage facility 
because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and 
storage facility houses the main control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and 
operation of the system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of 
the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Bus connections will be enhanced from Ala Moana Center to UN Manoa. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final BS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
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Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

c 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334314 

Mr. Robert Airhart 
46-074 Puulena Street, #1115 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Airhart: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

As detailed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, the Project includes ongoing operation and 
maintenance. Maintenance of the Project is very different from fixing roads. The maintenance plan has 
been developed following consultation with the FTA consistent with successful programs in other places. 

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

Very truly yours, 

V%Cd1  
WAYNE Y. YOS 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/26/2008 

Cree 
Akana 
Private 
3515-A Kaimuki Ave 

Honolulu 
HI 
96816 
cakana@honolulu.gov  
366-4421 

Email 
Website 

11/26/2008 
Not exactly sold on the "Rail" but because it has some what been 
desided that it will be coming, the airport route will serve a better cause. 
If us the "Tax payers" are going to pay for this project, the Airport route 
would be my prefered choice. 
Most cities in America have there rail system routed in or near the 

airport, and for reasons that need no explaination. 
My hope is that the City Councel will make the right choice, and for the 

greater good of our Island, and not for political reasons. 
On a side note this rail project in my personal opinion will not relieve 
traffic like its proposed to do. All it does is leaves behind someones 
legacy, and adds to ones resume saying that "when I was mayor I 
started the rail in Hawaii". 
But leaves behind the on going 'Bill" that we will have to pay forever_ 
Suggested thoughts: 
Fix and correct our backwards freeways. 
Open up our traffic choke points 
Middle St. merge 
Halawa / Stadium merge 
H-2 merge. 
Correct on & off ramps to create traffic 
flow, ETC. 

Mahalo 
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June 11.2010 RT9/09-330917 

Mr. Cree Akana 
3515-A Kaimuki Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Akana: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

To answer your comment regarding traffic effects from the Project, analysis of traffic 
impacts employs a Travel Demand Forecasting Model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization. The approach has proven to be effective in estimating traffic impacts in other 
cities. This model is based on guidelines established by the FTA. 

Information about the future performance of the highway system on Oahu with or without 
the Project is included in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Traffic conditions will be worse in 2030 
under any circumstance and regardless of which solution is applied. The Alternatives Analysis 
Report stated this. The key point is that rail will improve conditions compared to what they would 
be if the Project were not built. With the fixed guideway system, total islandwide congestion (as 
measured by vehicle hours of delay) will decrease by 18 percent, compared to the No Build 
Alternative (as shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). Accordingly, traffic conditions will be 
substantially better with the Project than any of the other potential solutions studied. 

In addition to the fixed guideway, there are approximately $3 billion in proposed 
transportation improvements included in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. These include 
widening the H-1 Freeway and other facilities at key choke points, adding a westbound zipper 
lane, and other substantial transportation projects. A list of these projects can be found in 
Table 2-4 of the Final EIS. The traffic assessment conducted for the Draft and Final EISs 
included these projects under the No Build and Build Alternatives. 

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

Enclosure 
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Moses 
Akana 

98-1893 Kaahumanu Street 

24C 
Aiea 
HI 
95701 
moakana@hawati.rr.com  
(808) 455-3745 

Both 
Website 

12/08/2008 
Despite what's been in the news about what to build first, neither the 
Kapolei-Waipahu link nor the Pear City-downtown link will draw much 
ridership. For Kapolei-Walpahu, it makes no sense for someone working 
downtown to ride the rail to Waipahu and get off. Likewise, people in 
Pearl City probably won't ride it because they live on the Honolulu side 
of the H1/H2 merge, the bottleneck that causes grief for west and central 
Oahu commuters. The initial link should be built from Walpahu to 
downtown. Provide enough parking at the Walpahu station for 
commuters to leave their cars (like what the had at Village Park). 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331311 

Mr. Moses Akana 
98-1693 Kaahumanu Street, 24C 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Akana: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
The first phase of the Project must be connected to the maintenance and storage facility 
because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and 
storage facility houses the main control center for the entire Project and the required testing and 
operation of the system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center, 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride facilities are planned at 
East Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. Table 2-8 in the Final EIS 
shows the size and capacity of each park-and-ride facility. The East Kapolei facility will provide 
900 parking spaces, and the Pearl Highlands facility will provide 1,600 spaces. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: I voted no on the Primary section for a rail system. Because of the 
money spend on the the type of system and the route. The beauty of 
the Island is also at stake. Yes we do have a traffic problem on the 
Island but the rail system the 'Mayor" wants so bad it not what this 
island needs and not the answer. Viaduct like on the airportinirnitz is 
more close in certain areas, to solve the traffic problem. The people 
here on the island won't give up their cars, therefore, building such a 
hugh concrete blocks on the island will be worthless it will not help the 
traffic problem. I recently went to Los Angeles and I viewed their rail 
route in China town, the rail is an concrete blocks and looks awful going 
by a residential apartment area. "I do not want" such an awful looking 
piece of concrete going by my apartment building, if build it will go right 
by bedroom in Salt Lake. From what I heard on the Public Hearing on 
December 9, in Salt Lake there would be stations at the Stadium and 
Salt Lake Shopping Center. That is a joke, where are going all those 
people from Salt Lake park their cars there is not enough spaces for all 
the people with their cars in Salt Lake it is a dense populate residential 
area. The ones who do not have cars, do you think they will walk all the 
way down to the rail station, no they are not, they will take the closest 
bus available and not the rail. This is a hasty way of doing business, as 
previously said the island has a traffic problem, however, the present 
wanted system by the Mayor is not "it". The federal government will give 
money for any project they would have the last time now and 
thereafter. Please come up with friendlier riding system for the public, 
so the public will be able to use it and it will not destroy the beauty of this 
island. People where able to vote on the rail project, even though they 
are never able to use and affected by this rail system. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332256 

Ms. Renate Alarcon 
3020 Ala Napuaa Street 
Apartment 401 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Alarcon: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to the Project is noted. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
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alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Wai`anae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 
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Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related 
to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

As stated previously, during 2005 and 2006, the City and County of Honolulu conducted 
an alternatives screening process during which a wide variety of alternatives were examined. 
Remaining modal (for auto, transit), technology, and alignment options were combined to create 
alternatives that were evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis Report (2006a). A Managed Lane 
Alternative (such as a viaduct) was examined as one of the alternatives. While this alternative 
would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, systemwide traffic congestion 
would have been similar to the No Build Alternative. This congestion would result from 
increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay 
would have increased slightly with the Managed Lane Reversible Option compared to the No 
Build Alternative, indicating a slight increase in systemwide congestion. Transit reliability would 
not have been improved except for express bus service operating in the managed lanes. The 
cost per hour of transit time savings was determined to be approximately four times greater than 
that for the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have 
substantially improved service or access to transit for transit-dependent communities. Because 
of these findings, this alternative was eliminated when the City and County of Honolulu Council 
selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection 
to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives wi//be undertaken at that time, Bus 
service between Ala Moana Center and these destinations will be enhanced until those 
extensions are built. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 were developed using the travel 
demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information 
and then validated against current counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key input 
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assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected on the rapid transit system on 
an average weekday in 2030. 

Residents will have several methods available to access the fixed guideway system. 
Park-and-ride lots will be available at several stations, including Aloha Stadium. The bus system 
will be enhanced and modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. The existing and 
future bus system, including route numbers and frequency, are provided in Appendix D of the 
Final EIS. Because of the high frequency of the fixed guideway service (every three minutes 
during peak periods and every six minutes during mid-day periods), riders transferring from 
buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from the 
guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving 
stations. In addition, bicycle parking will be available at all stations and offer an option where it 
is too far to walk. 

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

Very trul yours, 

(7 (I.-  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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December 8, 2008 

Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

Dear Messrs. Malley and Yoshioka: 

The Honolulu Chapter of the American Institute of Architects (AM Honolulu) strongly 
supports the concept and implementation of a fixed guideway steel-on-steel rail system 
as an integral part of the future plans to meet the needs our growing island communities. 
We therefore offer the following comments and recommendations to assist the City in 
strengthening community support, enhancing our neighborhoods and environment, 
investing taxpayer money wisely, and ensuring Federal funding for the project. 

Review of Project Goals and Objectives  
A recent study by AtA National and the Center for Transportation Studies found that "the 
success of transportation projects requires Integrating transportation design with 
social, economic, and cultural resources. The time for looking at transportation 
projects through the single fens of mobility, or even simple access and 
connectivity, is long gone.' .!  However, Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS outlines project goals 
and objectives that are focused almost exclusively on mobility concerns. 

AIA Honolulu therefore recommends that the current project goals should be expanded 
and integrated with stronger community-charming oblectives. We encourage the use of 
social, environmental, and aesthetic criteria — as well as economic efficiency — in the 
planning and design of transit system routes and supporting facilities. Transit system 
routes and facilities should further support land use objectives — including urban growth 
management and efficient transit mode linkages and respect significant human, cultural 
and natural environments as defined by the City's Primary Urban Center Development 
Plan. 

Other cities such as Portland, Salt Lake, and Sacramento have wisely integrated 
transportation, social, economic, and cultural objectives during the EIS process and as a 
result have built popular rail transit systems which not only transport people efficiently but 
also create desirable, livable communities. This emphasis on the bigger picture can best 
be summed up by the transit-planning protocol followed by Portland since the 1970's: 
"We define what kind of place we want Co be and then identify the appropriate 
transportation options to serve it." 

Likewise, it is our understanding that the Federal Transportation Administration's 
evaluation criteria for New Starts funding goes well beyond measuring mobility 
improvements. According to its New Starts and Small Starts Evaluation and Rating 
Process, proposed projects are graded against the full range of the fallowing justification 
criteriam : 

AlA HopoMii 
11 M*.fdlard f3ire-14. SArr 402 
Hoilottikt. HEONtiii 96813-4452 
Phono: *Og.545.4242 
Fax: 
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• Transit Supportive Land Use Policies and Future Patterns 
• Environmental Benefits 
• Cost Effectiveness 
• Mobility Improvements 
• Operating Efficiencies 

We similarly recommend that the Honolulu Rail Transit project goals and objectives be 
amended to align closely with these key criteria in order to ensure qualification for 
Federal funding. 

Additionally, because our island economy remains heavily dependent upon tourism, we 
feel it essential that the project objectives should eddress minimizing economic impact to 
the visitor industry and to our island's visual appeal. For instance, views from cruise 
ships and visitors visual expectations of Hawaii, Honolulu, and Waikiki should be 
considered. 

Review of Protect Impacts  
AlA Honolulu has also carefully reviewed the Draft EIS in relation to our chapter's public 
policies on transportation. We respectfully offer the following comments regarding the 
impacts an elevated guideway will have to our communities. 

The City and County of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plen (PUG) is a 
comprehensive planning domment mandated by the City's Charter to guide the 
development and improvement of the City" into the year 2025.' 1  The PUC dearly defines 
guidelines to "preserve and enhance significant mauka or make/ view corridors 
along major collector streets."' Unfortunately, the proposed elevated rail structure will 
block 'matika and makal view corridors particularly along Nimitz Highway through historic 
Chinatown and Downtown. Although the PUG provides criteria for protecting treaulta 
views from the Ma Wat promenade, the Ore EIS does not address visual impacts along 
the planned elevated segment serving the University of Hawaii at Manna. 

In addition, the PUG notes "as demonstrated in leading cities throughout the world, 
recapturing visual and physical access to the urban waterfront can stimulate 
economic renewal and be a source of civic pride°  Examples of popular waterfront 
destinations that have removed their elevated transportation structures include San 
Francisco, Boston, Seattle, and Sydney. The PUG goes on to stress that a major 
impediment for Honolulu is Nimitz highway that "effectively acts as a physical and 
visuai barrier cutting off the waterfront from rnauka pedestrian travel.' Elevated 
rail stations and structures along the waterfront will make a poor situation worse by 
introducing an additional physical and visual barrier. This will largely undo the 
tremendous past efforts by the State Department of Transportation to reintegrate-the 
Aloha Tower with the rest of Downtown Honolulu. 

Al A Honolulu also promotes the preservation and enhancement of historic and cultural 
districts such as Chinatown and the Hawaii Capital District. Our understanding is that the 
elevated Chinatown station and guideway structures would be approximately 40-50 feet 
above grade.' We therefore respectfully disagree with the finding that the elevated 
system will pose no adverse effect" to our historic districts 1  particularly when the Draft 

A!A Honolulu 
119 t,Aere$1ant Street. Suite 402 
Honolulu. Hawaii 95813-4452 
Phone: 808.545.4242 
Fax: 808.545.4243 
W ebsite: wvAv.eiahonolu.org  
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EIS states that the project elements would contrast substantially with Chinatown's 
historic character' and that through the Downtown area "the bulk and scare of the 
guideway would contrast with the more pedestrian scale [and] character of the 
streetscape.'th  

We are deeply concerned that despite documenting many of the significant visual and 
aesthetic impacts of the elevated guideway, the Draft EIS fails to propose mitigation 
measures to effectively counteract negative impacts on views, connection with the 
waterfront, historic districts, end pedestrian streetscapes. AlA Honolulu also 
recommends that rather than providing selective, localized views of the transit guideway 
and stations, broader visualization studies should also be performed. Panoramic 
mountain and waterfront views as defined by the PUG should be shown, keeping in mind 
the potential economic impact upon our tourist industry. 

The AM further advocates the creation of safe, healthy, and easily accessible 
environments for transit passengers as welt as pedestrians and residents along the 
transit route. We are concerned that the areas below elevated rail structures and stations 
will become blighted, "nuisance" environments and that the lack of natural public 
sightlines into stations will diminish safety and security for passengers waiting on 
platforms. The proposed elevated platforms and concourses will also impede convenient 
access for both able-bodied and disabled users. 

Finally, the AIA promotes sustainable planning, design, and operation of transit systems. 
Economic efficiency is also essential., The Draft EIS notes that it will take over 7 times 
the energy to construct an elevated guideway compared with an at-grade system." 1  We 
wish to also emphasize that an elevated guideway will require substantially greater 
amounts of materials, construction, and time in comparison with at-grade systems. 
Similarly, elevated systems require increased electrical consumption to power elevators, 
escalators, and additional lighting. Increased and ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs for public restrooms, painting, graffiti mitigation, and landscaping should also be 
accounted for in fife cycle cost estimates. NA Honolulu therefore considers an elevated 
system to be the least sustainable and cost effective option available to our communities. 

Recommendations  
For these reasons, NA Honolulu urges the City to consider a more flexible rail transit 
solution capable of running at, below, or above grade to accommodate the particular 
conditions within each community. Third rail technology should not be our only option. 
Widely used alternatives such as overhead lines would allow much greater flexibility and 
would more effectkely accommodate social, economic, cultural, and community planning 
objectives. Flexible transit solutions would also more easily satisfy the FTA's funding 
justification criteria for 

• Transit Supportive Land Use Policies and Future Patterns 
• Environmental Benefits 
• Cast Effectiveness 
• Mobility Improvements 
▪ Operating Efficiencies 

AIA Honolulu 
119 Muschant Street, Suite 402 

H onolulu. Hawaii 55813-4452 
Phone: 868.545-4242 
Fax: 808.545.4243 
Website: www.aiallonoluiu.arg 
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impacts to our visual, historic, and cultural resources would be mitigated. There would 
be fewer detrimental consequences for our tourist industry_ More of the cultural 
indigenous character of our communities, neighborhoods, and pedestrian streetscapes 
would be preserved or even enhanced. Sustainable objectives would be more easily 
achieved with lower requirements for energy, material, construction, time, and cost. In 
comparison with elevated systems, at grade systems would require less taxpayer funding 
and offer greater flexibility and affordability in planning for future extensions. 

AIA Honolulu sincerely thanks the City and County of Honolulu for this opportunity to offer 
our comments and recommendations publicly. We have enjoyed greater dialogue with 
the City on transit issues in recent months and we reaffirm our willingness to work 
together with the Mayor, his administration, its consultants, and the City Council on 
developing viable and effective regional community planning and urban design solutions 
for this historic project, including the possibility of alternative mass transit corridors. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Sidney C. . Char, AIR. 
Presiden AIA Honolulu  

i  Moving Communities Forward, p. 44 
11 Community Building Sourcebook, Land Use and Transportation Initiatives in Portland 
Oregon, p_ 1-4 
th  FY2009 New Starts and Small Starts Evaluation and Rating Process, p, 3 
Iv  Primary Urban Center Development Plan (PUC), o. 1-1 

PUC, p. 3-12 
p. 3-4, 3-5 

PUC, p. 3-38 
'44  PUC, p. 3-39 
Ix  Draft EIS, p.2-24 
x  Draft EIS, Table 5-2, p. 5-7 
4 

 
DraftE1S, p. 4-77 
Draft EIS, p. 4-82 
Draft EIS, p. 4-159 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336955 

Mr. Sidney C.L. Char 
American Institute of Architects 
119 Merchant Street, Suite 402 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-4452 

Dear Mr. Char: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Project Goals and Objectives—Comments on the Project's Purpose and Need, and 
associated goals and objectives, were sought during the NEPA soaping period in March and 
April of 2007. The Project is a transportation project and includes the goal of supporting already 
planned development. The Project also supports the goals of the Honolulu General Plan and 
the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan by sewing areas designated for urban growth. The 
social, environmental, aesthetic, and economic elements listed in the comment were evaluated 
in Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final EISs. Separately, the Department of Planning and Permitting 
(DPP) has developed a Transit Oriented Development Revised Ordinance of Honolulu 
(ROH 09-4) that will consider the Project in future land use planning. 

The following Project goals are shown in Table 1-4 of the Final EIS: 

• Improve corridor mobility. 
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• Improve corridor travel reliability. 

• Improve access to planned development to support City policy to develop a 
second urban center. 

• Improve transportation equity. 

In addition to the stated goals of the Project, the FTA evaluation will require the Project 
to address the five elements mentioned in the comment as part of the New Starts funding 
program. Those are also addressed in the Final EIS as part of the Evaluation of the Project in 
Chapter 7. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS, the Project is consistent with the 
transportation and land use elements of adopted State and Local government plans. Cost-
effectiveness is discussed in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS. As shown in Table 3-11 in Chapter 3 
of the Final BS, visitors will make up 11 percent of total daily travel in 2030. Given the 
importance of this market segment and potential environmental effects, visitors were recognized 
in the assessment of total travel demand. In addition, the identification of the Airport Alternative 
as the preferred alternative will allow visitors access to the high-capacity transit system for travel 
to or from the airport terminal. 

Visual Impacts—The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was 
considered in the visual and aesthetic assessment presented in the Draft and Final EISs. It is 
acknowledged that views in Downtown and other areas will be blocked and some views will 
change substantially, resulting in significant visual effects. View changes are not likely to be 
obtrusive in wider vistas or regional panoramic mountain and waterfront views, such as from 
cruise ships, where the project elements serve as smaller components of the larger landscape. 

As stated previously, the island's visual character and scenic beauty was considered in 
the visual and aesthetic assessment presented in the Draft and Final EISs. It is acknowledged 
that the guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with Chinatown's historic character. In 
addition, views in Downtown and the other areas, including protected mauka-makai views, will 
be blocked and some views will change substantially, resulting in significant visual effects. 
Protected views and vistas are identified in policy documents that govern the project corridor. 
These policy documents include the following: Ewa Development Plan, Central Oahu 
Sustainable Communities Plan, and Primary Urban Center Development Plan. The protected 
views and vistas are identified in Figures 4-17 to 4-19 of the Final EIS. Viewer group responses 
on the Draft EIS resulted in the refinement of the visual impact rating for several key views 
described in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. Several additional simulations and summary tables 
were added to illustrate project effects discussed in the Draft BS including protected mauka-
makai views (see Tables 4-9 through 4-14 and Figures 4-39 through 4-50). Views along major 
collector streets are included and described in Table 4-9. The assessment summarized in 
Table 4-9 acknowledges that some view obstructions and changes to views will be unavoidable 
and substantial. They will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby or in 
the foreground of views. This includes those who travel near the alignment. The degree of 
visual effect will vary with the alignment orientation, guideway and station height, and height of 
surrounding buildings and trees, along with the viewer's expectations of view quality. View 
changes are not likely to be obtrusive in wider vistas or regional panoramic views where the 
project elements serve as smaller components of the larger landscape as noted in Section 4.8 
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of the Final EIS. Sections 4.8.2 and 4.8.3 of the Final EIS discusses existing development 
along the project alignment. As noted in this section much of the project alignment is located 
within a predominantly urban area with dense development. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Waianae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the 
guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will 
mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the DPP. The next level of transit 
station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of The communities 
sewed by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape 
design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, 
which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
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proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final 
BS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond 
the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken 
by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. As seen 
in Table 4-13 the panoramic views from the Ala Wai Canal Promenade toward the Koolau 
Mountain Range are Koko Head of study area and will have no visual effect. 

The Chinatown Station and guideway will be dominant features in views along Nimitz 
Highway and mauka views of the Koolau Mountain Range will be blocked. The visual effects of 
the Project in Chinatown and through the downtown are listed in Table 4-9 and illustrated in 
Figures 4-30, 4-31, and 4-33 of the Final EIS. As stated above, Section 4,8,3 includes more 
detail on measures to minimize visual effect of the Project. The design criteria for the guideway 
and stations are presented in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. One of the design criteria is to 
consider the historic and community context during design to reinforce the uniqueness of 
context or use. 

Based on concerns raised by Section 106 consulting parties, preliminary effects 
determinations as shown in the Draft EIS were reevaluated and documented in the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Effects Report dated April 14, 2009. Both direct 
and indirect effects to historic properties were reevaluated in this report. The Project was 
determined to have an adverse effect to the Chinatown Historic District and no adverse effect to 
the Hawaii Capital Historic District. Following consultation, the State Historic Preservation 
Division (SHPD) concurred with the effect determinations on the Chinatown Historic District and 
the Hawaii Capital Historic District, These determinations of effect and the SHPD's concurrence 
are documented in Section 4,16 and Appendix H of the Final EIS. 

Protected views and vistas that are identified in the Primary Urban Center Development 
Plan and may be affected by the Project are shown in Table 4-13 of the Final EIS and locations 
are identified on Figure 4-19, 

Station Design—DTS has developed design criteria to address the City's visual and 
aesthetic requirements for the Project, which will be implemented in Final Design as mitigation 
measures to minimize visual effects, such as those discussed previously in this letter. 
Guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted 
architectural principles to integrate the guideway with its surrounding environment. 
Landscaping and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. Under the 
heading Design Principals and Mitigation of Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific 
environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize 
negative visual effects of the Project. 

In addition, the ongoing station area planning process involves numerous aspects of 
transit system design. The process addresses design and planning issues in an integrated 
manner and focuses on the characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to 
each station. 

Safety and Security—The majority of the rail system will travel in roadway medians. 
The areas below the guideway will continue to carry automobile traffic. The portions of stations 
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at ground level are access buildings similar to other public areas, and will include access 
stairways, escalators and elevator banks with the possibility of space for small commercial uses. 
Elevated station platforms will have open views to the surrounding communities. All stations, 
park-and-ride facilities, and vehicles will include security cameras that are monitored at all times 
of operation, audible and visual messaging systems, and an intercom link to the system 
operations center. Security personnel will also patrol the system. Interior and safety lighting will 
be provided at all stations and park-and-ride facilities. 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 a project-specific Safety and Security 
Management Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA requirements to define the 
safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, and resolving potential 
safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes responsibility and 
accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, 
construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police Department, the 
Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency Management, and the 
Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in preparing and will be part of 
implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and security concerns, including 
threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that were identified through 
community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to enhance safety. 

The transit system will comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 
Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations. Also, level boarding will be provided to 
trains; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will not be required. 

Alternatives Considered—As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting 
an elevated fixed guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated 
during the Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. 
Options evaluated and rejected included an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using 
light-rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-
grade and grade-separated segments. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (D TS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the 
other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel 
under King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to 
cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-
grade and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 
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The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability— The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of 
the day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade 
rail system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only 
exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal 
of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant 
and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the 
streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout 
Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be 
isolated and minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide 
traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in 
the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through 
travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or 
even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to 
operate without delay or interruption. 
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An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community 
and environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than 
with an elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more 
lanes would need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the 
closures would last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a 
greater disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to 
construction noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e,g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

Cost Effectiveness—The resources and costs associated with construction and 
operation on a lifecycle scale of an elevated system have been considered in project planning. 
The cost effectiveness of the Project is presented in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS. The 
comparison of cost effectiveness of the various alternatives considered is presented in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) and summarized in Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
Tables 2-2 and 2-3 summarize the results of the Alternatives Analysis phase, including costs 
and environmental effects. As stated in Section 2.2.2, a transportation system management 
(enhanced bus service) alternative, two managed lane alternatives, and three fixed guideway 
alternatives were evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis Report based on their effectiveness in 
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meeting the Project's goals and objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting 
planned growth and economic development, constructability and cost, community and 
environmental quality, and planning consistency. Energy use was also considered during the 
Alternatives Analysis phase. The analysis demonstrated that enhanced bus service would not 
meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. Additionally, this alternative would have required 
more transportation system energy and generated more air pollutant emissions than a fixed 
guideway alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest 
amount of air pollution and required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use. The 
Managed Lane Alternative would also have provided very little transit benefit at a high cost. The 
fixed guideway alternative will provide the greatest energy reduction. Further, the cost per hour 
of transit-user benefits would be between 160 and 240 percent less than the Managed Lane 
Alternative. 

Rail Technology—The Project's chosen technology ensures speed, reliability, and 
efficiency and is the only one that allows an automated, driverless system. As such, it will have 
a lower operating cost and support the highest ridership of all technologies examined. It may be 
operated above, at, or below grade. The requirement is that the system operates in an 
exclusive right-of-way. As stated previously, to preserve system speed, safety reliability, neither 
automobiles nor pedestrians can be allowed to cross the tracks. For at-grade operation, this 
would require a fenced right-of-way with no crossings. It is not possible to construct such a 
system in a number of areas along the alignment, including in and around Downtown, where 
roadways abut existing development. Regarding the energy delivery system, the Project 
already recognizes the effect of the elevated structure on the visual environment. Relying on an 
overhead catenary system would have exacerbated that effect 

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

Ve tr ly yours, ziy 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

February 4, 2009 

American Planning Association Hawaii Chapter Comments on 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

And Section 4(0 Evaluation 

APA Hawaii Chapter has been a consistent supporter of the 
Honolulu Fixed Guideway project due to the potential it holds for 
both improving transportation mobility and access among the 
population, and due to the effect it can have on a more compact and 
sustainable form of development for the communities and the 
neighborhoods along the corridor. 

APAHI comments are provided in two parts: Part One provides 
general comments are provided regarding the EIS document and 
the transit project. Part Two gives focused attention and comments 
on three important areas along the corridor: Kapolei/Ewa District; 
Waipahu/ Pearlridge; and Kakaako/Ala Moana. These comments 
reflect APA.'s strong interest in place-making at both the station 
areas and in the radius of access to the stations, which is 
complementary to but different than TOD. 
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Part One: General Comments 

We begin our comments by acknowledging that the preparers had a yeoman task of bringing 
together so much material and making it presentable to a wide range of interested parties. In that 
regard, we especially compliment the city and the preparers for their exciting and innovative use 
of clear graphics and visualization techniques. To our knowledge, this is the first time in Hawaii 
that video has been used to communicate content to those many who do not have the time or 
inclination to read through a lengthy, chart-laden document. The introduction overview video, 
the flyover feature, the interactive station graphics are excellent new tools that communicate the 
project visually and not just in words. 

Continued Community involvement 

We want to encourage the City to continue to find ways to have ongoing community input and 
involvement throughout the design, construction and implementation phases_ in particular, we 
believe that is it essential that each community develop a sense of ownership regarding its 
station(s) area and the system as a whole. This is best accomplished through early and frequent 
involvement that goes beyond one-way information sharing. 

While APAHI supports the transit project, we continue to have reservations about both certain 
aesthetic issues, in particular, the proposed height at several urban locations, most notably 
Kakaako and Ala Moana. Heights at these stations has changed several times throughout the 
project, and we urge the City to continue to work with the community, APA and other 
professional organizations to find design review, value engineering and other means of 
generating alternate ideas for reducing the effects of a high guideway and station. At a minimum, 
the project and the Final EIS should go much farther in examining how landscaping and trees can 
help to not only mitigate/camouflage the guideway, but to provide shaded relief to pedestrians at 
street level. 

Mitigations 

In general, the lack of mitigations is a weakness of the Draft EIS which we would like to see 
corrected in the Final EIS. More attention to bringing better place-making features is essential. 
We would like to see drafts of the Design Guidelines that are mentioned. Most importantly, we 
believe that success of the transit project and its integration into the community, requires more 
attention to the details of how people/passengers are to access the station areas. What are the 
features of the sidewalks, crosswalks and amenities for pedestrian access, bicycle access, and bus 
access on a station-by-station basis? Without good (one might even say superior) access 
treatment that is safe, well-lit and pleasant, people will find other ways to travel than to use the 
transit. Good design brings good ridership. 

Multi-Modal Access and Parking 

Access by feeder bus is a critical piece of operations. More information should be provided on 
bus connections in the Final EIS, and it is expected that once the identification of bus access is 
started, that many adjustments and mitigation actions will be required. Which routes will run into 
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which stations? How are passengers transferring from one transit mode to another? What about 
private and school buses, how can they use the transit center? 

The one access mode that is treated in the Draft EIS is auto access, mainly in the form of park 
and ride facilities. Regrettably, the size and features of these parking facilities only looks at the 
number of stalls needed to serve the commuter shed. Many of the garages are large and am likely 
to not fit well into the surrounding community without looking like fortresses. Yet, if not 
properly sized, some communities will suffer from commuters using their streets for parking. 
Much much more attention needs to be paid to the trade-offs for proper sizing and management 
of parking needs. 

"Spillover Parking Effects on Station Areas" (Page 3-41) section states that the West Loch, 
Pearlridge, Iwilei, and Ala IVioana Center stations are projected to have the largest demand for 
spillover parking and in need of further study. A detailed table should be provided in the FEIS 
that shows for the Build Alternatives the spillover demand in the morning and evening peak 
periods for each of the four stations. Public input from community meetings held for the 
Waipalut Neighborhood TOD Plan indicated that residents felt strongly about the need ror a 
park-and-ride facility at the West Loch station, and that without such a facility there would be 
spillover parking, particularly from residents living mauka of the freeway. 

In designing the parking facilities for station areas, configure parking so that it does not dominate 
the area. While it is important to consider utilizing on-street parking in certain station areas, take 
into consideration the protection of neighborhoods. Of the many tools that can be implemented 
to minimize the impact of parking; the four principal ones are "move it, share it, deck it, and 
wrap it." 

• Move it: Contrary to common practice, in which parking is located immediately adjacent 
to the station, broader community goals are best served when parking is moved away 
from the platform. The land nearest the station is the best 'and for development, so using 
it for parking means a lost opportunity. Placing parking a five to seven-minute walk from 
the station opens prime real estate for development. 

• Sham it: Sharing the parking among patrons who make use or it at different times of the 
day or week is an excellent way to minimize the space devoted to parking. The San 
Diego transit system, for example, shares one of its commuter lots with a multiplex 
theater. Transit riders use the parking on weekdays, and movie patrons use it on evenings 
and weekends. Shared parking can be operated privately or by a local parking authority. 
Parking fees offer an opportunity for additional revenue. 

• Deck it: Structured parking is expensive. In Miami, for example, a basic parking garage 
without sprinklers costs $6,000 to $7,000 per space; more highly finished facilities in 
urban neighborhoods cost between $10,000 and $13,000 (creating an additional incentive 
to charge for parking). Charging for parking tends to be controversial for a transit agency 
because it is perceived as a deterrent to riders, but it is essential to finance needed 
facilities. 
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• Wrap it: In place of the typical suburban sea of surface parking, creative designers can 
wrap a parking structure with retail shops, eateries, residences, and services, such as dry 
cleaners. This mixed-use approach makes the parking structure more attractive as an 
urban place, allows people who park there to take care of errands, makes the walk to and 
from the parking lot more interesting, and creates a built-in clientele for the businesses. 
This approach allows surface parking to be used as a form of land banking. 

Part Two: Focused comments on transit project sections 

1) Comments on Kaka'ako-Ala Moana Section (South Street to 
Ala Moana Center) 

Kakarako Stations 

If the location of the planned station near South Street is shifted to either the mauka or rnakai 
side of HaIekauwila Street so that it can be integrated into a private development project, what 
will be impact on the Halekauwila Street right-of-way in terms o fcolumn placements and station 
access from the sidewalk? If the station is directly above the right-of-way, what is the impact on 
the street=ape (e.g., tunnel effect, station access landings in the sidewalk area, etc.)? While this 
may seem to be a detailed question to raise in the DEIS stage, the station impacts at the location 
are magnified because of the narrow right-of-way on Halekauwila Street (see related comments 
below) and the intensity of existing and project development in this neighborhood. 

The planned station makai of Queen Street diamondhead of Ward Avenue is situated entirely 
within General Growth property. While this is preferable to the taking of a small property 
fronting Queen Street, as originally proposed, it is unclear how well this placement, as well as 
the alignment of the guideway approach and departure to this station will fit the planned street 
system and future redevelopment of this vicinity. The proposed guideway alignment follows the 
approximate alignment of the Halekauwila Street extension, which is part of Hawail Community 
Development Authority's current Kaka'ako Mauka Area Plan, but is proposed for deletion in the 
proposed revision to the Mauka Area Plan in favor of new local streets laid out in a "grid" 
pattern. The guideway alignment would cut diagonally across this grid street pattern rather than 
following planned street rights-of-way. It is also unclear how the planned station would be 
integrated into new development of this area. This particular station site should therefore be 
discussed in more detail to explain how it would be consistent with and supportive of future 
redevelopment of this area. 

Physical Impacts on Holekauwila Street and Kona Street Rights-of-Way Relative to Small 
Businesses in Central Kaka`ako 

Both I-falekauwila Street and Kona Street function as local streets, the latter primarily to provide 
vehicular access to light industrial uses. The rights-of-way of both streets are relatively narrow 
(50-ft width for Halekauwila; 40-ft for Kona), which constrains their capacity to accommodate 
columns for the proposed fixed guideway while still providing the travel lanes, parking lanes, 
sidewalks and potentially bicycle lanes necessary for them to adequately serve as local and 
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service streets to businesses as well as through traffic for MI modes of travel. The Kona Street 
right-of-way is presently unimproved, lacking formal curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm drainage 
systems and on-street parking spaces. Most existing uses along these streets tack sufficient off-
street parking and loading spaces, so they depend heavily on the public right-of-way to serve this 
need. 

The DEIS should expand the discussion of the impact of the guideway along these two streets, 
providing more detailed analysis of the effects of the guideway structure on adjacent uses and 
their operations. For example, it appears from the plans provided in the DES that 28 lots 
containing at least 80 small businesses along this segment of the rail alignment will have 
columns placed directly in front of their property. How may the placement of columns impede 
vehicular access to small lots and businesses? How are specific businesses and properties 
affected by the loss of on-street parking and loading spaces, including, in the case of Kona 
Street, the loss of informal parking and loading spaces? 

Direct and indirect Economic impacts on Central Kakaealto Small Lots and Small 
Businesses and on Urban Honolulu 

Proposed property acquisition maps provided in the DEIS indicate that 9 private properties in 
Kaka'ako are slated for acquisition in their entirety. While the DEIS does not discuss details, we 
estimate that 20 small businesses that generate at least $14.4 inillion in annual income are 
directly displaced by this action. It remains uncertain whether it is viable for these businesses to 
relocate. For one, many of these businesses, which are predominately service-oriented, may not 
be able to survive a significant interruption in operations from relocation. Second, these 
businesses are located in Central Kaka'ako, despite high land costs, largely to provide convenient 
access to their customers (Hawaii Alliance for Community-Based Economic Development, A 
Study ofKakaako Maulca Businesses, September 2007). Third, there is a dearth of industrial-
zoned land in urban Honolulu east of iwilei, and small industrial service establishments in Iwilei, 
as well, am being displaced by the higher-value commercial uses that am allowed in that 
industrial-commercial mixed-use zone. Consequently, the closest true industrial district for 
small business is Kaiihi Kai, where there is little, if any vacant land. 

An additional 28 properties in Central Kakalako containing a minimum of 30 smell businesses 
are proposed for partial acquisition. While partial acquisition may not necessarily impell the 
closure of these businesses, construction of the fixed guideway will cause disruptions to the 
operations of these busthesses and inconveniences to their customers, most likely resulting in 
loss of revenue that could lead, in turn, to business failure. If the businesses manage to survive 
the construction period, they will continue to struggle against the pressure of rising property 
taxes due to escalating mat estate values brought by proximity to the transit line. If these 
businesses are forced to relocate due to economic pressure, this will exacerbate the competition 
for scarce industrial land in urban Honolulu and thereby raise the cost of doing business. 

The dimot and indirect impacts on the small business district of Central Kakalako are not trivial. 
These businesses employ an estimated 1,971 people and generate estimated annual sales of 
$258,900,000 (Hawaii Alliance for Community Based Economic Development, October 2008). 
However, the indirect impacts extend well beyond Central Kaka'ako because the businesses in 
this neighborhood. serve customers throughout urban Honolulu, including the major employment 
centers of the Downtown financial district, the Civic Center, Ma Moana and Waikiki. If the 
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service businesses in Central Kaka'alco disappear, where will residents and employees of urban 
Honolulu get their cars, appliances or equipment repaired? Where will the suppliers and storage 
facilities for Waikiki hotels reside? Where will professional and financial offices go for printing 
and supplies? 

Proposed Mitigation Measures for Central Kakasako Business District 

While transit may have distinct benefits for commuter travel and general mobility, there is a 
complex network of interdependencies between Central Kakeako and the residents and 
businesses of these surrounding urban districts that will be significantly impaired by the traasit 
project, and we believe this has not been adequately acknowledged in the selection of the 
preferred alignment through Kaka'ako, the selection of the technology for that route, or in the 
suggested mitigation measures described in the DEIS. Given the significance of Central 
Kalca'ako as an employment center and as a service district for urban Honolulu, we believe that 
an alternative alignment along IC.apiyolani Boulevard, as proposed in the rail transit project two 
decades ago, should be given renewed consideration. If a route through Central Kaka'ako is 
inevitable, then the City, perhaps with State participation, should develop a proactive program to 
ensure the preservation of an industrial service district in Central K.akalako. Adoption of zoning 
to allow industrial uses is a passive measure that is insufficient to accomplish this. What is 
needed are programs to write-down land and redevelopment costs and provide real property and 
other tax incentives and rebates for small businesses in this district. 

Ala Moans Station 

As an "end-of-line" station for the MOS with the highest volume of boarding, de-boarding and 
transferring passengers on the entire system in a vicinity that already experiences a complex mix 
of traffic, the Ala Moana Station area requires detailed attention to design that accommodates all 
modes of travel — bus, private passenger vehicle, delivery vehicles, pedestrian and bicycle — in a 
convenient, efficient, safe and attractive manner. There is very little discussion of this in the 
DEIS. On page 2-36, for example, it is stated that transit connections to Ala Moana Station with 
be provided by "enhanced bus service". What does that mean, exactly? While traffic studies 
may indicate that Kona Street presently has sufficient capacity to stage those buses, what if 
passenger volume exceeds projections? Perhaps most important, what facility enhancements are 
planned for the increased number of pedestrians that will be in this vicinity. What sidewalks will 
be widened? What crosswalks will be created or enhanced? What bus passenger waiting and 
loading areas will be developed? How will bicyclists be accommodated? How will conflicts 
between pedestrian, bicycle, bus and other vehicle movement be avoided or minimized. Will 
traffic signals or other controls be installed or modified? 

Because space is so constrained at the Ala Moana Station site and pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways to the station are limited, we strongly recommend that a transit center be created on the 
presently unused property at 1391 KapiYolani Boulevard (TMK 2-3-039 .. 011) adjacent to the 
Ala Moana Station. This could be done through either outright acquisition of the property or 
joint development with the current or possible future owner. If the tatter, the transit center for 
the private trolleys at the rear of the new Nordstrom store nearby could serve as a model in 
microcosm for the Ala Moana Station Transit Center. 
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2) Comments on Waipahu to Pearhidge Section 

Land Use Plans 

The Future Land Use Plans and Policies Section, p. 4-13, should include summaries of the 
Waipahu Town Plan and the Pearl Harbor Historic Trails Plan. 

Place-Node 

The FEIS should include more discussion on the Waiphau Transit Station (Figure 2-18), the 
Leeward Community College Station (Figure 2-19), the Pead Highlands Station (Figure 2-20), 
and the Pearlridge Station (Figure 2-21) in relation to place and node issues. Places need to be 
easy to get to and should be integrated physically and visually with their surroundings. This 
requires paying attention to how people can get around by foot, bicycle, public transportation, 
and the car — and in that order (Dittmar and Ohland, p. 31) 

With the exception of the Pearlridge Station, which illustrates a connection to the Pear! Harbor 
Bike Trail, the above-referenced station areas are not pedestrian or bicycle friendly, The FEIS 
should include more discussion how these station areas will accommodate pedestrians and 
bicyclists_ Also, a clear statement should be made whether bicycles will be allowed onto the 
transit platforms and into the cars and if so, where and how. 

Parking 

The Pearl Highlands Station should consider other parking location alternatives rather than a 
1600 parking space parking structure adjacent to the station area. One alternative could include a 
shared parking approach to reduce the mass palicing structure adjacent to a station area. Another 
alternative could be to charge For parking, which is controversial, but may be necessary for a 
form of value capture. Include a discussion in the FEIS related to these parking alternatives. 

Neighborhoods 

In Section 4.5.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, include a discussion on pedestrian 
crossings along Farrington Highway and Kamehameha Highway in the Waipahu Neighborhood 
and Pearl City Neighborhood sections. 

Visual and Aesthetic Conditions (Chapter 4.7) 

Ft. Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit (Viewpoints 1-4). Significant trees that are 
not preserved in place should be relocated, if possible, along the transit corridor. 

The FEIS should include mitigative measures for Viewpoint 3, Kamehameha Highway at 
Ka'ahumanu Street, looking makai, since there is a high visual impact obstructing the views of 
the tree canopies in Neal S. Blaisdell Park. 
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3) Comments on Kapolei/Makakilo/Ewa District 

The urban development/urban investinent alternative. The Draft EIS says that improved 
transit is needed to serve, among other users, the large and increasing number of workers that 
reside in the Ewa District who commute to various job centers in urban Honolulu. More needs to 
be said about creating job centers in the Ewa District, for shorter commutes as well as so-called 
"reverse commutes." We believe that as State, County and private parties continue to develop 
higher education campuses, high tech parks, industrial parks, in other words to create a "second 
city" the transit system will need to continue to evolve with an intra- Ewa "hub and spoke" 
and/or light rail transit system, not just an Ewa to downtown Honolulu system. 

East Kapolei Station. The Draft EIS notes (p. 2-14) that "the East Kapolei Station would have 
one of the highest boardings in the system," and would therefore have a park and ride lot. The 
schematic plan for the East Kapolei Station shows a "Proposed Park and Ride Facility — 12 
acres/900 spaces." There is no indication in the text or on the schematic plan regarding how 
buses, cars, bicycles, and pedestrians will gain access to this station. There should be some 
analysis and some conceptual plans for multi-modal access to the Station— especially for peak 
period conditions. 

Ewa Development Plan — Draft Update/Revisions. The Draft EIS discusses (p. 4-13) "Future 
Land Use Hans and Policies," should describe' the recently released "Ewa Development Plan — 
Draft Update/Revisions." 

General Comment re: Projected "Total Daily Trips" — The Draft EIS (p. 3-17) projects an 
increase in Total Daily Trips, from about 3.26 million per day in 2007 to about 4.04 million per 
day in 2030. it would be helpful to provide the (DBED&T or other source) population 
projections for Oahu upon which these trips are projected. Some sensitivity analysis for error 
should be noted as well as the impacts of other factors that influence Total Daily Trip, including 
gas prices, home-based and tee-commute work, aging population, and similar lifestyleitifecycle 
changes. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wm.e.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336282 

American Planning Association 
P.O. Box 557 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96809 

Dear Sir: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public arid agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

General Comments 

As part of the Final Design process, the DTS has developed specifications and Design 
Criteria to address the City's requirements for the Project. As discussed in Section 8.4 of 
the Final EIS, the City is conducting workshops with communities that will have rail 
stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and 
provide opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of station 
entryways in their communities. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated 
into the station planning process. The overall process addresses design and planning 
issues in an integrated manner and focuses on the characteristics and preferences of the 
communities adjacent to each station. In addition, specific sites for landscaping and 
trees will be considered during Final Design when plans for new plantings will be 
prepared by a landscape architect. 
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Regarding the height of the guideway and stations, the designs continue to be revised to 
reflect community input and concerns. For example, recent changes have resulted in a 
lower proposed elevation for the Ala Moana Center station and guideway on Kona Street. 

The station designs continue to be revised to address issues such as multi-modal access 
and connection to the surrounding environment. Place making around the station will be 
an important consideration that involves coordination between multiple agencies and the 
private sector. DTS is working with the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) to 
prioritize sidewalk improvements to coincide with station construction. The updated 
Oahu Bike Plan is being developed with transit access in mind to encourage 
connections. However, it should be noted that areas beyond the station itself are not 
part of the Project and therefore not addressed in this Final EIS, 

Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers, are provided in Appendix D in 
the Final EIS. This appendix also includes a series of station area maps showing bus 
routes and connections to fixed guideway stations. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the 
Final EIS, most fixed guideway stations will offer connections to local bus routes. In 
some cases, an off-street transit center either already exists or will be built to 
accommodate transfers. In other cases, an on-street bus stop with dedicated curb 
spaces or a pullout will be located adjacent to the fixed guideway station. Paratransit 
vehicles will be accommodated at all stations and, in some cases, space for private tour 
buses, taxis, and/or special shuttles also will be included. 

Each station included an analysis of space requirements for all access functions, 
including private shuttles and school operations. The amount of space provided at each 
station was based upon both existing operations and possible future services. 

Table 3-20 in the Final EIS identified mode of access from local bus and other modes to 
the stations. Transfers from bus to rail account for the largest share under any project 
alternative. 

Regarding the park-and-rides, only one facility is planned to be in a garage; the others 
will be surface parking lots, The Pearl Highlands Station will have a multi-story parking 
garage with a direct access ramp from the H-2 Freeway to be used by buses and cars. 

This station is surrounded by major roadways, including the H- .1 and H-2 Freeways, 
Farrington Highway, and Kamehameha Highway, which will make it a very popular park-
and-ride location. 

Regarding spillover parking, a detailed table of station-by-station daily spillover demand 
has been added as Table 3-22 to the Final EIS. As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final 
EIS, actual spillover parking at guideway stations will be affected by several factors such 
as availability of parking, changing conditions that will affect actual access to stations, 
and future development in station areas. 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures that will enhance the interface between the transit 
system and the surrounding community. 
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West Loch, as well as Pearlridge, lwilei, and Ala Moana Center, are all urban 
neighborhood stations that will be accessed primarily by bus, walking, bicycle, and 
passenger drop-off However, the model also predicts some demand for parking at these 
locations. The City will conduct surveys to determine the extent of spillover parking near 
the stations and implement one or more mitigation strategies as needed. Potential 
strategies include the following: 

• Parking restrictions 

• Parking regulation 

• Permit parking 

• Shared parking arrangements 

Once implemented, strategies will be monitored and adjustments will be made as 
needed. 

As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, Pedestrian and Bicycle Access, design 
criteria developed for stations place the highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. 
The Design Criteria provide specific direction for pedestrian and bicycle access features 
at stations. For example, the criteria state that adequate pedestrian circulation routes 
shall be provided with an emphasis on avoiding pedestrian and vehicular conflicts and 
enabling good visibility to each station entrance. This emphasis will be complemented by 
distinct and clear graphic signage. For bicycle access, the criteria include language 
stating that racks shall be placed at the station plaza near the station entrance where 
public visual surveillance is possible and/or where closed circuit television monitoring is 
present. 

Draft EIS Comments 

The ongoing station area planning and design process addresses issues raised by the 
commenter and focuses on the characteristics and preferences of communities 
surrounding each station. The City is conducting public station design workshops to 
engage the public about rail stations and provide opportunities to residents to contribute 
ideas about the appearance of station entryways in their communities. Ideas generated 
at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning process. For more 
information and to get involved in this process, please visit the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org . 

Regarding impacts to Halekauwila Street, the guideway will be supported by straddle-
bent columns within the existing right-of-way. As discussed in Section 4.8,3 of the Final 
EIS, this will create a sense of enclosure for drivers and pedestrians. Some of the on-
street parking will need to be removed, but existing access will be maintained. 

The columns needed to support the guideway along Halekauwila and Kona Streets will 
be spaced at intervals of 120 to 150 feet. As part of the Final Design process, RTD has 
developed specifications and design criteria to address the City's requirements for the 
Project, which will include final placement of columns. Minimizing effects to adjacent 
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land uses will be a key consideration. As indicated in Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS, the 
guideway placements will not affect traffic operations. In addition, as shown in Table 3-25 
of the Final EIS, no sidewalks will be closed as a result of the Project. 

Table 3-24 in the Final EIS lists project-related effects on parking (on and off street) and 
loading zones. As shown in this table, loading zones on Kona Street will not be affected 
by the Project, but parking spaces will be removed to make room for support columns. 
Access to businesses will be maintained. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final 
EIS. Property will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final 
EIS, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents 
in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It is beyond 
the scope of this EIS to predict where businesses will choose to relocate, if needed. 

The DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako district 
and, overall, the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as an 
employment center, although the nature of businesses in the future may be different than 
those in the past. The Project also could bring in new customers for businesses and 
services because of the increased mobility and access the new transit mode will bring to 
a wider region. 

Kapiolani Boulevard was examined as a potential alignment during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase and was rejected for a variety of reasons, including impacts to traffic and 
right-of-way needs that would affect properly access and would require removal of street 
trees, many of which are considered notable, excellent, or exceptional. 

Ala Moana Center Station will be the busiest in the system and will continue to be a vital 
link for transporlation services in the future. Currently, 42 buses serve Ala Moana Center 
on Kona Street in the a.m. peak hour, with 47 in the p.m. peak hour. These numbers wN 
increase to 60 buses in the a.m. peak hour and 57 buses in the p.m. peak hour in the 
2030 bus network. However, the number of routes operating will decrease from 
21 routes to 11 routes. This consolidation of bus routes will make it easier for both 
residents and visitors, and create efficiencies in transfers from one mode to another. 
This is what is referred to as "enhanced service" in the Draft EIS. 

During the peak hour, the University of Hawaii at Manoa will be served by 23 buses on 
Kona Street, while 21 buses will serve Waikiki. Average headways (time between 
buses) to both of these destinations will be less than three minutes. The major bus 
routes on Kona Street will be operated dynamically such that intervals between buses 
could be adjusted as passenger demands warrant to avoid transferring passengers 
accumulating on sidewalks. A seamless transfer is being designed to alleviate the types 
of problems referred to in your comments. This is possible with consolidation of bus 
routes on Kona Street, even as the number of transit riders is increasing. 

A bus staging area has been identified and is being developed just Ewa of Pensacola 
Street between Kona Street and Waimanu Street. This staging area will accommodate 
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five 60-foot buses for schedule recovery and layover currently occurring along Kona 
Street, and to provide capacity for additional in-service buses. 

Accommodating walk and bicycles access to stations will also be important. As stated 
previously, design criteria developed for stations place highest emphasis on walk and 
bicycle access. 

In response to your comment, Section 42,2 of the Final EIS has been revised to include 
summaries of the Waipahu Town Plan (Waipahu Special Area Plan) (1995) and Pearl 
Harbor Historic Trail Master Plan prepared by the City and County of Honolulu 
(May 2001). 

As indicated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, overall access to public transit will be 
enhanced with the Project. Substantial project ridership will be provided by local bus and 
people walking and biking to the station. Bus and walk/bike access to stations will 
account for 90 percent of total trips in the am. peak period (Table 3-20 in the Final EIS). 
Access to stations will be enhanced by accommodating bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Several stations will be located near existing or planned bicycle facilities. 

Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS describes station characteristics, including how various 
access modes will be accommodated by the Project. As is the case with all stations, the 
Waipahu, Leeward Community College, Pearl Highlands, and Pearfridge Stations will 
accommodate bicyclists by providing racks or lockers, Bus transfers will be provided at 
off-street facilities at several stations, including Waipahu, Pearl Highlands, and 
Pearfridge. Bus routes at these stations are noted in Figures 2-21, 2-23, and 2-24 of the 
Final EIS. No bus routes are identified at the Leeward Community College Station; 
however, given proximity to the college, walk access will likely be the dominant mode. 

As also stated previously, design criteria developed for stations place highest emphasis 
on walk and bicycle access. 

Park-and-ride facilities will be provided at stations with the highest demand for drive-to-
transit access. Auto access will be provided at the Pearl Highlands Station, with park-
and-ride stalls located in a garage. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, bicycle facilities in the form of racks and/or 
lockers will be provided near each station entrance. Bicycles will be allowed on 
trains and regulated by a bicycle policy that is being developed. Station area 
characteristics will be completed during Final Design. 

As noted in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, ridership information for the Project is based 
on demand projections, including demand for parking, for 2030. Location and sizing of 
the park-and-ride facilities is based on estimated long-term demand and availability of 
land near stations. There is currently no plan to charge for using park-and-ride facilities, 
but this may change in the future. The location of the Pearl Highlands park-and-ride was 
established after reviewing a variety of alternatives. With the direct ramp connection 
from the H-2 Freeway, this facility will have a large demand that can only be 
accommodated with a multi-level structure. Alternatives to surface parking lots, such as 
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shared parking, are possible in the future as transit-oriented development (TOD) occurs 
around stations. 

The Final Design process will include consideration for appropriate pedestrian crossings 
along Farrington and Kamehameha Highways. As part of this process, DTS has 
developed specifications and design criteria to address the City's requirements for the 
Project. Section 4.6.3.of the Final EIS contains a general discussion of project-
influenced pedestrian access within neighborhoods. 

Street trees along the project alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final EIS. 
Twenty-eight Notable true kamani trees on the makai side of Dillingham Boulevard will be 
removed. As stated in your letter, trees on the makai side of the street are already 
periodically pruned because of the presence of utilities. Trees on the mauka side of 
Dillingham Boulevard are not pruned and will be preserved. The State Historic 
Preselvation Division has determined that some trees on Dillingham Boulevard are 
eligible for the historic register. As illustrated in Table 4-33, the Project will not affect any 
trees on Kapiolani Boulevard. Affects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting 
existing trees or planting new ones, where possible. Trees suitable for transplanting that 
are displaced by construction will be relocated to C&C project nursery until they can be 
transplanted to another part of the project area, The City will coordinate with Hawaii 
Department of Transportation's highway landscape architect. The location where street 
trees will be transplanted will be selected based on project-specific criteria that could 
include the following: 

• Areas where existing landscaping will be lost along the corridor 

• Areas where opportunities exist for enhancing existing streetscapes near the 
study corridor 

• Areas where stations and parking lots will be constructed 

• Areas where shared benefits will be accomplished, such as areas adjacent to 
parks or historic sites 

In addition to transplanting existing trees, plans for new plantings will be prepared by a 
landscape architect during Final Design to further mitigate effects to street trees. To 
mitigate any substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special attention will 
be given to developing landscaping plans so that new plantings will provide similar 
advantages to the community. If new plantings will not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., 
older mature trees that are removed), additional younger trees will be planted that will, in 
time, develop similar benefits. 

The Final EIS acknowledges that the visual impact at Viewpoint 3 will be high, and that 
some views will be obstructed. Overall, it is noted in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS that 
changes to some views will be unavoidable, and depending on the degree of view 
obstruction or blockage, some view changes will be substantial. The viewer's response 
to this change will vary with exposure and sensitivity. 
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As stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, the following measures will be included with 
the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic 
opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low 
structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific 
environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help 
minimize visual effects of the Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.2 of the Final EIS, development plans for the Ewa area direct 
new growth and supporting transit facilities to growth centers. Section 4.2.3 of the Final 
EIS states that the Project is consistent with adopted State and Local government 
transportation and land use plans and polices. Part of the Ewa Development Plan vision 
for a transit corridor linking the City of Kapolei, Waipahu, and the Primary Urban Corridor 
(PUG) includes encouragement of higher-density residential and commercial 
development around the City of Kapolei transit node and the transit corridor. 

While a 900-space park-and-ride facility will be provided at the East Kapolei Station, 
most of the demand is expected to come from local bus access. 

Figure 2-17 in the Final EIS shows that there will be station entrances to the East Kapolei 
Station on both sides of North-South Road. There wi//be bus stops in front of both 
station entrances. There will be a pedestrian connection between the park-and-ride 
facility and the station entrance. There will also be an elevated platform and connecting 
bridge between the station entrances. 

The East Kapolei and UN West Oahu Stations will be directly accessible from bike lanes 
on North-South Road and from cross streets at the stations. Bicycle riders will be able to 
park at the stations or take their bicycles onto the trains in accordance with a bicycle 
policy that will be developed. 

In a recent conversation with the DPP, a representative indicated that the Ewa 
Development Plan update is still being reviewed. The City is expected to adopt the Plan 
by January 2010 (Bob Stanfield, March 2009). 
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The key change in the Ewa Development Plan update is creation of an "urban growth 
boundary" Those falling within it do not need to come before the City Council for a 
development plan amendment before applying for zoning. The Plan states that "Pis part 
of the Development Plan vision for a transit corridor linking the City of Kapolei, Waipahu, 
and the PUG, higher density residential and commercial development should be 
encouraged around the City of Kapolei transit node and the transit corridor..." This vision 
remains in the adopted plan. 

As stated in Section 4.2.2 of the Final EIS, development plans for the Ewa area direct 
new growth and supporting transit facilities to growth centers. Section 4.2.3 of the Final 
EIS states that the Project is consistent with adopted State and Local government 
transportation and land use plans and polices. The Ewa Development Plan is discussed 
in more detail in Section 2.1.5 of the Land Use Technical Report. 

Population and employment projections are from the Hawaii Department of Business, 
Economic Development, and Tourism and are incorporated into the travel-forecasting 
model of the OahuMPO. All information upon which the forecasts rely is available from 
the OahuMPO and discussed in the Travel Forecasting Results and Uncertainties 
Technical Report, 

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

Very truly/yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOS.  IOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00001365 



Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation_ 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(0 of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
wv.,,w.honolulutransit.org . 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to .a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honolulutransitorg or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation_ Services. MI comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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June 11,2010 

 

RT9/09-331988 

Mr. Leslie A. Among 
1720 Ala Moana Boulevard, E103 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Among: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. However, the future 
extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statues and the NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental 
analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because 
the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the 
Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis 
of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the 
proposed action to be taken by the City and ETA. If the future extensions are proposed for 
implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Verytrul7 yours, 

(i- -  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director, Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3!d  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 96813 

February 4, 2009 
c , 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement — (DEIS) — of the City's oposed rail 

system is incomplete. 
Before the public can make an informed decision about this project; they must 

have a point-by-point comparison of the possible transportation systems. 
Your transportation team spent time mentioning the "Do Nothing" choice. In 

reality, "Doing Nothing" will never be a choice. The leeward coast needs relief. 
The public was given the opportunity to vote whether they wanted rail or not, but 

they were not provided infolinatiba to clamp= the systems in order to make an informed 
decision. Only Rail was advertised, - for trioridis - i 'at public expense. • . 

ColorfulT.V. ads paid by the lax payers were at best 50% right. Your consultants 
were paid big -dollars to push the Mayor's: choice. At community meetings you only 
presented the rail project, nothing about possible alternatives. The "Go Rail" team 
came to neighborhood meetings and presented the Mayor's message, but they couldn't or 
wdaldn't answer the questions. 

In the beginning of the rail discussion, the League of Women Voters secured one 
hour of T.V. time for a round-table discussion on transportation, but the City refused to 
participate. Rick Hamada provided time on his Monday morning program for discussion 
on the transportation issue, but after several programs, the City's team refused to 
participate. 

During the Primary, the Mayor participated in only One community candidate 
forum. It showed that Panos Prevcdouros presented many concerns to the Mayor's 
project. If the rail project is so right for Oahu, the Mayor's team and the Mayor should 
haVe been able to discuss the project and answer all community questions in detail They 
refused to do so. 

Another huge concern of this project is the cost. I don't think you can possibly 
ichovli what the cost will be?, especially since major changes arc being made weekly. The 
cost could end up being more than the City of Honolulu, the County of Oahu canafford. 
When we add up all the basic infrastructure•projeets that must be of priority, this rail 
project at $5 .8ILLION pltiais too costly fortax payers to handle. There are too many 
unknowns. Infaet the Mayor:Was just in Washington D.C. with his hand out for Federal 
funds to pay for Oahu's basic projects. We can't afford - this rail project now or maybe 
never, especially When we have alternative choices. • • 
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Professor Panos Preve-douros and his University students have presented a public 
report on transportation alternatives, but your team has ignored it. 

There simply has not been an honest presentation of the finaneial and 
transportation impacts on Oahu_ 

I am very concerned that this DEIS does not fit our Hawaiian Sense of Place. We 
must step back and specifically compare all alternatives, -one to the other,- to be certain 
that we agree on a project that we can afford and that meets our needs, 

CC: Mr. Ted Matley 
CC: Gov. Linda Lingle 
CC: Honolulu City Council 

Eve 0. Andersen 
P.O. }ox 25550 
Honolulu, 96825 
259-7706 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336295 

Ms. Eve G. Anderson 
P.O. Box 25550 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

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

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The "Do Nothing" alternative, or No Build Alternative as it is referred to in the Draft EIS, is 
the baseline study of existing and future characteristics of the study area. Thus, evaluating the 
No Build Alternative is mandatory and must remain as an alternative in both the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Public involvement concerning the Project has been continuous since the beginning of 
this Project through print, radio, and television media, as well as presentations by the Project 
Team to the community. Members of the Project Team were at public meetings and were 
available to answer questions at those meetings. 

Regarding the cost of the Project, financial studies have been prepared for the Project 
and are discussed in Chapter 6. ETA imposes guidelines for estimating costs to prevent 
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overruns. Cost estimates are carefully reviewed by various FTA representatives and risks and 
uncertainties are considered in developing financial plans for the Project. Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS discusses this along with other financial information. The Federal government will contribute 
between 20 and 25 percent of the total capital cost. In addition, information on transportation 
impacts is included in Chapter 3. 

In addition, the Project Team has studied various alternatives and ideas brought forth 
from those outside the Project and have determined, in conjunction with FTA, that the current 
selection of an elevated steel wheel on steel rail alternative will most benefit Oahu. Efforts are 
being undertaken to ensure that stations reflect the sense of place of the area where they are 
located. As discussed in Section 8.4 of the Final EIS, the City is conducting workshops with 
communities that will have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public 
about rail stations and give opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the appearance 
of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into 
the station planning process. For more information and to get involved in this process, please 
visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. 

The alternatives presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS expand upon the Draft EIS. 
Section a 6.1 in the Final EIS summarizes comments received from the public on alternatives 
considered. The Final BS, as presented, documents and evaluates the economic, social, and 
environmental impacts on the natural and built environments of the alternatives, including the No 
Build. The Project is consistent with existing land use plans and transportation elements of 
adopted State and Local government plans. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11.2010 RT9109-334282 

Mr. Ed Appleby 
eappleby(cDhotmail.com  

Dear Mr. Appleby: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 2, Section 2.5.7 of the Final EIS discusses park-and-ride facilities. The size and 
capacity of park-and-ride facilities are presented in Table 2-8. A total of 4,100 park-and-ride 
spaces are planned, distributed over four locations. As stated in Section 2.5.7 with the 
exception of Pearl Highlands, which will be a parking structure, all park-and-ride lots are 
expected to be constructed as surface parking. Criteria has been developed that will guide 
design of Project elements, including park-and-ride facilities. As indicated by Chapter 6 of the 
Final EIS (Section 6.3.2) potential operating and maintenance funding sources do not include 
revenues from Project park-and-ride facilities. There are currently no plans to charge for parking 
at park-and-rides. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
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Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

AR00001375 



7 December 2008 

City and County Director of Transportation 

Services 

Atnn: Wayne Yoshioka 

Subject: DEIS for Rail Transit System 

I want to make a comment and receive a 

response concerning the DEIS on the Mayor's 

Rail Transit DEIS. 

a. In Hawaii whenever construction is 

done, Hawaiian bones or iwi are found. 

This creates tremendous delays in 

construction and increased costs. The 

DEIS does not adequately address this 

issue as it will become the major 

issue of the construction. I want to 

know what the contractors will do and 
what provisions have been made to pay 

for the increases in costs and 

community concerns when construction 

nearths Hawaiian bones. 

Earl Araka 
j 	 C1:1 

91-030 Ando, St. 	Ewa Beach, Hi 961* 
(-LD 

-0 

rr!- 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-290821R 

Mr. Earl Arakaki 
91-030 Amio Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Arakaki: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In the event that burials are encountered, they will be identified and managed in 
compliance with applicable laws. This will include consulting with project proponents, the Oahu 
Island Burial Council, State Historic Preservation Division, and recognized lineal and/or cultural 
descendents to develop burial treatment plans. While this could slow down the project 
development process, applicable laws will be followed. The treatment of burials discovered 
during construction will be included in the Programmatic Agreement (PA). This is discussed in 
Section 4,18.11 of the Final EIS. The complete PA is available in Appendix H of the Final EIS. 
The Project has built contingencies into the total Project cost estimates to account for the 
potential for burials to be found. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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Director 
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letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Evelyn Arakaki, 91-030 Amio Street, ewa beach hi 96706 

December 6, 2008 

ftmm...To Mr. Wayne Yoshioka concerning the DEIS for the rail_ 
system. 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

I would like to have this comment made to the DEIS on 
the rail transit system. A reply would be appreciated. 

My comment: I have lived in Hawaii most of my life. 
We have a unique and beautiful sense of beauty many 
call it a Hawaiian sense of place. The visual image of 
an overhead train 30 feet over my head and which can be 
viewed from all over the south side of Oahu will be 
very ugly. The DEIS does not address this point that 
the train will be a visual blight and give a negative 
impression to our visitors. What wii,1 the city do and 
how much will it cost to make the train acceptable to 
the residents and contribute to the view instead of 
taking away our beauty? 

Copy to: FTA Mr. Ted Matley 

Gov. Linda Lingle 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT10/09-336272 

Ms. Evelyn Arakaki 
91-030 Amio Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Arakaki: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. It is acknowledged that the 
guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with smaller buildings and change the character of 
some areas. In addition, some views Downtown and in the other areas, including protected 
views, will be blocked and some views will change substantially. Overall, the Project will be set 
in an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. Noticeable changes to views will occur where the project elements will be near existing 
views or in the foreground of these views. Viewpoints not located near the alignment or stations 
will generally be less affected by changes in the visual environment because they will take in a 
longer, more expansive landscape. 
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Guideway and column materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to integrate the guideway with its surrounding 
environment. Landscaping and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 
In addition, the following measures will be included to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context 

• Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation 

• Shield exterior lighting 

• Coordinate project design with the City's transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permitting 

• Consult with communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, 
architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project 

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

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public. Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft MS, Section /06 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the US. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodpIains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project stair any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
v,rww.ho no tulutransit.org . 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-tine 
comment at www.henolututransitorg or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name:  1,2 vie 
	

Address:  3 I.,/ rr,r4 a 
Phone: 	 1-70  
E-mail: 

Comment(s): 

,122-1411.r 
.27 5 .1,4  
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331798 

Ms. Jane Au 
3415 Kahikolu Way 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Au: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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OAA 
ane Au 

3415 Kahikolu Way 
Honolulu, HI 96818 

December 8, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King.St., 3'1 Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I have several questions regarding issues feel are not adequately addressed in the 
• Draft Environmental Impact Statement which was issued fax too late for the 
' voting public to review an therefore, has hecorne suSpect of political overtones. 

I am relieved that the Airport route is now being coosidered rather than the Salt 
Lake Route. I have been deeply concerned and depressed at the thought of this 
mammoth project running the length of our beautiful neighborhoods of Foster 
Village, Aliamanu and Salt Lake. I continue to be concerned about the aesthetics 
of this structure and its impact on the beauty of the Ewa flatlands and the 
overwhelming "bigness" of all that concrete running through the city areas. The 
stations also appear to be massive structures. I do not feel the DES has 
sufficiently addressed the issue of the visual effect of the transit system.. 

How will overhead structures, the noise and vibration levels and the interference 
during construction affect the many businesses and schools along the alignnaent? 
Will the businesses and schools be able to continue operation? 

At the end of this project, the City will be forced to pay outrageous prices for 
, property because Iand owners win have the upper hand. How seriousiy has the 

possibility of setting up a temporary rill yard near the airport or Aloha Stadium 
. been considered? 

I would also like to know what the future of Aloun Farms will be if they 4e:  
forced to- relocate. 

cc: Mr. Ted lvlatiey, PTA Region a 
Governor Linda Lingle 
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June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290970R 

Ms. Jane Au 
3415 Kahikolu Way 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Au: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alt em 	following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 48.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Wai`anae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 
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• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation under the heading Design Principals and 
Mitigation, specific environmental, architecture and landscape design criteria are listed that will 
help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

The City will continue to consult with the communities surrounding each station for input 
on station design elements. 

Noise and vibration levels during construction will be subject to and follow local noise 
ordinances, so construction noise and vibration will not affect how businesses and schools 
operate. During transit operations, no noise or vibration impacts are predicted for any schools or 
businesses on the proposed alignment. 

Businesses and schools will still be able to operate during and after construction of the 
elevated guideway. 

Lastly, every attempt is being made to minimize property takes and relocations along the 
proposed right-of-way, and is one reason for the decision to elevate the guideway. Property will 
be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, those from whom 
property is to be acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for purchase at 
fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those affected. The Uniform Relocation 
Act provides that those in need of relocation must be placed in comparable quarters. It should 
be noted that because of the design of the system, it impacts few properties compared to other 
projects of this size and requires full acquisition of only 33 properties as indicated in 
Section 4.4.3. The City has right of condemnation in cases where property owners attempt to 
demand rates substantially above the market rate for a property. There is not enough available 
land in the vicinity of either the Airport or Aloha Stadium for a maintenance and storage facility. 

One of the two site options for a maintenance and storage facility is located within Aloun 
Farms. The other site option is located near Leeward Community College and is the site of a 
former Navy fuel drumming operation. This is the preferred alternative and discussions have 
been underway with the Department of Hawaiian Homelands to acquire it. If the Project can 
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acquire this site, the impact on agricultural lands on Oahu will be much less than is described in 
the Draft EIS. Aloun Farms' headquarters, located at the site of the other maintenance and 
storage facility, will not have to move. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Anal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYN YO H 10k 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: Go thru the airport! I ride the 42 from Ewa Beach every morning and the 

rail going to the airport would continue close to the same route. Also 
when I travel it is too exensive to park at the airport; with the rail, tourists 
would also benefit. It might take away from the taxi business from the 
airport but tourists would spend more on the local economy it they didn't 
have the huae fare to and from Waikiki. 
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May 21, 2010 
	

RT9/09-334410 

Ms. Mary Avenido 
91-1027 Kaikoele Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Avenido: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Wane Center has been selected as the preferred alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the preferred alternative (23 CFR 
§ 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final BS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry The most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
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will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

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

Very truly yours, 

0 412  WAYNE Y. Y 1-110KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentiNotes : Have you ever considered having the rail pre-fabricated and shipped 

here? 

Seems that in the long run it would be cheaper, and use a company that 
already knows how to build a system. 

Here it takes forever to get the Ft Weaver Road widened.,first it is this 
and that, then bankrupt company, then out to new bid. 

Get it from the mainland and pay the premium if they finish early like the 
Minnesota bridge, 

Here it seems that the longer it takes to complete the better; just ship it 
and put it together. It would still mean jobs here and the completion 
time would be much faster. 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-334412 

Ms. Mary Avenido 
91-1027 Kaikoele Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Avenido: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

To address your comment, the proposed segmental construction method (see Final EIS 
Appendix E, Construction Approach) maximizes the amount of work that can be completed off-site, with 
delivery and erection of pre-cast segments. Contractors will determine the most efficient location to cast 
the individual segments. 

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

Very u y ours, 

WAYNE . YO HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: Here are my suggestions 

1. We should start building the rail from East Kapolei instead of from 
town because the purpose of the rail is to reduce the traffic congestion 
on the island. If more people take the rail to town, that will not only 
reduce the traffic congestion from the more and more densely populated 
Kapolei, Waipahu and Eva areas, it will also relief the traftio lam in town. 
But if we start building it in town, people still have to drive to town to 
work. That doesn't really solve the traffic problem at all. We don't have to 
follow suit of other cities, we need to look at where the problems are on 
this island. 

2. The rail should go through Salt Lake instead of the airport. The 
purpose of the rail is to serve the residents on the island, not tourists. 
Salk Lake area has a lot of female workers who don't drive, they rely on 
the bus to commute to work. If the rail goes through Salt Lake, the 
ridership will probably be higher than in any other areas. 

Who will use the rail more? Or how can the rail be used more efficiently? 
The tourists who come for a visit and travel from the airport to downtown 
or the residents in Salt Lake who commute everyday to work? 

Beside that, if the rail goes through the airport and the tourists take the 
rail to downtown or Waikiki, how many taxi drivers, travel agencies and 
car-rental companies will loose their lobs? 

In a word, the rail will mostly be paid by the tax payers living on this 
island; serving the residents should be the priority and the primary 
purpose of building the rail, not the tourists, who come for visit maybe 
once in a year or maybe once in a life time. 

Reply Requested : 	Yes 
Submission Type : 	Draft EIS Comment 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332257 

Ms. Chuyang Baideme 
955 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Apartment 804 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Baideme: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
The Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support of the construction phasing has been noted. As described in Section 
2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final BS, to 
support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable space. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main 
control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could 
not be completed without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with 
sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction 
will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be 
constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

AR00001397 



Ms. Chuyang Baideme 
Page 2 

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

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

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has also been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2, 9,900 visitors will use the fixed guideway daily, 
of which 1,800 are to or from the airport. As seen, the Airport Alternative primarily serves 
residents. 

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

Very trul, yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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I highly support a rail system and the airport route. I think it'll be easier 
to get tourists to not rent a car and use rail, than to get Salt Lake 
residents to stop using their car to use rail. 

Hawaii is expensive enough to visit, so tourists are trying to cut their 
vacation costs wherever they can. I see tourists on the bus every 
morning (while !Ws commuting to downtown) heading to the airport of 
Arizona Memorial or the Swap Meet, These tourists don't want to rent a 
car and pay $20/day to park it at their hotel'. 

don't think rail should only cater to tourists, but I think tourists will adapt 
to using the system a lot faster and appreciate it and reward us 
financially for ft. Then hopefully, the residents will get of their own cars 
and follow! 
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February 16, 2010 	 RT9/09-330555 

Ms. Audrey Barker 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Ms. Barker: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with ETA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 C. ER. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
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as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu international Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

With the Airport Alternative, tourists and residents will benefit by having more 
transportation options. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by purpose, 
broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this table, transit trips for both groups 
increase with the addition of the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident 
person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared to without the Project while 
daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project compared to without the 
Project in 2030. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutranst org_. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by caning the Project hotiine at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 

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

Veçy trilly yours, 

WA YNE. YOS14IO 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes; December 6, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S King St, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 

RE: Rail related routing of the proposed fixed Rail System 

Dear Sirs: 

This concerns the inquiry into a feasibility review for the proposed fixed 
Rail System. If we must have rail, I suggest that the preferred rail 
alignment be the existing 40 feet rail road right-of-way. This entails the 

01:18,L right-of-way from the old !wile' Train Station to the 
Leeward coast of Waianae. 

Routing of the rail system through out the Ewa Plains (Kapolei-Aiea) 
could then be constructer' at ground elevation as a possible alternative 
verses a costly elevated system. 

The rail system should also service the Honolulu Airport Terminals which 
will enhance rail ridership. Please note that the lack of ridership of the 
elevated rail system in the City of Las Vegas does not serve the 
MoCarran International Airport and is now under consideration. 

Further consideration is requested for your planning review for a 
proposed bridge over the Ala Wai canal extending University Avenue 
into Waikiki. The bridge primarily will be used for pedestrians and to 
include a bus/trolley service or possibly a state of the art light rail system 
usage linking Waikiki/Moilili/UH Marna school campus (Le. Ft. 
DeRussy's Kuroda Field UH Campus). 

I champion the involvement of a planning team undertaken by the UH 
Engineering students/faculty for the development of the conceptional 
design for this task and to also include the overall beautification design 
implementation of the much needed University Avenue. 

Respectfully, 

S. Batula 
Kaneohe resident 
45-247 Kuiauli St. 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 

c: Charles K. Djou 
City Councilman 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-331287 

S. Batula 
45-247 Kulauli Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear S. Batula: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, several alignments were evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. One evaluated alignment was the historic OR&L line. A 
combination of issues, including utilities that have been placed in the right-of-way, poor location 
in several places, and the previous loss of the right-of-way in several locations, all contributed to 
the elimination of that option. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (D TS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 
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The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability— The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
41 000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed- Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
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exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 
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WAYNEY YOSHIOKA 
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Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapoiei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. However, the future 
extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is 
only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation 
in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be 
undertaken at that time. Bus service between Ala Moana Center and Waikiki and UH Manoa will 
be enhanced until those extensions are built. University of Hawaii students have participated in 
several project planning activities. However, the Project terminates at Ala Moana Center and will 
not affect University Avenue. 

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

Enclosure 
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From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov  [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov)  
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:40 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Proposed Honolulu Rail Project 

From: Nicholas C. Bleecker [mailto:ncbleecker@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Saturday, December 27, 2008 12:29 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Proposed Honolulu Rail Project 

Mr. Ted Matiey FTA Region IX 201 Mission Street, Suite 1850 San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Sir, 

These comments are in regard to the DE'S for the proposed elevated fixed rail system for Kapolei to Honolulu. 

The original justification made for a fixed rail system was that it would "solve our problems of traffic congestion that 
occur on HI principally during the morning and afternoon commute times. When it was reported that this plan would do very little 
for traffic, the justification given to the public for why it was "needed" was changed to allege our need for an "alternative to driving 
or using the bus system. Later, during the campaign to push the project to voters, the "need" for the the public to support the 
project was centered around its supposed beneficial "boost to our local economy. When funds come into our local economy from 
outside then a "multiplier effect" might provide a modest boost to our economy. In this case, the overwhelming majority of funding 
comes from the pockets of local residents. There is no boost except to the few citizens who will feed from the public trough. The 
promotional campaign launched prior to the November referendum was heavily financed by both the unions and taxpayer money 
under the guise of an "information' program from the Mayor's office. Many citizens who do not support the project are upset at the 
blatant way in which the City Administration: 1. did everything it could to prevent the Stop Rail Initiative from even getting on the 
ballot, 2. spent taxpayer funds to clearly promote the project with misleading and incomplete information about it under the guise of 
an "informational campaign", and 3. suppressed the negative facts contained in the DEIS until two days before what turned out to 
be a very close election. The voters were hoodwinked about she supposed benefits of this project through a very deceptive yet slick 
advertising blitz. 

Among the new facts that came out in the final hours before voters were able to cast their vote on the project included 
the increased price tag for rail. The public had been fed a steady diet of propaganda that always used a much lower figure ( if $3.7 
billion can be considered "low"). The City has been successful in dismissing concerns about the costs for this project that will fail 
upon Honolulu's residents. The increase in the excise tax is seen as mostly invisible by most people even though it represents the 
largest transit tax imposed on individuals of any state and is also one of the most regressive methods of raising tax money, causing 
more distress upon lower incomes (irinvisibly"). The cost of living here has become even higher than it already was. It will become 
higher yet because of this project and because of the perpetual operating subsidy it will require. 

These cost figures for the rail project are just estimates, of course. They significantly lag behind current realities. To the 
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degree that economic conditions are volatile the figures will be unreliable. Add to that the fact that the figures are prepared and 
cleared by the same self serving entitles that may profit in one way or another due to The incestuous relationships of consultants, 
contractors and public figures involved. Finally there is the undeniable fact that no large public project in Hawaii has ever come in 
even remotely close to budget . An extra billion here. An extra billion there. Pretty soon it starts to add up to big money. 

And how's that tax collection going? Not too well. World events transpired to reduce the take of this Invisible, and 
Therefore seemingly painless, tax. Revenues are not keeping up will projections. Read the national news. It will get worse. And 
Hawaii's economy is not immune to the coming deep artd prolonged secession. Residents here will suffer along with the rest of the 
world. Does this seem like a good time to burden us with the exorbitant costs of the most expensive rail transit project, per resident 
or per mile in the country? One that accomplishes so late? 

Who would think so? Well, of course the giant mainland contractors who would profit from us to build it, of course. They 
have spent considerable money themselves to promote the project and to contribute generously to politicians who also support it. 
Those politicians Thus have a personal interest in pushing the project for The benefit to their campaign coffers and to gain influence 
with the powerful unions who have a notoriously short sighted view of what is good for Hawaii. Basically, the unions use all their 
significant clout to support any large project that wduld funnel jobs to their members regardless of its merits or cost to taxpayers. 
The construction unions spent heavily before the election to influence the voters to approve the project. The big money spent to 
inundate the publiovvith slick ads in the newspapers and relentless radio and television advertising for rail by the City and these 
others succeeded in deceiving just enough voters for a narrow victory to proceed with the project. Because of the understated 
costs and decreased revenues the need for additional tax increases and/or property tax increases in the future to prop up this 
project is obvious, and yet neither the City Administration nor The City Council has been forthcoming about this inevitability. 

Beyond the cost or our ability to pay, this rail project is a very bad idea_ As noted above, it will offer little relief to drivers 
on Oahu. Relatively few citizens use [he existing bus mass transit system today. It to speculative to assume vastly more wilt use 
this new system that relies on feeder buses and is so limited in whom it would serve and where it would go. The predictions of time 
saved by the average commuter usipg rail over what could be achieved with express buses in dedicated lanes on HI are 
negligible. The differences in costs of the two systems are huge. Further, once we have committed public resources to pursue rail, 
all ether potential solutions will be foreclosed and future advances in technologies removed from consideration for Oahu. We will 
be stuck with a completely rigid and antiquated system for a very, very long time. 

The alternatives to rail were never seriously considered. The fix was in for steel on steel fixed rail from the beginning. For 
example, the proposal for dedicated lanes for buses that was considered involved the taking of an existing lane away from drivers 
on the I-11 and so was rejected as causing more congestion. They never reviewed a plan for dedicated lanes built separately end in 
addition to existing lanes. Cost eta separated HOV lane were inflated by assuming it needed to be elevated for the entire twenty 
miles to Kapotei and not considering an express bus system employing a much shorter elevated section that would simply go 
around or Over highway bottlenecks. Other potential improvements to express bus systems were summarily dismissed, as were 
ideas involving strategic bypasses around the two major choke points on the 1-11. Major improvements to the HI are sorely needed, 
and are net impossible, but would be under the purview et the State, not the City. Improvements to highways and an improved 
express bus system could serve the interests of the entire island, not just a tiny sliver of the population that might actually use the 
rail to Kapolei. 

Elevated rail will be hideous, cutting through town near the waterfront and dissecting mauka I makai view planes, and 
noisy, with trains screaming by every three minutes night and day_ This will be bad for tourism. When visitors see that Honolulu 
looks and sounds just like other mainland cities that are much, much larger they will see Honolulu as an urban environment not a 
tropical one. They will travel to other destinations in the Pacific. Our economy will further suffer. This is why the Waikiki 
Improvement Association is opposed to elevated rail being run into Waikiki. 

So the benefits for Honolulu of rail are skimpy and overstated and its downside is huge. Why is it being so doggedly 
pushed? BeCaUSEt it is basically nothing more than a development scheme. It is not about mass transit. It is all about the building 
of TODs out In whet are now empty cane fields along the route. The City is preparing to give developers lucrative tax breaks and 
zoning exemptions to lure development. It is viewed as an opportunity for creating density where none exists by Me entities listed 
above. It is interesting to note that one of the stations listed in the plan will stop in an empty field bemuse the proposed 
development there has been withdrawn due to the current economic situation. 

Starting the line out at Kapolei and building it in towards town is ludicrous. in twenty years people in Kapolei may 
possibly be able to ride it as far as Wahiawa? How is that going to help commuters or traffic conditions on the Hi? Relief is needed 
by residents for traffic conditions near Honolulu. This project does little to alleviate traffic on the Ht. Its truly outrageous cost is not 
justified by its sparse benefits to the island's residents. The elevated fixed rail being proposed for this beautiful city is not what we 
need or can afford. More imaginative solutions are called far, solutions centered around mass transit, not development of TODs. 
The plan, as it is now, is saturated with inefficiencies and has the very real possibility of being disastrous for Honolulu's citizens 
and the city itself. 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-334320 

Mr. Nicholas C. Bleecker 
ncbleecker(earthlink.net  

Dear Mr. BIeecker: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS discusses the Purpose and Need of the Project. The Project 
is intended to provide faster, more reliable public transportation service in the study corridor than 
can be achieved with buses operating in congested mixed-flow traffic, to provide reliable mobility 
in areas of the study corridor where people of limited income and an aging population live, and 
to serve rapidly developing areas of the study corridor. The Project also will provide additional 
transit capacity and an alternative to private automobile travel, as well as improve transit links 
within the study corridor. Implementation of the Project, in conjunction with other improvements 
included in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan, will moderate anticipated traffic congestion 
in the study corridor. 

The fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion. As shown on Table 3-9 in 
the Final EIS, volumes on the H-1 Freeway at the Kalauao Screenfine will decrease during the 
a.m. peak hour with the addition of the fixed guideway system. This table shows 2,250 vehicles 
per hour (vph) will access the H-1 Freeway in the Koko Head-bound direction during the am. 
peak hour under 2030 No Build conditions. However, this number decreases to 11,260 vph with 
the addition of the fixed guideway system. This improvement addresses the first goal of the 
Project identified in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, to improve corridor mobility. 
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In addition, the fixed guideway system will provide a reliable transportation option 
because it will operate in an exclusive right-of-way. The reliability will not deteriorate over time, 
even with projected population growth in the study corridor. This feature of the fixed guideway 
system addresses the second goal of the Project identified in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, to 
improve corridor travel reliability. 

The comment about the multiplier effect of construction dollars does not account for the 
fact that the funding is from "new" funding sources. These are funds that would not have been 
raised at all by local residents or others without the Project. Moreover, a substantial portion of 
the funds comes from the Federal government, and over 30 percent of the General Excise and 
Use Tax (GET) surcharge is paid by tourists and other off-island participants in the economy. 

Regarding your comments about the November 2008 election, no election-related 
advertising was funded by the City and County of Honolulu. The NEPA process is unrelated to 
any electoral processes. 

Your comments regarding finances for the Project are noted. As noted in Chapter 6 of 
the Final EIS, the Project is based on a financial plan that balances anticipated revenues with 
costs. This Chapter presents the $3.5 billion current estimate of GET surcharge revenues and 
discusses uncertainties associated with the estimate. Revenues would be from the GET 
Surcharge and Federal funding from FTA Section 5307 and the FTA Section 5309 New Starts 
funds. GET collections have been lower than anticipated, but the plan is based on several 
years, which allows for ups and downs in the economy over the course of the collection period. 
Short-term trends can be accommodated within a range that keeps total revenue at a high 
enough level to cover the Project's construction costs. Additionally, the financial plan has been 
updated since the Draft DS and takes into account the economic downtown. Operating costs 
that are not covered by fare collections will be funded from the same sources that fund TheBus: 
Federal funding and subsidy from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

As also stated in Section 3.3,2 of the Final EIS, TheBus system serves more than 
80 percent of Oahu's developed areas and has about 252,200 boardings on an average 
weekday. Honolulu has the fourth highest load factor (in terms of bus passenger trips per 
revenue hour) for bus service in the U.S. TheBus has the highest per capita ridership of any 
system in the U. S. without a rail system. It is a very well-used system and provides a goad 
indication that ridership forecasts for the fixed guideway are reasonable. 

As identified in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, transit ridership forecasts for rail and bus 
service are based on a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Transportation Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan.  The 
OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. The model is 
updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socioeconomic 
conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO 
Technical Advisory Committee. As indicated in the Final EIS, this modeling approach has 
proven to be effective in estimating ridership levels in other areas such as Los Angeles County, 
Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the last 10 years. This model is based on guidelines 
established by the FTA. Comments about the speculative nature of the ridership projections and 
the increase in transit usage are inconsistent with the findings of the studies in Honolulu to date, 
as noted in Chapter 3 of the Final DS, and experiences in other communities with recent rail 
openings, such as in Phoenix. 
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In addition, Chapter 3 of the Final EIS details the benefits of the Project in terms of travel 
time and congestion reduction. As shown in Figures 3-5 and 3-7 in the Final EIS, there will be 
significant transit travel-time benefits, even for areas not directly served by the fixed guideway. 
As shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, congestion, as measured in vehicle hours of delay, will 
decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to No Build conditions. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 
through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis.' No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

You also commented on the visual aspects of the Project. The island's unique visual 
character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in 
The Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in 
an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City transit-oriented development (TOD) 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 
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• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the Final Design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4,8.3 of the Final EIS, under the heading Design Principals 
and Mitigation, specific environmental, architecture, and landscape design criteria are listed that 
will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

A goal of the Project is to improve access to planned development to support City policy 
to develop a second urban center. As discussed in Section 4.19.2, indirect Effects of the Final 
EIS, it is not expected that the Project would lead to an increase in the overall level of growth 
allowed or expected in the study corridor. Rather, it would focus the growth into patterns that 
would increase the number of viable travel mode options available to corridor residents and 
employees, including transit, walking, and bicycling. As an additional benefit, compact TOO 
would reduce the cost of providing utilities, facilities, and services to new residential and 
commercial developments. TOD is a planning model that works to create a pedestrian-friendly, 
mixed-use community that encourages people, including residents, workers, and visitors, to 
drive cars less and ride transit more. TOD provides options to an automobile-dependent 
lifestyle, and it encourages smart growth because it focuses development around transportation 
options. This encourages people to walk and, perhaps best of all, to have goods, services, and 
access to rail all in one location, which can simplify life. 

Your letter also commented on the phasing of the Project. As described in Section 
2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8,6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to 
support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified closer to 
Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The 
Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 
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As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Lastly, as stated previously, traffic conditions on the H-1 Freeway will improve as a result 
of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.hondulutransitorq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 586- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

WAYNEY YO HIOKA 
Director 
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C 

	 R7 All 	.244e, s 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Prat.:&*.a4mmasant_at 	t/ 

This public meeting and heating has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
arEd collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of thti 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transporion 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project 

ai 

Neese review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the z 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at a 
www.honolulUtransit.org. 	 44. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www,honolulatran.sit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name: 	omvver 	Address: 	 1- 

1401  

E-mail.: 

  

cAoSPIS' 

    

Comment(s): 
I live on Laakei Street int 	Ni iage. This street is parallel to Salt Lake Boulevard 
and directly across from••;•fordHgh School. I have lived in the same house on Laakea 
Street since my parents 	Eid herein 1967 when I entered the fourth grade. At that time 
nothing was in-betvereci0,9ster Village and the Ales Shopping Center but a rough road 
and a few run down houses. Sine & then we have been surrounded by MakaIalpa 
Elementary School, the Stadium Marketplace, Stadium MaIl s  Halawa Valley Estates, Atli 
Plantation, the Aloha Stadium, Crosspointe subdivision, and CONSTANT noise from 
both the H-1 Freeway and Karneharneha Highway. From the front of my house looking 
toward Salt Lake Boulevard and Radford High School I can count a 3  telephone and 
electricity wires strung across my view. I absolutely do not want the proposed rail to be 
anywhere near Salt Lake Boulevard. I do not live close enough to either of the proposed 
stations along Salt Lake Boulevard for it to be advantageous to me. It would still be 
faster to hop in my car and get to down town within 15 to 20 minutes. I do not want to 
hear constant rail traffic from 4 am to 12 pm each and every day. I do not want my 
property value to go down and other taxes to go up because of the rail. I do not want to 
exit my house and see the rail structure almost in my front yard; I would rather see all of 
the phone and power lines. I have teamed to ignore them but could never learn to ignore 
that massive rail system looming above my neighbor's houses and blocking what portion 
of the mountains I can still see. I do not look forward to having Salt Lake Boulevard torn 
up again and ruined forever by the rail structure running down the whole length of it. I 
say NO to the Salt Lae Boulevard route and YES to the Airport/Nimitz route. 

Phone:  (3 0 ,6 ).5.t. —Legit(  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-293445R 

Ms. Joanna Boyette 
4336 Laakea Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Boyette: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly /  ours, 
z 

WAYNE YOSHTOKA 
Director 

Ms, Joanna Boyette 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation ; 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization; 
Address; 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt/Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 

mail: 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Acid to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method; 
Submission Date; 
Submission Content/Notes: 

Initial Action Needed 

12/1/2008 

David 
Bremer 

Mililani 
HI 

96789 
bremerd001@hawailmoom 

None 

Website 

12101/2008 
For me proposed LOC fixed guideway station, there is no pedestrian 
access for communities within walking distances less than a mile from 
the station. These include Watkele, Waipahu, and Seaview. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (80E9 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolUILI gov 

MUM HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 
	

RT9/09-330992 

Mr. David Bremer 
bremerd001 (W,hawaii.rr.com   

Dear Mr. Bremer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Regarding your inquiry concerning the proposed Leeward Community College Station, 
while sections of Waikele, Waipahu, and Seaview are less than one mile, in a straight line, from 
the Leeward Community College Station, the network of highways and interchanges that 
separate these neighborhoods from the station makes it difficult to provide pedestrian, bicycle, or 
even auto or bus access from that area. It is more likely that residents of these neighborhoods 
will use the nearby Pearl Highlands Station to access the rail system. In addition, parts of 
Waipahu are within walking distance of the West Loch and Waipahu Transit Center Stations. 
Bicycle parking will be provided at all stations and will offer another option where it is too far to 
walk generally beyond one-half mile of the rail station. Also, many residents in these 
neighborhoods may find it more convenient to use a feeder bus route to reach the nearest 
station. Finally, a park-and-ride facility will be constructed at the Pearl Highlands Station, 
providing yet another access option. 
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Mr. David Bremer 
Page 2 
February 16, 2010 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orci. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us'' tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Ve  truly yours, 

WAYNta'Y. Y SHIOKA 
Director 
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From: 	Yoshioka, Wayne [wyoshioka©honolutu.govi 

Sent: 	Saturday, February 07, 2009 12:02 PM 

To: 	Yadao, Elisa; Ilishioka, Edward M. 

Cc: 	Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu. Tom; Thom, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 

Subject: 	FW: Honolulu Draft PS comments 

importance: High 

Attachments: 0_1776_2010_000Aaa_DEISresponse.doc 

Aloha autnalat 

This arrived after the 2/6109 deadline. 1 2m still forwarding for your records. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

-•• 

From: line-ewer ReneeIng [maitto:jtrnbrewer_rerseeing@yahoo.com ] 
Sent: Saturday, February 07, 2009 12:00 AM 
To: jimbrewer_reneeing@yahoo.com  
Cc: Yoshioka, Wayne; Mr. Ted Matley 
Subject: Honolulu Draft EIS comments 

Dear Sirs, 

Attached are my DEIS comments. 

Aloha. 

Jim Brewer 

2/10/2009 
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Department o f Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu, 650 South King Street 
3rd Floor, Honolulu, HI 96813 

ALOHA, 

February 6, 2009 

These comments, following a few prefatory remarks, are submitted in accordance with the instructions from your 
DTS wobsites as indicated below. 

I and my life partner and spouse, Renee big, have been public policy advocates and educators working to serve 
"the needs, hopes and dreams of Hawaii's Employee Families" for more than thirty (30) years. 
Renee In, retired from the City and Comity of Honolulu' Departinent of Parks and Recreation after thirty-throe 
(33) °I- service to various communities. 
I am a partially disabled U.S. Navy veteran, serving first in the amphibiuns navy, then two (2) years (1958- I 960) 
on an admiral's staff in the Philippines—maintaining central classified files and then working in the stafr legal 
office; and, after that, serving on the front lines of the Cold War in nuclear-powered Polaris fleet intercontinental 
ballistic missile submarines. My last submarine duty was aboard the WS Kamehaineha (SSBN642). I am living 
my seventieth (7P) year of life and serving the 16' year as executive producer, editor and co-host of the public 
access television program—EmployeefrODAY, cable channel 54, Sundays at 5-6ptn. 

The following comments are submitted per the cut-and-pasted instructions enclosed 
within the following brackets: 	(this e-mailed copy contains typo-corrections as well as 
amendments designated in blue ink below) 

E iltip://www.hotialulutransitorgl 

Making a Comment—The comment period For 1114. project's Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement has been 
extended to February 6.2009. During this period, comments on the Draft EIS will be accepted via: 

• In writing to the Department of Tnutspotwion Services, 650 South King Street. 3 41  Floor, Honolulu, 
Hawaii 96311 Comments most be received or postmarked by February 6.2009. 

• By clicking the "Contact Us" tab or this link. 

The public comment period is mandated by federal and state laws. Ail comments received will be considered as 
the Final is prepared by the PTA and the City. Relevant comments will be responded to in writing. 

http://www.hotiolulutransit.orgleantact/ 

Comments or input About the Project 
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For online comments on the Draft EIS, please use the form below. Comments can also be sent 
to the Department of Transportation Services, City and County of Honolulu, 650 South King 
Street, 3rd Floor, Honolulu, ill 96813. Please include your name, address, telephone number 
and, if applicable, your organization or business whether you submit comments online or in 
writing. 

Comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or submitted in person or via this website 
by February 6, 2009. 

You ;nay also use the form below for any other question, comment, or suggestion about the Project as welt. 
Mahalo. 

* Required Fields] 

Would you like to be added to our mailing list? 
Please specify your preference: 

Both 	Email 2  Standard 	None 

My comments and input about the Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project follow: 

I. This is a thoroughly incomplete and misleading document. It offers Steel-on-Steel Rail and a ridiculous straw 
man oi"No Build," as so-called "alternatives." One choice or nothing is absurd. This however is a very honest 
statetnent. There was only one choice from the very beginning. 

2. This document should have examined and evaluated the rubber-tire-on-concrete automated bi-modal magnet-
guided Virtual R.ail/Super-Eus Rapid Transit (i.e., the Phileas Advanced Public Transport System), Lleoan 
Maglev—as opposed to Inter-City heavy bullet train-type MagLev (magnetic-levitation), and Mono-Rai as well 
as, Steel-on-Steel (SOS) Light and Heavy Urban Rail. This should have been done with the benefit of concrete and 
specific proposals requested officially by the City and County. 

3, This DEIS document is the product of a several year campaign to impose on the people of O'alitt a 
predetermined Washingtoo, D.C.-style Sleet-on-Steel Rail "Public Works Project" with a slight Bridge-to-
Nowhere make-work smell to it. 
This was done with only a Facade of democratic public input. That was abundantly clear as the process proceeded; 
to those who were following the issue, You would hear this sentiment expressed all along the way at Council 
hearings, public meetings and elsewhere; which, by-the-way were not "informational" as described by FTA 
guidelines; but really Steel-On-Steel sales jobs evidently paid for with federal and local taxpayer truancy. Is this 
not illegal? If not, it should he. If so, should the PTA not look into this matter? 
4. I refer to a slight smell of "bridge-to-nowhere" because of the extravagant cost of Steel-on-Steel (SOS). I am as 
convinced as anyone that we definitely aced this elevated public rapid transit fixed guideway corridor project. 
However, am convinced that a Philcas-iikc system is, by-far, the most affordable, cost-effeetive, flexible and 
futurc-adaplable system for Crahu. (set this web address- 
http://etmag.homestead:conniAboutPhileasMagnetRailSuperExpress.html 
All °IOUs is especially relevant on this day (February 6,2009) when [ heard one economist on TV refer to 
America's economic crisis as a "depression" instead of recession. 
[We are going to have to learn to live within our means as was the ease in the late 1930s when I was born. 
We simply cannot pay the extravagant price being asked for this particular kind of urban rail (SOS)— 
which has been caught up with; and, Is now, for instance, beginning to be left behind by automated 
magnetically and electronically-guided hi-tech BRT—fully automated BRT that can do everything urban 
steel rail can do; and, increasingly more so.) 

5. [ ask that we reconsider where we are now; and, in the spirit of consensus which was not seen in the 51% vote 
for SOS in November, 2009. Even then, when the feet of the long recession/depression had not yet sunk in, the poll 
conducted before the election showed 59% of0`aliu residents wanted "rail;" but 55% said that SOS was too 
expensive. 
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So, let's step back and take careful measure of everything with another DEIS. One that is informed and 
prompted by the realization of a radically changed recession/depression economy. A DEIS that will enable 
an unbiased procurement process to choose most prudently what will be best for the citizens of (Paha 
among every "alternative" urban rail technology making their proposals and then re-look at them with new 
eyes. 

Mahalo, 

James R.I3rewer, Jr. 
P.O. Box 23403 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96823-3403 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wview.hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRC-CTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299096R 

Mr. Jim Brewer 
P.O. Box 23403 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96823-3403 

Dear Mr. Brewer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, additional alternatives, including other 
technologies, including Mag-lev and the Phileas system, were evaluated during the Alternative 
Analysis phase of the Project. The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit 
mode and general alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts relative to 
their ability to meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. 

First, beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives 
identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of 
current population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology 
modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 
(ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 
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Mr. Jim Brewer 
Page 2 

2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis 
scoping process. 

This screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacitv Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The selection, which eliminated the 
TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives, became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. The 
fixed guideway system is the most cost-effective of all the alternatives studied. Less expensive 
options would not have improved system performance. The NEPA process considered a range 
of alternatives that were consistent with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. The 
minimum operable segment or the "Project" was defined based on available funding and logical 
termini for the preparation of the EIS. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 in the Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent published in 
March 2007 requested input on five transit technologies. A technical review process which 
occurred during development of the Draft EIS included the opportunity for public comment and 
was used in parallel with the alignment analysis to select a transit technology. The process 
included a broad request for information from the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers 
submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An 
independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a 
transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete 
systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on 
rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and 
magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of 
the proposed technologies. By a four-to-one vote, the panel chose a steel wheel operating on 
steel rail system. The four panel members selected steel-wheel technology because it is safe, 
reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary technologies, meaning those 
technologies that would have required all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from 
a single manufacturer, such as Mag-Lev and the Phileas system, were eliminated because none 
of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary technology also 
would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project 
costs. The panel's findings were summarized in a report to the City Council dated February 22, 
2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection Panel Report". 

Chapter 8 of the Final EIS details the Project's public involvement activities, including 
scoping and Public Hearing dates. The public was afforded opportunities to comment on the 
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Mr. Jim Brewer 
Page 3 

project during one of the two public scoping meetings in December 2005 for the Alternatives 
Analysis and one of the three public soaping meetings for the preliminary engineering/EIS 
phase of the Project in March and April 2007. The Project also conducted five Public Hearings 
in December 2008 during the Draft EIS comment period in which the public was encouraged to 
provide comments on The Project. The Project conducted numerous Community Information 
Meetings, manned booths at public events, conducted Speakers Bureau presentations, and 
maintained a website and hotline to solicit public comment beginning in 2005 and extending 
through publication of The Final BS. A list of these activities can be found in Appendix G of the 
Final EIS. The Project created the public involvement program according to FTA guidelines as 
required by SAFTEA-LU Section 6002. Regarding the November 2008 election results, the 
environmental review of the Project is independent of the electoral process or results. As 
mentioned earlier, NEPA review for this project began with the Notice of Intent published in the 
Federal Register on March 15, 2007. 

The request for further evaluation of additional technology has been noted. However, no 
new information has been provided that would support re-evaluation of the technology. 

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

V y t ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 12/12/2008 
Creator Affiliation I 

First Name : 	 Ernest 

Last Name : 	 Brezeale 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 	 91-1008 Makaike street 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City;  

State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96706 

mail: 	 brezealee0010hawail.rr.com  

Telephone : 	 808 554-6249 

Telephone Extension 

Add to Mailing List : 	Both 

Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 12/1212008 
Submission Content/Notes : Please realign rail route through airport. As a airport employee 1 would 

use the rail to commute to and from work. 

Ma halo 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH  KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-331939 

Mr. Ernest Brezeale 
91-1008 Makaike Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Brezealel 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS. the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Ernest Brezeale 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 

12/19/2008 

Jacquelyn 

Brezeale 

91-1006 Makaike st 

Ewa 
HI 
96706 

taimalie@gmail.com  

808 554-683 

Both 

Web site 

12/19/2008 
Please approve new re-alignment of rail to be routed through Military 
bases/Airport. As an employee that works in the airport area, I would 
consider using the rail to commute to work. It would also ailive the most 
traffic from our traffic prone H-1/1.12 corridor which I deal with on my daily 
commute. 

Mahal°, 
Jackie Brezeale 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu.gov  

MEI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
!DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-332023 

Ms. Jacquelyn Brezeale 
91-1008 Makaike Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Brezeale: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted, While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Ms. Jacquelyn Brezeale 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Very truly yours, 

- 
1 e"-  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

215/09 	 VIA EMAIL 

Comments on the Honolulu DEIS 

In order for the DEIS to provide meaningful information to all the interested parties in 
this project, the analysis of different options must be carried out with a high level of 
professionalism. The contractors who are tasked with the design and analysis of 
traffic/transit improvements must apply themselves with the same high professional 
standards to reviewing all the alternatives. The contractors must utilize all their 
knowledge from other projects in order to bring forth the best set of options for our 
community. In our case, the contractor for the Alternatives Analysis and the DEIS did 
not use the same level of professionalism to look at all the alternatives. 

Unfortunately, this project is riddled with political bias. The current mayor of Honolulu 
is only interested in rail. At the first scooping meeting in June of 2006, the mayor said, 
"Don't talk to me about roads. If you want to build roads talk to someone else". 

The Mayor's influence can be seen in the way alternatives were analyzed. The Mayor 
hired the contractor for the Alternatives Analysis, 

With the Mayor's admitted disinterest in roads, it is not suiprising that the contractor for 
the Alternatives Analysis used a drawing from some citizen group website for the design 
of the Managed Lane alternative. The contractor does not know who made the drawing 
on the citizen group website. The contractor spent zero hours designing a managed lane 
alternative of their own even though their company has extensive experience in this area. 

All of the comments in the Alternatives Analysis regarding the design of the Managed 
Lane alternative are made by highly paid contractors commenting on a line drawing from 
a citizen website. No attempt was made to offer their expertise to improve the design. 
Since the citizen group website drawing of the Managed Lane had one exit near town, the 
Mayor's contractors spent hours explaining how Managed Lanes cause traffic jams and 
slow commuters down under such circumstances. This type of analysis is clearly biased. 

November 10, 2007, the League of Women voters had a transportation forum to discuss 
the options before the city. Toni Hamayasu represented the city of Honolulu at that 
forum. In this presentation. Toni clearly states that the contractor Parsons Brinckerhoff 
used a drawing from the website that belonged to the community group 
honoluhitraffic.com  as their design for the Managed Lane Alternative. This video will be 
back on the honolulutraffie.com  website in a few days. It has been available to the public 
for the last year. Unfortunately, the company Brightcove that stored. the videos for the 
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honolulutraffic.com  website has ended that part a their business. When the video is back 
on the website, I will file an amendment to these comments. 

In order for this DEIS process to be valuable, the city of Honolulu must let the 
contractors engineer a Managed Lane a1ternative of their own design. This new work can 
then be included in a Supplemental DEIS. Only than will the alternatives included in the 
DEIS be meaningful and not biased. Only then can the FrA be assured that Honolulu is 
making a prudent decision. 

John Brizdle 
3001 Lai Rd. 
Honolulu, HI 96816 
808-732-0071 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fox: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.hanolulu_gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299111R 

Mr. John Brizdle 
3001 Lai Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Brizdie: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. This letter addresses your comments from the above-referenced submittal. 

We agree with your statement that 'yin order for the D[raft] EIS to provide meaningful 
information to all the interested parties in this project, the analysis of different options must be 
carried out with a high level of professionalism." The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
recognizes the importance of maintaining the public's faith in the integrity of the EIS process, 
and avoidance of conflicts in the preparation of EISs is an important means of achieving this 
goal. As discussed in CEQ's, Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations, 48 Fed. Reg. 34263 
(1983), Section 1506.5(c) prohibits a person or entity entering into a contract with a federal 
agency to prepare an EIS when that party has at that time and during the life of the contract 
pecuniary or other interests in the outcomes of the proposal. The contract for EIS preparation 
does not include any incentive clauses or guarantees of any future work on the project. As 
required by CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5 (c), the contractor preparing the environmental 
impact statement and alternatives analysis executed a disclosure statement prepared by the 
City specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 
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Mr. John BrizdIe 
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Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.14, the City rigorously explored and objectively evaluated all 
reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly 
discussed the reasons for their having been eliminated and devoted substantial treatment to 
each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits. Project scoping was conducted in two phases, as allowed for 
in FTA guidance related to the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Early scoping was completed during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase and NEPA scoping was completed after selection of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. The process is detailed as follows. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, as documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, 
evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, including managed lanes, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis for the Alternatives Analysis. Scoping followed the FTA process that provides for a 
culling of alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The following scoping 
meetings were held as part of the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project: 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue in 
Downtown Honolulu from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. (agency scoping meeting) 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue in 
Downtown Honolulu from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

• December 14, 2005: Kapolei Middle School Cafeteria at 91-5335 Kapolei Parkway in 
Kapolei from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

The scoping process initiated for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, 
bus and fixed guideway options for consideration. As a result of this scoping effort, the 
proposed Managed Lane Alternative was expanded. It was revised again during the 
Alternatives Analysis to improve its performance. Despite the improvements, the managed lane 
alternative was not able to meet the performance of the fixed guideway. 

A second scoping opportunity was initiated in support of the Draft EIS in March of 2007. 
All meetings held were open to the public: 

• March 28, 2007: Kapolei Hale at 1000 Uluohia Street from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

• March 29, 2007: McKinley High School at 1039 South King Street from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. 

• April 3, 2007 at Salt Lake Elementary School at 1131 Ala Lilikoi Street from 500 to 
8:00 p.m. 

In this later scoping effort, the public was requested to propose alternatives that would 
satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, less environmental or 
community impact and alternatives that were not previously studied and eliminated for good 
cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria was a fixed-guideway 
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alternative following two alternative alignments. All reasonable alternatives that emerged from 
these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. 

The FTA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS in the Federal Register on March 
15, 2007. All interested individuals and organizations, as well as Federal, State, and Local 
agencies, were invited to comment on the Purpose and Need to be addressed by a fixed 
guideway transit system; the alternatives including modes, technologies and alignments to be 
evaluated; and environmental, social, and economic impacts to be analyzed. The alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft BS are the result of the alternatives screening process and reflect 
comments received during the scoping process, as summarized in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project National Environmental Policy Act Scoping Report (ors 2007). Several 
scoping comments were received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative 
that was considered and fully evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase and found to 
perform substantially less effectively than the fixed guideway alternative that was selected for 
further analysis in the Draft EIS. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Oran EIS for further consideration. Had information been provided that 
demonstrated greater effectiveness, the managed lane alternative would have been 
reconsidered in the Draft BS. 

Regarding alternatives studied, the Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated a reversible 
Managed Lane Alternative and documented that it performed poorly compared to the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative on a broad range of metrics. Based on public comments received on the 
Draft BS, additional information, as summarized from the Alternatives Analysis Report and 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum, has been 
added to Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EIS to explain why this alternative was rejected. Both 
the Alternatives Analysis Report and Screening Memorandum were available to the public. The 
following is a quote from Chapter 8, Section 8.6.12, of the Final BS: 

"A number of commenters stated that the alternatives studied did not properly address 
other options for the corridor. In particular, there was a concern that the Managed Lane 
Alternative was not included in the Draft BS as an alternative." 

The process of alternatives screening and selection is discussed in Chapter 2 and in 
Section 8.6.1 [of the Final BS]. As discussed, alternatives were developed through three 
general phases: (1) the FTA Alternatives Analysis process; (2) the selection of a Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative; and (3) the NEPA scoping and Draft EIS process. The initial screening of 
alternatives is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (DTS, 2006a) (Screening Memorandum). The subsequent FTA 
Alternatives Analysis process is provided in the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Alternatives Analysis Report (ors 2006b) (Alternatives Analysis). 

The initial screening process considered a wide range of alternatives, including 
"construction of a 'managed' two-lane elevated structure for transit vehicles and potentially 
carpools, as well as single occupant vehicles willing to pay a congestion-based toll," as 
described on page S-2 of the Screening Memorandum. The screening results for the Managed 
Lane Alternative are discussed on pages C-4 through C-5 of this report. The analysis found that 
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the transit mode share under the Managed Lane Alternative would hold constant with the No 
Build Alternative; the automobile mode share would increase; and the bike and walk mode 
share would decrease. Vehicle hours traveled would decrease, while vehicle miles traveled 
would increase slightly. 

This initial screening process identified four alternatives that were presented at scoping 
meetings held to obtain public input. As described on page 5-2 of the Screening Memorandum, 
one of the alternatives recommended for further evaluation was the Managed Lane Alternative. 
The Managed Lane Alternative originally was described as follows: 

The Managed Lane Alternative would include construction of a two-lane grade-
separated facility between Waiawa Interchange and iwilei for use by buses, paratransit 
vehicles and vanpool vehicles (see Figure 5-1). The lanes would be managed to 
maintain free-flow speeds for buses, while simultaneously allowing High-Occupancy 
Vehicles (HO Vs) and variable pricing for toll-paying single-occupant vehicles. 
Intermediate bus access points would be provided in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium and 
Middle Street. Bus operations utilizing the managed lanes would be restructured to use 
the Managed Lane and enhanced to provide additional service between Kapolei and 
other points Ewa of Downtown, through to the University of Hawaii at Manoa." 

The scoping process resulted in the revision of this proposed alternative. As discussed 
on page 6-1 of the Screening Memorandum: 

"Based on scoping comments, a second operational option was included under the 
Managed Lane Alternative. The initial option proposed a two-lane grade-separated 
facility between Waiawa Interchange and lwilei which would operate as one lane in each 
direction at all times of the day. The second option proposes similar infrastructure, but it 
would operate as a reversible facility with two lanes traveling Koko Head during the 
morning peak period, and then reversing to travel Ewa in the PM peak period. Both 
operational options would include restructured and enhanced bus operations by utilizing 
the managed lanes to provide additional service between Kapolei and other points Ewa 
of Downtown, and both would be managed to maintain free-flow speeds for buses. 
Providing that enough capacity existed, High-Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs) and toll-
paying single-occupant vehicles would also be allowed to use the facility under either 
scenario; however, it is possible that under the initial option (one lane in each direction), 
there would not be enough excess capacity to allow toll-paying single occupant vehicles 
and still maintain reasonable speeds. Intermediate access points would be provided in 
the vicinity of Aloha Stadium and the Keehi Interchange." 

This alternative was further developed in the Alternatives Analysis Report, with 
additional features added to maximize the performance of the alternative, as discussed on 
page 2-4: 

"The Two-direction Option would serve express buses operating in both directions during 
the entire day. The Reversible Option would serve peak-direction bus service, while 
reverse-direction service would use H-1. Twenty-nine bus routes, with approximately 93 
buses per hour, would use the managed lane facility during peak hours for either option. 
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One limited-stop route and one local route would continually operate in the managed 
lane. A total of 27 peak-period express routes would operate in the peak direction using 
the managed lane facility. Of these, three would be new express routes serving 
developing areas and nine would be new routes developed for exclusive use of the 
managed lane. The nine new managed lane express bus system routes would originate 
from Kalaeloa, Kapolei, or Central Oahu and terminate at the Alapai Transit Center, 
Waikiki, or UH Manoa. Other peak-period, local and limited-stop routes would follow a 
route similar to the current structure but would use the managed lane for the line-haul 
portion of the route. 

"A toll structure has been developed that ensures that the managed lane facility would 
operate to maintain free-flow speeds for buses. To maintain free-flow speeds in the 
Two-direction Option, it may be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of 
HOVs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would be 
allowed to use the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would 
have to pay a toll." 

As discussed on page 3-8 of the Alternatives Analysis Report, the enhanced bus system 
would include an increased fleet size, estimated at 321 buses beyond the existing fleet for the 
two-direction managed lane facility and 381 buses for the reversible managed lane facility, to 
provide a sufficient fleet to ensure that the alternative would function as planned. 

Regarding the Managed Lane Alternative in particular, the Alternatives Analysis Report 
estimated total capital and operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative. As discussed on 
page 2-16, capital costs for the Managed Lane Alternative were estimated to range between 
$3.6 and $4.7 billion, of which $2.6 to $3.8 billion would be for construction of the managed 
lanes. Transit operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative would range between 
approximately $251 and $261 million as a result of additional buses that would be put in service 
under that alternative. These costs do not include the cost of maintaining the managed lane 
facility. Capital costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternative, including bus system costs, would 
range between $5.2 and $6.1 billion for the Full-corridor Alignments, of which $4.6 to $5.5 billion 
would be for the fixed guideway system. The costs would be $4.2 billion for the 20-mile 
Alignment, of which $3.6 billion would be for the fixed guideway system. Operating costs for the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative in 2030, in 2006 dollars, would be approximately $192 million. The 
total operating costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternative, including the bus and fixed guideway, 
would range between approximately $248 and $256 million. 

The capital cost of the Managed Lane Alternative thus is potentially somewhat lower 
than the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Alternative and even lower than the Full-corridor Alternative. 
Operating costs would be slightly higher. These cost factors were considered in conjunction 
with other project goals in evaluating the alternatives. 

With respect to transit travel time benefit, the Managed Lane Alternative options would 
improve some trips that were particularly well-served by the managed lanes. In general, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would increase transit travel times by increasing traffic on the overall 
roadway system and creating more delay for buses. The H-1 Freeway leading up to the 
managed lanes would become more congested because cars accessing the managed lanes 
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would increase traffic volumes. Significant congestion would occur where the managed lanes 
connect to Nimitz Highway at Pacific Street near Downtown. Much of the time saved in the 
managed lane itself would be negated by the time spent in congestion leading up to the 
managed lane, as well as exiting the lanes at their downtown terminus. Furthermore, areas that 
are not directly served by the managed lane would not experience much positive change from 
the No Build Alternative. As discussed on page 3-14, the Alternatives Analysis Report found 
that, "although the Managed Lane Alternative would provide some travel-time improvement for 
certain areas, it has significant limitations with regard to improving travel times or transit service 
for a broader customer base. 

As discussed on page 347, transit ridership would increase only 5.3 to 6.4 percent over 
the No Build Alternative, a small increase compared both to the cost of the Managed Lane 
Alternative and the increase that would result from the Fixed Guideway Alternative, which would 
increase transit ridership by 21 percent for the 20-mile alignment. 

The volume of peak-hour vehicles in key areas would actually increase under the 
Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative. As discussed on page 3-27, 
the Fixed Guideway Alternative would reduce the number of vehicles by 3 to 12 percent. 

With respect to the goal of providing equitable transportation solutions that meet the 
needs of lower-income transit-dependent communities, the Alternatives Analysis Report noted 
that the Managed Lane Alternative, 'Would not substantially improve service or access to transit 
for transit-dependent communities, as buses that use existing HOV facilities would be routed to 
the managed lane facility but would continue to be affected by congestion in other parts of their 
routes. Arterial congestion would increase in the study corridor with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, making bus access to the managed lanes less reliable" (page 6-8). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report also considered consistency with existing land use 
planning and regional transportation planning. On page 6-13, the report concluded that the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative, "best serves the areas of Oahu that are designated for future 
growth and development. It is also the only alternative that is consistent with regional 
transportation system planning defined in the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (OMPO 
2006a)." 

The evaluation of alternatives inevitably involves trade-offs. As stated on page 6-13 of 
the Alternatives Analysis Report, the "greatest trade-off among the alternatives is between the 
transportation benefit provided and the cost to implement alternatives. . . The Managed Lane 
Alternative provides slightly more benefit [than the Transportation System Management (TSM) 
alternative, which had little effect on traffic], but at a substantial cost. While the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative would have the highest cost, it is also the only alternative that would provide a 
substantial transportation benefit, measured both by the benefit to transit users and in the 
reduction in congestion compared to the No Build Alternative." 

The Alternatives Analysis findings are summarized in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2 of the Final 
BS. The Managed Lane Alternative is discussed in Section 2.2.2 of this Final EIS. As stated in 
the Final EIS and supported by the lengthy analysis that preceded the preparation of the Draft 
BS, the Managed Lane Alternative was not pursued because the Managed Lane Alternative 
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Very trçily yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. John Brizdle 
Page 7 

would not have achieved project goals and objectives, would not result in substantially fewer 
environmental impacts, and would not be financially feasible. For all of these reasons, it was 
not advanced to consideration in the EIS. 

Your comments regarding statements made by politicians are not related to the NEPA 
environmental analysis of the Project. PTA is the federal lead agency and will continue to 
ensure compliance with NEPA as part of their responsibilities under NEPA and federal law. 

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

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/22/2008 

David 
Brown 
AIT Taipei 
4170 AIT Taipei Place 
Salt Lake 

Dulles 
VA 
20189 
Brownde22@yahoo.com  

Both 
Website 

11/22/2008 
I am temporarily living in Taiwan, but own property in Salt Lake. l am 
very upset that there was a vote on the rail project where the agreed 
route had been through Salt Lake. However, within hours of the publics 
Nov 4 vote endorsing the rail project, certain city council members were 
proposing to change the route -- including one who had fought tooth-
and-nail against the entire project. The mayor and the council members 
are supposed to be the people's servants. This sudden switch was a 
betrayal. They should go back to the route endorsed earlier by both the 
Council and the people -- i.e. the Salt Lake route. 

When the system is built out in the future, perhaps an airport spur could 
be added. 

thanks. David Brown 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT9/09-330585 

Mr. David Brown 
4170 AIT Taipei Place 
Dulles, Virginia 20189 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 C.F.R. § 771.125 W1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4,2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 

AR00001444 



truW yours, 

Mr. David Brown 
Page 2 
February 16, 2010 

Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

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

WAYNE Y. YO HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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initial Action Needed 
1/16/2009 

rick 
brown 

Hi 
08682 

icetecItc@yahoo.com  

Email 

Website 

01/16/2009 
I am looking for information on your light rail maintenance managment 
plan, along with lull time emoloment working in a managment position in 
the maintance or the rolling stock and track system. 

Mahal°. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-334000 

Mr. Rick Brown 
iceteclIca.vahoo.com  

Dear Mr. Brown: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The vehicle maintenance plan will be developed after selection of a vehicle contractor. Job 
specifications will be developed by the system operator and approved by the City. Operation is scheduled 
to begin in 2012 and job requirements may be expected to be established about a year before the 
positions are needed. Information about employment opportunities can be found under the Human 
Resources tab on the City's website at  www.lionoluluslov.  

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www.honolultitransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 

Very VI yours, y 7.2 	) 
/'. ', 	

o)16,,s. 
WAYNE YOS [OKA 
Director 
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Mahalo. 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-334004 

Mr. Rick Brown 
rustvblades63(&.vahoo.com 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The Project website at vvww.honolulutransit.org  is updated as new information is available. The 
Project schedule is included in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. If this schedule changes an updated schedule 
would be placed on the Project website. Lastly, maintenance and storage facility planning is on-going at 
this time. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www.honolulutransit.oro.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 

Vejy trqiçi yours, 

WAYN YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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CI= COUNCIL 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
HONOLULU, 	HAWAII 	96813-3065 

cD5\— Charles IC. Djou 
Comm'/member, Diariel IV 
Chair. Intergovernmental Affaim Commatee 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 / Facsimile: (808) 768-5011 
Email: cejou@honalulu.gay  
Web: www.bono1uiti.gov/councilk14  

•• ■ 
0 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 	December 17, 2008 

TO: 	Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 

FROM: 	CounciImember ChorlesK. Djou C)../S )  

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAC.'T STATEMENT 

Pursuant to your fetter of November 12, 2008 that was sent with the DEIS and of November 13, 
2008 to Council Chair Apo, I enclose a comment sent by email on the DEIS. By copy of this 
memorandum, I send a copy to Mr. Ted Matley of PTA Region IX. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. Best wishes. 

cc vif ends.: Mr. Ted Maley 
VIA Region IX 
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Matsuda, Sylvia 

From: Diou, Charles 

Sent: Wednesday. December 10, 2008 5:10 PM 

To: 	Matsuda, Sylvia 

Subject: FIN: 1st Phase of Rail 

Please forward to the PTA in San Francisco. 

Charles K. Djou 
Councilmember, District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street. Suite 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 
Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Email: cdiou@hcnolulp ‘gov 
Web: www_honolukgovicouncil/c14 

From: Lora Burbage [rnalltollburbage@yahoo.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2008 4:05 PM 
To: Djou, Charles 
Subject: 1st Phase of Rail 

Aloha Councilmember Djou, 

To whom it may concern: 

Couneilmember Diou's proposal to construct the first phase of the rail, from the Atea to the Pearl City 
area into Honolulu makes a lot of sense. Not just for the fact that this section of the rail will be usable 
immediately upon completion, taking people into the city but also due to the uncertain economic times 
we are in right now. Lees face it we just might not have the money to complete the whole thing, heafly 
hope this doesn't happen but it is a strong possihlity. 

Starting the first phase from Kapolei to Waipahu makes no sense because I'm sure very few people are 
needing to get to Waipahu for work. The majority of the people used to get into the downtown area. If 
we should run out ofmoney, this first phase would he a waste of hard earned money. 

Mahalo mil Ioa, 
Lora Burb age 

EducationYearRound.com  
A Love for Learning Will Last a Li letiinel 

Lora Burbage EducationYe,acRouncl.com  A Love for Learning Will Last a Lifetime!. 
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DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTf DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT10/09-336268 

Ms. Lora Burbage 
rustvblades63Pvahoo.com   

Dear Ms. Burbage: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitorq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Donald H. Burger 
476 Paumalata Place 

Kailua, HI 96734 
.bEybd (,11 a Lya 	Des 

(808) 261 - 6391 CID 

r 

a') 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Dep't. Of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, 3'.  Floor 
Honolulu, 111 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I am concerned about many impacts which will result from the proposed heavy rai1 
system on Oahu and its construction, to be spread over many years. I spent 28 years in 
constru.ction estimating and engineering, have reviewed the draft EIS, and do not believe 
the full force and effect of this proposed project has been adequately covered. 

One question I have is with regard to commercial agricultural operations which will be 
subjected to moving and starting their operations over in a new location. Will it be 
possible to avoid losing a year more of income as local markets are without products or 
forced to import products at a much higher cost? Is an adequate amount included in tha 
cost estimate to enable the displaced providers to do what they must to stay in business 
and provide adequate service during construction? 

A greater concern is that of noise generated by passing trains, every few minutes during 
the day and far into the night. I believe the ability of students to concentrate on studies 
will be greatly diminished in schools near the tracks, and sleep will be disturbed in 
homes and condominiums, possibly resulting in Lawsuits on behalf of those affected. 

.s 

Will passengers to and from the airport be able to transport luggage and other heavy 
items on the train? Has adequate cost of providing such amenities been considered? 

Yours truly, 

Donald H. Burger 	 cc: Mr. Ted Matley 
cc: GOV. Linda Lingle 
cc: Honolulu City Council 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298703R 

Mr. Donald H. Burger 
476 Paumakua Place 
Kanua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Burger: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Polley Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Some land uses will need to change in order to accommodate the Project; however, 
impacts to the natural and built environments are minimized whenever possible. Coordination 
with affected property owners is ongoing, and every effort will be made to reduce impacts. The 
primary impacts are anticipated to result from inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent 
residents, businesses, and business customers that are inherent in any major construction 
project. These include the following: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials. 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability. 
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• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations. 

• Businesses' loss of visibility to their customers. 

Proper controls — as discussed in Section 4.18 in the Final EIS — may mitigate these 
effects to protect residents' comfort and daily life and to prevent inconveniences and disruptions 
to the flow of customers, employees, materials, and supplies to and from area businesses, 
including agricultural business. 

Those from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. This Act provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation 
assistance to those affected. The Project will not compensate for potential loss of agricultural 
income for those properties not acquired. 

Regarding your concern about noise, as discussed in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the 
Project will include an integrated noise blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway 
structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail and a system specification for vehicles 
with wheel skirts. The parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will 
increase the benefit of the parapet wa//at locations above the elevation of the track. Measures 
to reduce noise levels above the track elevation, such as sound-absorptive materials in the track 
area, will be evaluated during Preliminary Engineering for the Project. Once the Project is 
operating, noise levels will be measured to determine the actual extent of project noise impacts. 
There are no severely impacted areas in the corridor. In addition, there are no noise impacts 
predicted for any schools along the project alignment; noise levels due to operation of the trains 
is not expected to be above 55 dBA Leq(h) for classrooms during operation of the system. 
Mitigation measures for construction near schools will be finalized during the design and 
construction phase, when more information on the types of construction activities is determined. 
Lastly, the luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow 
luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers. Project cost 
estimates include train features. 

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

Very tr ,  Iy yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima St # 16A 
Honolulu, HI. 96818 
Decem.ber 12, 2008 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 N. King Street 3 rd  floor 
Honolulu, HI. 96813 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing to express my support for the rail project. I also would like to show and 
share a comment expressed by Councilman Charles Djou. 

I support the rail project however; Councilman Djou offered. some changes to this project, 
one of which I support the other I do not. The proposal I support from Councilman Djou 
is his viewpoint on where the project should start. In regards to the fact that monies to 
complete this rail project aren't 100% secured and the fact that it is very expensive, there 
is a chance we could run out of monies before completing the whole thing. Therefore I 
suggest that Councilman Djou comment "start the project in the Aiea area" be taicen into 
consideration. This in turn would get the project in full operation where it's most needed. 
The Kapolei end can be completed over the back end of this operation. The changes in 
the route from Salt Lake to the airport I feel is poorly thought out from Councilman Djou. 
This portion I have address in a previous letter and I will not repeat it here. 

Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Burton 
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June 11,2010 	 RT 10/09-336262 

Mr. Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima Street, #16A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Burton: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 
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• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties and potential 
sources to cover shortfalls. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft BS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Anal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tu yours, 
 (

4  	

,w. 2 
WAYNE(. 	

, 

 YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima St. #16A 
Honolulu, M. 96818 
December 5, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 N. King SL 3 rd  floor 
Honolulu, HI. 96813 

Dear DOTS: 
6,0 

co 

7:1 

0, 

I am a long-time resident of the Salt Lake community, Jam writing to express my 
concern about the recent discussions and pending decision to reroute the rail from the Salt 
lake community. I don't understand the rational behind this proposal but, I'd Like to offer 
some constructive insight to this project. 

The whole intention of the rail is to service the people of Oahu, especially along the 
corridor from Kapolei to downtown and onward to the University of Hawaii. My 
argument addresses the proposed change in the route from Pearl Harbor to the Airport 
rather than through' the Salt lake community. If the intention, of the Rail is to service the 
people Of Oahu than routing this project into a residential community would better serve 
its means by meeting the public where it is most convenient. This in turn would result in 
higher usage and a faster return on your. investment 

The proposed routing of the rail from the Pearl Harbor to the Airport would not be a wise 
use of public money because: 

1) The rail will not be supporting the people of Oahu Fully by bypassing densely 
populated communities along this route. 

2) The rail infilstnicture would intrude on large portions of federal land along 
this route. This in turn would result in large delays in the projects progression 
due to permitting of these intrusions along the route. These delays would 
amount to cost overruns on an already costly project. 

3) Navigating around the physical structures within the airport industrial area if 
this is possible would again drive up the cost of this project tremendously. 

I believe that there are council members who maybe holding onto the notion of tourist 
"taking the train to the plane" ideal. This I feel is fanciful thinking on behalf of some 
council members. Oahu is not like some of the major cities with rail like New York, 
Chicago, San Francisco or Los Angeles. Tourists in these cities are prone to catch a flight 
over night to somewhere; in Hawaii (with the exception of locals) more than likely they 
will be traveling with large bags. If this is the case, the same restriction that commuters 
on the bus experiences would apply here. If you can sit your bag on your lap or under 
your chair, then you're fine. Items bigger than that you'll have to catch a Cab. Lastly 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: verow.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336264 

Mr. Michael Burton 
2889 Ala !lima Street, #16A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Burton: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Cornments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environment& Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the Salt Lake Alternative is noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result 
in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built environment. During 
the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

In response to your first point, as provided in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 daily trips 
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Mr. Michael Burton 
Page 2 

in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative will also 
result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide access 
to major employment areas including Honolulu International Airport, that will have substantially 
greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

In response to your second point, as shown in Appendix C of the Final EIS, there is only 
a small need for right-of-way from Federal land. Right-of-way acquisitions will occur early in The 
planning process. In addition, the Airport Alternative will have approximately 5 percent fewer 
parcel acquisitions overall than would the Salt Lake Alternative. 

Concerning your third point, navigation around physical structures within the Airport has 
been considered and reflected in design and costs of the Project. 

The Airport Alternative primarily serves major employment destinations. As shown in 
Table 3-13, over half of all daily transit trips (bus and rail) will be work-related. However, as 
discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, over 9,900 visitors will use the fixed guideway daily, 
of which 1,800 will use the system to travel to or from the Airport. The luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere 
with the safety or comfort of other passengers. 

Regarding your comments on the Salt Lake Boulevard connection, the Salt Lake 
Boulevard alignment studied in the Draft EIS did not include a connection to Pearl Harbor. The 
alignment proposed in your letter would require property from the Navy and acquisition of private 
property. 

The proposed route in the last paragraph of your letter would be more expensive than 
the Salt Lake alignment that was studied in the Draft EIS and would not directly serve the 
Airport. Lastly, the Project includes a station at Lagoon Drive and Aolele Street. This station will 
provide a transfer point to buses serving the Salt Lake neighborhood. New bus routes will be 
added to serve Salt Lake communities, including Foster Village. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve tru y yours 

())feff 
WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/19/M08 

Lyle 
Cady 

300 Wei Nani Way 
403 
Honolulu 
HI 
96815 
loudsound_design@hotmaif.com  

Both 
Website 

11/19/2008 
I love the idea of a rail transit system on Oahu. However, I feel that the 
panel members selecting steel wheel on steel rail: Steve Barsony, Ken 
Knight, Henry Kolesar, Ron Taber, made the wrong choice. Would not a 
monorail system cost much less and take much less time to build. 
Monorails are also much safer, heavy rail systems can and do derail. 
Look up DERAILMENT under your favorite Search engine. You won't 
find any monorails there. What about Aesthetics? Elevated heavy rail, 
the guideway oasts a wide shadow and blocks out much more of the 
sky. 
YES to a Hawaii rail transit system! 
NO to steel on steel! 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
659 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (898) 768-8395 • Fax: (808) 768-4730. Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

IVIUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330551 

Mr. Lyle Cady 
300 Wai Nani Way 
Apartment 403 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Cady: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV). The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 
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Very truJ.cf yours, 

( 

Mr. Lyle Cady 
Page 2 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report", 

Limited experience with monorail systems in the United States does not support the 
assumption of cost savings compared to industry-standard steel wheel systems. Safety and 
reliability experience with the Seattle and Las Vegas systems have included falling parts, fires, 
and the need to evacuate the Seattle system using fire department ladder trucks. 

Visual and aesthetic conditions are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will be set in an urban context where visual change, including shade and shadow, is 
expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS states 
that "the fixed guideway and stations will be elevated structures. They will result in noticeable 
changes to views where project elements will be near existing views or in the foreground of 
these views." This change will also affect the location and extent of shadows. Overall, the 
shadow pattern created by the guideway and stations will change throughout the day and 
seasonally, depending on the alignment's direction, time of day, and time of year. The analysis 
states that shadow impacts along the alignment will vary with orientation, the height of the 
stations, guideway, surrounding trees and local development (Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS). 
Shade and shadow effects are illustrated in the simulated views included in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enciosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Action Completed 
11/5/2008 

Judee 
Calaro 

hi 
96701 
judeecalaro0aol.com  

Email 
Website 

11/05/2008 
Can you tell me the exact place for the rails stop area on Aloha 
Stadium. I know by now that my house is not affected since I never got 
any letter saying my house will be bought out. It has been sent out to the 
affected people already, right? 
I live around there, and i am concerned on the impact of the rail. 

although I support the rail for Oahu. Please advise. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y, YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT8/09-330351 

Ms. Judee Calaro 
judeecalaroRaol.com  

Dear Ms. Calaro: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Figure 2-25 of the Final EIS shows the Aloha Stadium Station location in the auxiliary 
parking lot on Kamehameha Highway. Please see Appendix C of the Final EIS for detailed 
information regarding right-of-way acquisitions required for the Project. Appendix C of the Final 
EIS contains specific information regarding right-of-way required for the Aloha Stadium station. 
The City has notified all property owners whose property may be impacted by the Project and 
will remain in contact with those owners throughout the right-of-way process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at  wvvvv.honoiulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
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Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE '1 -'0SIOKA 
Director 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/24/2008 

Nancy 
Campbell 

HI 
96708 
colmenares @hawaii.rr.com  

Email 

Webeite 

11/24/2008 
13i would like you to know that this is a great move for the island. I would 
have attended UH or HP0 for my masters degree but due to traffic 
issues on the island, I had to complete my education online. With this 
choice, I did not have to worry about driving and coming home late and 
tired with no time to spend with my family. 
In addition, this project will open up such great opportunities. I will now 
be able to apply bra higher paying job in town and not worry about 
traffic while living in the Leeward area. THANK YOU!!! 
Whatever routes we start with ou this transit plan, is a start. Like Mufi 
says, it is something. Keep up the awesome work and I can't wait until 
the rail transit extends to EWA BEACH or near the area. 

Thank you very much! 
Nancy Camobell 

AR00001469 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11.2010 	 RT9/09-330795 

Ms. Nancy Campbell 
colmenares(@hawaii.rr.com  

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the Project has been noted. While each of the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts. the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As 
compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the 
most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle 
hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and 
Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus 
service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will 
have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During 
the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is 
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discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been 
advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that 
was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-
making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project will connect to Ewa Beach via bus service from East Kapolei. Future bus 
routes, including frequencies, are shown in Appendix D of the Final EIS. The Project has logical 
termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that 
may be constructed in the future, The proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake 
Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of the Project, thus they 
are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only 
required when there is a proposed action by a federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation 
at some time in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives 
will be undertaken at that time. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at  www honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trulY yours, 

( 

WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 

AR00001471 



••••••••• ■ •■•• ■••••••••••••■■■•■••• 

Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization 
Address; 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt/Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 
Submission Content/Notes 

Initial Action Needed 
1/8/2049 

HOW 
Caraang 

98-144 Hekaha Street 

Aiea 
HI 
96701 

None 
Website 

01/08/2009 
The approved route shouldn't be changed as it was what the people 
voted for. And it is most logical to go through centers of populations, i.e. 
Salt Lake, as the rails primary objective is to get the residents to and 
from their jobs with the least time possible. The airport can be 
connected tater; connections to 	and Waikiki should get the priority 
over the airport. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (838) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333566 

Mr. Helito Caraang 
98-144 Hekaha Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Caraang 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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First Name : 

Last Name : 
Business/Organization: 

Address : 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite 	: 
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Zip Code 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/22/2008 

jake 
cargas 

mokauea St. 

honolulu 
HI 
96819 
chrysler_87@ yahoo.com  

None 
Website 

12/22/2008 
2018 is way too LONGI. 
why would they start the construction in the west side? isn't that weird? 
shouldn't they build at the most populated area to serve many people? if 
they build along waipahu to aloha stadium, and kalihi to chinatown, that 
would benefit most of the people beauce that is where the congestion 
starts. 

if they start in the left most area, who will benefit from that if they are 
traveling to the downtown honolulu? they still have to ride the bus and 
still pass waipahu, 

and besides, people from the center area are the ones who get unfair 
treatment. they have to wait for the buses from the west and the moment 
thus buses arrive, there's no more available seat and everything. 
western peopl already have 'the boat" and the "Express buses', well if 
they ride from the west area and wants to go downtown, it will be nice if 
they stops at the center and ride the rail through downtown. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 7684730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFF HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO/CA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUrf DIRECTOR 

May 21 1  2010 	 RT9/09-332252 

Mr. Jake Cargas 
chrvsler 87(yahoo.com  

Dear Mr. Cargas: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The design and construction of the approximately 20-mile transit Project is highly 
complex and will be developed in segments. The first segment of the Project is expected to be 
operational in 2012, as shown in Figure 2-42 of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, they will be opened so that system benefits, 
even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots are planned at East 
kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Lie tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHI•KA 
Director 
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January 30, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 SouthiCing Seet 
Honolulu, Havrai`i 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Castle & Cooke supports the acceptance of the Draft Environment& Impact 
Statement for the proposed Honolulu High-Capacity-Transit Corridor Project. This project is 
critical to address 0`ahtes growing transportation demands, particularly in Central 0‘ahn and 
`1:3.wa where the majority of (Yahu's future population growth and urban development has 
been designated to occur. We support the rail transit system as a critical component of a 
multi-model approach needed to address our transportation challenges for the betterment of 
all Cl'alni residents. 

We are pleased to see that the project includes provisions for the direct access from 
the H-2 Freeway to the Pearl Highlands Transit Station. We support the proposed H-2 acees-s 
ramp to the park-and-ride structure as it represents a direct regional. benefit of the transit 
project to existing Central 0 4 ahu and North Shore commuters and will help support the 
future growth that has been designated for the Central'O'ahu region. 

C.3 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Honolulu High-Capkity Tra it 
Corridor Project, If there are any questions, please contact Bruce Barrett, F.,x*tave V 
President, at 548-3746. 17,54. 

Sincerely 

Castle & Ude Hawail consists of the Flawail subnics of Castle & Cookt, inc. which include 
Castle & Code Homes novail, inc., Castle & Cooko Properties, Inc., Castle & Cooke Resort, 1.I.C, and Otika subsidiaries 

C.A.5 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 7684730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK,A 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-297987R 

Mr. Harry A. Saunders, President 
Castle & Cooke Hawaii 
P.O. Box 898900 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789-8900 

Dear Mr. Saunders: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative, H-2 Freeway access ramp, and 
Pearl Highlands park-and-ride facility have been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result 
in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
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the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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CBRE CONSULTING, INC. CEIRE 
CB RICHARD ELLIS 

355 Sou1h OrcrnriAverwo, Soite 1200 
toy Angeles, CA 90071.1549 

T 2/3 613 3396 
F 213 613 37110 
www.cbre.com  

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Ted Motley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration — Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Woyne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Servkes 
City and County of Honolulu 
630 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Re: 	Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor EIS 

Dear Messrs. Motley and Yoshioka: 

The City af Honolulu recently completed a Draft Environmental Impact Statement ('EIS") for 
the proposed Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor ("Proiect"), a 20-mile elevated rail line 
that will connect the town of Kapoiei in west O'ohu to downtown Honolulu. 

CBRE Consulting was contracted by Karreharneha Schools to provide insight to the economic 
impacts that could be expected from the development and operation of the Proiect. Principals 
at CBR.E Consulting have close to 30 years experience in analyzing market, financial and 
economic impacts for both public sector and private sector clients, including extensive work on 
O'ohu and over 20 years experience in market and financial feasibility ond economic impact 
studies for transit oriented development protects throughout the United States. 

CBRE Consulting has analyzed the Droll EIS, as well as development impacts of numerous 
transit systems in North America. With regard to the proposed system in Honolulu, we offer 
the following observations and comments. 

GENERAL COMMENT 

Per our review of the Draft EIS we note that it measured economic impacts at a regional level 
without consideration of the impacts to property owners in between station oreos. Table 
in the EIS identifies impacts front acquisitions, displacement and relocation of businesses in a 
statistical manner — not mentioning potential problems other than blocking views. The 
Mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS ore minimal and should be expanded. 

Transit systems have wide ranging impacts depending on the specific land use characteristics 
along the route. Analysis of potential impacts should not be confined to a regional level. We 
recommend that the City examine the local impacts all along the route and at eoch station 
area. 
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iVIAJOR NORTH AMERICA rRANSIT SYSTEMS 

There are dozens of transit systems in the U.S. and Canada comprised of subways, heavy rail, light 
rail and elevated systems (i.e. monorails). Since it was not possible to analyze development 
patterns for every transit system, CBRE Consulting compiled a short list of systems to study based 
on relevant characteristics and the availability of data. 

CBRE Consulting performed case study research on elevated, fixed-guideway systems (Le. 
Vancouver, Miami, and the San Francisco Bay Area) to identify key issues they faced and their 
resulting impacts on local real estate morkets. CORE aiso examined successful ground level 
rail systems across the U.S. to illustrate their impacts on the community. Cities examined 
included Portland and Los Angeles. The analysis examined both impacts during the 
construction period and throughout ongoing operations. 

Impacts During Construction 

Research findings universolly indicate significant losses to businesses along the construction 
routes of major rail systems, regardless of type. Traffic disruptions, limited access, viitity 
issues, utility service interruptions, and a general tendency for people to ovoid esthetically 
unappealing construction sites resulted in declines in customer numbers, sales, and in some 
cases, the closure of businesses. 

Some of the most dramatic cases of this type of negative impact were in Voncaver, British 
Columbia and Salt Loke City where an estimated 3D percent of locot businesses closed during 
the construction of TRAX. In Vancover, an estimoted 40 to 60 percent of the businesses failed 
along the construction route for Sky-frain's Canada Line in Vancouver, due to a reported 50 
percent decline in local soles volume during cons(ruction. The roost significant cause of the 
negative impact in these locations was the lock of public assistance provided to support 
impacted businesses. 

Property Value impacts — Near Stations 

While there has been a significont amount of research into the impact of transit an real estote 
values, very few quantitative conclusions are applicable across all metropolitan areas. Every 
transit system is unique in terms of the poputotion it serves, frequency of service, cost of 
service, local economic factors, public support, integration with neighborhoods, etc. However, 
some general conclusions can be drown from our primary and secondary research. 

1. While land prices in a transit corridor can often exhibit -significant increases following 
the announcement of a new system due to speculative activity, following completion of 
the system, research indicates that lower density (generally residential) land values 

often decline. 

2. The brood economic benefits of rail transit tend to be limited to suburban communities 
outside major metro areas like New York City, where commuting by car is extremely 
difficult. Urban infiR locations suffer negative impacts ii the roil systems are not well- 
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conceived and potential impacts thoroughly evaluated and mitigated early in the 
design process, 

3. Research indicates that different climate and environmental conditions can create 
negative impacts. For example, in urban areas with hot and wet climate, such as 
Miami, elevated lines con provide shelter for homeless, increasing crime and litter and 
thereby detracting from commercial activity. 

4. Weather is not the only cause of security problems under elevated lines. Solutions to 
mitigate these concerns can include the installation of surveillance cameras, increased 
police patrolling, emergency call boxes, and closed-circuit television monitoring in 
some cases, extensive lighting and/ar illumination has been used to create openness 
ond high visibility 

5. Generally, the land uses that most consistently benefit from transit station proximity 
are office and high density residential. The former tends to command higher rents 
due ta a desirable ease of access for employees. Residential values °is° increase if 

increased densities (i.e., multifamily development opportunities) are a part of well-
conceived TOO plans. 

6. The impact on retail values is mixed and tends to depend both on the type of retail use 
ond the type of mil system. Elevated systems con cause visibility problems for small 
street-front locations but can be instrumental in bringing shoppers to large mails or 
big box retail outlets. The design and orientation of the station is critical. 

7. Proactive planning efforts to allow high density residential and commercial 
development near stotions are the primary cause of land value appreciation. An 
example of this is the SkyTrain system in Vancouver, where the local gavernments 
instituted long term regional planning to create new lawn centers around elevated 
transit stations. 

8. Molar developments do not occur near stations in the absence of healthy demond, 
increased density, or a substantial financial subsidy by local governments. Our 
research found dozens of station areas where no new development has occurred for 
20 to 30 years following the transit operation. 

Property Value impacts — 

The third quarter 2007 Journal of Real Estate Research published one of the few studies on 

transit corridor impacts an oil properly proximate to transit corridors. "The impact of Transit 

Corridors an Residential Property Values" by John Kilpatrick, Ronald Throupe, John Carruthers 
and Andrew Krause, found that "proximity to the transit corridor alone without o direct access 
benefit conveys a negative impact on neorby housing values." A direct access benefit is 
defined as being within normal walking distance i.e. less than one-half mile fram a station. 
These negative impacts result from increased noise, pollufion, crime, and diminished views. 

in addition to the literature research, our primary research across the U.S. and Canada 
indicated there are significant negative value impacts on properties immediately adjacent to 
the roil line. These were particularly pronounced along the BART East Bay and Las Angeles 
Metro Blue Line. 
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CEIRE Consulting analyzed these general research findings in terms of their application to the 
proposed elevated Honolulu Roil system. In general, we believe that elevated rail would 
impair redevelopment due to a lass of visibility and access from Kameharneho Highway and 
Dillingham Blvd. 

As shown in the case study examples, we would expect retail uses to suffer from visibility, 
access and traffic interruption services. Depending on whether or not public assistance is 
availoble, retail sales could decline and turnover could increase. 

• Mid-Line residential development will also be negatively impacted by noise ond visual 

impairments. At a minimum, it will be important far the City to provide sound-proofing for 
residential units within viewing distonce of the elevated line. 

Another important concern is that the noise, light and view impairments from elevated rail 
lines will have a dramatic impact on the marketability of future low-rise and mid•rise 
workforce housing development along the route. Developers may be forced to build mare 

expensive high-rise developments to avoid those impairments. 

SUMMA.RY fINDS.NGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CBRE Consulting found that there are significant negative impacts on selected properties 

associated with transit systems in general, most notably in the case of elevated systems. 
Depending on the property type, these can include the following: 

• Loss of view and shadowing; 

• Excessive noise; 

• increased crime and vagrancy; 

• Loss of visibility (for commercial); 
• Increased challenges to future residential development if not planned in advance and 

provided public financing support; and 

• Property access issues. 

Although all of the rail systems described in our case studies resulted in some negative 
impacts on surrounding properties, at least during construction, various aspects of each 

successful system depended am 

• The commitment of municipalities to employment and density; 

• A sound strategy for land assembly; 

• Healthy real estate market conditions; 
• The interface and integration of rail and real estate concessions with adjoining TOD; 

• Coreful phasing; and 

• Public-privote collaboration and the development at successful partnerships, including 

the establishment of the appropriate risk and revenue sharing mechanisms. 

in order to minimize the negative impacts, CBRE Consulting has identified several potential 
mitigation options for the proposed Honolulu project, including the following: 

During construction; 
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• Provide adverng dollars la inform community of construction activity and business 
operating hours 

• Provide clear street signage for ingress/egress to business loccrtions 
• Provide direct financial ossistance/faw interest loans to businesses 
• Sequencing construction to minimize removal of multiple blocks of street parkirtg 
• Provide advance notification to businesses and residents of trofFic detours/delays and 

possible utility interruptions 
• Implement cleaning program to regularly remove dirt and debris 

After construction: 
• Work with land owners ond consultonts to increose residential and commercial lond use 

density within 1/4 mile of select stahons to promote effective transit oriented development 
and increase ridership 

• Redesign stotions for centrol plotform or one-sided platform to ovoid creating 200-300 
foot tong tunnel effect ot street level 

• Integrate stotion design/construction with new development 
▪ Provide secure parking at more stations ond inlegrate with commercial development 
• Ensure thoughtful Right-of.way ocquisition so thot acquisitions ovoid leaving unusable out 

parcels. 
• Provide compensation to residential property owners imrnectiately crdjocent to the elevotect 

line 
• Use landscaping /security fencing to minimize ability to assemble underneath the ofavoted 

roil lines 
• Provide security cameras and increase police patrols to minimize vagrancy 
• Provide as many left turn lanes os passible to allow access to J.:ice' businesses 
• Create sound borriars 
• Provide assistance to individual properly owners (e.g. rebates) for mitigation improvements 

(double glazed windows, fences etc) 
• Fund public amenities around stations such as parks, communiiy/cultural facilities, public 

art etc. (e.g., Metrotown) 
• Restrict o "Fore Paid" area, i.e., riders must produce tickets to pass through gates vs. riding 

on the "hanor system" like SkyTroin. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact us at 213.613-3751. 

Respedfufly Submitied, 

.)t.A4r . RtliCi 

Thomas R. Jirovsky 	 Kimberley J. Player 
Senior Managing Director 	 Managing Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN ThiOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299154R 

Mr. Thomas Jivorsky 
CBRE Consulting, Inc. 
355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 1200 
Los Angeles, California 90071-1549 

Dear Mr. Jivorsky: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

All property owners adjacent to the Project have been notified and asked to participate 
in the environmental process. The discussion of direct impacts to property owners along the 
alignment that are not subject to acquisition or relocation were presented in the following 
sections of Chapter 4 in the Final EIS: Section 4.51  Community Services and Facilities; 
Section 4.6, Neighborhoods; Section 4.10, Noise and Vibration; and Section 4.16, 
Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources. Other indirect and cumulative impacts along 
the route and at each station area are presented in Section 4.19. In the Final EIS, mitigation 
measures have been expanded upon in many sections. Section 4.1 of the Final EIS fists all the 
sections in that chapter that have been updated since publication of the Draft EIS. 
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Your additional comments regarding case study research on other major North American 
transit systems have also been noted. 

Regarding your suggested construction mitigation options, the Project will continue its 
public involvement and education program throughout construction. Project representatives will 
work with businesses that will be affected by construction, as well as ensure that businesses and 
the general public are fully informed of current and upcoming construction activities. However, it 
is up to individual businesses to inform their customers of their operating hours during 
construction. As stated in Section 4.18 of the Final EIS, mitigation to reduce adverse economic 
hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during construction will include the 
following: 

• Maintain access to businesses during construction 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business owners 
of the construction schedule and activities 

• Initiate public information campaigns to reassure people that businesses are 
open during construction and to encourage their continued patronage 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize effects to business activities—especially those related to seasonal or 
high sales periods 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that businesses are 
open 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements 
in print and on television and radio 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major utility shut-
offs during non-business hours 

In addition, Section 4.18.3 and 4.18.5 discuss mitigation measures for visual and 
aesthetic and noise and vibration effects during construction. These measures will include: 

• Removing visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices, such as silt fences, plastic 
ground cover, and straw bales, as soon as an area is stabilized 

• Locating stockpile areas in less visibly sensitive areas whenever possible so they 
are not visible from the road or to residents and businesses 

• Shielding temporary lighting and direct it downward to the extent possible 

• Limiting the times construction lighting could be used in residential areas 
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• Replacing removed street trees and other vegetation with appropriately sized 
vegetation as soon as practical after construction is completed in the same 
location or another location in accordance with City and State requirements 

• Developing a monitoring plan with noise limits 

• Construct temporary noise barriers or curtains 

• Equipping construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers and intake 
silencers 

• Strategically placing stationary equipment, such as compressors and generators 

The City will not provide financial assistance or low-interest loans to businesses during 
construction. Where acquisition of property will occur, compensation will be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970. 

Construction of the guideway is likely to be sequential, progressing from one block to the 
next, as shown in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As stated in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, 
several public involvement strategies will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include those listed in the 
bullet points above. Part of the mitigation associated with construction will be to regularly 
remove dirt and debris. 

Regarding your post-construction mitigation suggestions, the Project is focused 
exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit service, which is analyzed in 
the Draft and Final EISs. However, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-
oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project will provide will also increase 
the desirability and value of land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment 
nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be established and 
conducted by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the 
City's new TOD ordinance (09-4). 

To address your concern about the creation of a tunnel effect at stations, center platform 
stations generally have a greater total shaded area than a side platform station because of the 
need to widen and split the track structure prior to the station. Center platform stations are 
proposed where appropriate. 

The City is conducting station workshops with communities that will have rail stations. 
The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and provide 
opportunities to residents and businesses to contribute ideas about the appearance of station 
entryways in their communities. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the 
station planning process. For more information and to become involved in this process, please 
visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.org . 
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While there are over 4,100 parking spaces identified as part of the Project, the 
experience with park-and-ride facilities in Honolulu to date is limited. They have been generally 
underused. The lots that are part of the Project are located toward the Ewa end of the route and 
are based on consideration of parking demand using the travel demand forecasting model for 
the year 2030. Further, the projected mode of access shares were compared to observed data 
from several Mainland areas, notably San Diego. Given the history of park-and-ride use on the 
island, it seems prudent to evaluate any need for additional or larger facilities on the basis of 
empirical experience rather than commit substantial additional funding now. Any need for 
additional parking at the four stations with park-and-ride facilities would best be determined once 
experience is gained about their use. As stated in Section 2.5.4 of the Final BS, security will be 
provided in the form of surveillance cameras, lighting, fencing, barriers, on-site personnel, or 
other means. DTS will discuss options with commercial developers interested in integrating 
additional parking for transit use into their proposed developments. 

Where relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
It is assumed that for the properties That will be partially acquired, existing land uses will not 
change. 

Regarding security, the majority of the system will be placed in roadway medians, which 
is not conducive to being used as a shelter. Landscaping and other measures will be used 
where appropriate to discourage loitering. In addition, as stated in Section 2.5.4 of the Final BS, 
security, including cameras, will be provided at all stations and on all trains; however, security 
personnel may not be physically located in all locations at all times. 

During Final Design, detailed investigations will be conducted to reduce the anticipated 
access impacts to local businesses caused by guideway column placements. Section 3.4.3 of 
the Final EIS discusses impacts of the Project on the roadway network. Near properties that are 
owned by Kamehameha Schools, there is no loss of left-turn lanes at signalized intersections (as 
also shown in Appendix C of the Final EIS). However, restrictions for making left turns in and 
out of many driveways, including some owned by Kamehameha Schools, are expected due to 
construction of a raised median along Dillingham Boulevard. 

As discussed in Section 4.10.3, to address noise issues, the Project includes an 
integrated noise-blocking parapet wall that extends three feet above the top of the rail and wheel 
skirts. 

Your comments regarding mitigation improvements for individual property owners and 
public amenities have been noted; however, public improvements not related to the transit 
system are not within the authority of DTS. These are activities outside the Project and beyond 
the scope of the BS. 

Lastly, the system will operate as a proof-of-payment system, as described in 
Section 2.5.1 of the Final BS. 

AR00001489 



Mr. Thomas Jivorsky 
Page 5 

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

Very tr ly yours, 

"N-- 

WAYN 

p  

Y. 
Director 

Enclosure 
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11/14/2008 

Emika 
Celshall 

HE 

95701 

emikab@yahoo.corn 

Email 

Website 

11/14/2008 

Mr. Dacus, of the Mayor's Advisory Committee on Bicycling suggested I 
ask you this: I very much would like to commute to and from Ales and 
Honolulu on my bike. 
However, its just not safe to do so; I speak from personal experience_ 
What I'd like to know is, will the Rail route(s) proposed by the Mayor 
include paths or lanes reserved exclusively for bicycles? I'm not talking 
about taking a bike on the train, I'm talking about on the road. Will 
there be space set aside specificelly for bicycle use? 

Mahal°, 
Emika B. Ceishall 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
550 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (606) 766-4730 • Internet: wwvd.honolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-330441 

Ms. Emika Celshall 
emikabAyahoo.com  

Dear Ms. Ce(shall: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The Project is in exclusive elevated right-of-way, which will only accommodate rail 
vehicles. Providing additional bicycle facilities is beyond the scope of this Project. However, the 
Project is being carefully designed so it does not preclude future bicycle facilities from 
being built along routes where they are planned. 

Many bicycle lanes planned by the City or State could connect to fixed guideway 
stations. The Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated by DTS and is scheduled to be 
adopted in 2010. The Draft Master Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed 
using criteria That include access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or 
future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the Draft Master Plan. Additional 
information on the Oahu Bike Plan is available at http. -IIwww.oahubikeolan.oro. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
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website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. Y SHIOKA 
Director 
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Initial Action Needed 

12/2812008 

Bonnie 
Chan 

HI 

96701 

b_chan@hawaiiantel.net  

None 

Website 

12/28/2008 
: I am concerned about the noise pollution that will be ongoing from 4 a.m. 

until midnight. Doesn't the city have noise regulations? I am a 
professional music therapist (I work for the state), & I am especially 
aware of the stressful effects of excessive and disruptive sound & noise 
on human physiology and behavior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 758-4730 • Internet: wrovv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332264 

Ms. Bonnie Chan 
b chanhawaiiantel.net  

Dear Ms. Chan: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final BS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wail at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
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to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE . YO HIOK 
Director 
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charlie 
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Ewa Beach 
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96706 
creationexistance@yahoo.c-om 

Both 
Web site 

12/01/2008 

Portland, Denver, Washington D.C.and Charlotte is not in the middle of 
the ocean. I believe I heard on the CD that was sent to me, you are 
estimating 200,000 plus more people living on this Island driving 
vehicles, if the roads are crowded imaging 200,000 plus people riding 
the transit. It doesn't make sense. Then you talk about 11000 jobs and 
that is good but what happens after the job is completed? The cost of 
everything else goes up, who has to survive the cost of a high economy? 
Isn't there enough foreclosures, retired people have to look for another 
job, homeless people, welfare people who is able to work but is not 
working owning nice cars and boats, and much more issues that will be 
affected. There should be a double decker for the freeway where 
everyone pays for the road from their own registration. By having the 
rail transit we are force to pay for something we may never use. 
Remember not everyone will ride the rail transit. This is not feasible and 
not fair for (hopefully we still have the middle class around) many 
retirees and elderly people. They don't get overtime nor do they get pay 
raise to up keep with high cost of living. One day you will be an elderly 
person and that is the only time you will realize the rail transit is not good 
for Hawaii because we live on a Island. I guess we love to spend other 
people money to get what we want. Why should there be a stop at the 
statiurn? The stops should be located from Kapolei to Pearl Harbor, 
Airport, Downtown, Waikiki, and Daimond Head. Place where most 
tourist will be affected. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAIL 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFP HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-330931 

Mr. Charlie Chang 
91-941 Ololani Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to rail transit is noted. While not on the Mainland, Honolulu is a growing 
city with increasing traffic congestion. The Executive Summary of the Final EIS states: The 
Project is intended to provide faster, more reliable public transportation service than can be 
achieved with buses operating in congested mixed-flow traffic. It will provide reliable mobility in 
areas of the corridor where people of limited income and an aging population live and will serve 
rapidly developing areas of the corridor. The Project will also provide additional transit capacity 
and an alternative to private automobile travel, as well as improve transit links within the 
corridor. In conjunction with other improvements included in the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan 2030, the Project will help moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the corridor. 
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After construction, the Project will directly provide a limited number of jobs, but more 
importantly will support other employment by providing workers with a fast and reliable 
transportation option. The transit system is designed to primarily serve local residents, with 
stations near residential and employment areas. Aloha Stadium provides an opportune location 
for a park-and-ride. Tourists will find the system convenient for many of their trips. 

The Project will have stops at East Kapolei, Pearl Harbor, the Airport, and Downtown. 
The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility 
from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future extensions to 
West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative 
impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. Future extensions may have additional 
stops in Waikiki or the Diamond Head area. However, the future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and the NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. As stated 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final BS, approximately 9,900 visitors are expected to use the system 
daily. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00001499 



19C- l'1;c-e- 4-0 hAt(e- SfLLke. 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the i-lonohtlu High-Capacity Transit Comidor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact SU:dement/Section 41f.) Evaluati j. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from. the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft MS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplaius affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project wobsite at 
www.hono u lutrans it. gra,. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
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Name:  --)C:10111-r-e- A.e4,,kno  

Phone:  K)7q - ±g3e  

E-mail: 	kf.9„  

Cornment(s): 

  

Address: 	to Li'< ids 	dt  

1-4 ke a_fiaer_. 

  

  

    

5- !lave., no 	 ‘4" 
1/ 	 0 11A SL5_ 	 .  

. ..... . 	 ..•'`••••••••••-•••• 

AR00001500 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: vorAy.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331796 

Mr. Homer A. Chang 
5210 Likini Street, Suite 405 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the Airport Alignment is noted. With the Project, residents of the Salt 
Lake neighborhood will have connections to the Airport. Four new bus routes will be added to 
provide service for Salt Lake area neighborhoods: 

• New Route 31 will connect passengers along Wanaka Street, Likini Street (Ewa 
of Ala Lilikol), and Ala Ilima Street with the rail station at Lagoon Drive. 
Passengers can transfer to rail from Route 31 to access the airport. 

• New Route 301 will connect passengers to rail stations at Aloha Stadium and the 
Middle Street Transit Center. Route 301 will serve passengers in Foster Village 
and along Salt Lake Boulevard, Keaka Street, Aliamanu Street, and Likini Street. 
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Passengers can transfer to rail from Route 301 to access the Airport at either the 
Aloha Stadium Station or Middle Street Transit Center Station. 

• New Route 311 will provide service between Moanalua Valley, Salt Lake (serving 
Ala Napunani and Ala !lima Streets), and the Airport. 

• New Route 314 will connect passengers to the Aloha Stadium and Pearl Harbor 
stations. Route 314 will serve passengers along Salt Lake Boulevard, 
Bougainville, Radford Drive and Kamehameha Highway. Passengers can 
transfer to rail from Route 314 to access the airport. 

Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are described 
in Appendix D of the Final EIS. The actual implementation of these routes may differ. 

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

Very truly yours, 

6.)—(1  

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 

12/20/2008 

Robert 
Chang 

758-16th Ave 

Honotulu 
HI 

96816 
bobbychang@hawaii.rr.com  

733-2818 

Both 

Website 

12/20/2008 
I feel the rail should start in the middle of town and work its way in both 
directions connecting with the University at Hawaii ASAP. Starting in the 
middle of a field is less expenses but who wants to ride around in the 
middle of a field? If ridership is the desired end result it must be built 
where the riders are. This is also important as with the economy as it is, 
the tax dollar from excise taxes is not going to be as projected. Raising 
property taxes, or the excise tax for this project should not be an 
alternative as people of Hawaii are having a hard enough time as it is. 
The airport rather than the Salt Lake route is also a better choice. Too 
bad there isn't a way to do iti underground as it will make Oahu very ugly 
with trains running in the air blocking views and making noise. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332249 

Mr. Robert Chang 
758 16t1  Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 
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Very tru, l yours, 

. I 

Mr. Robert Chang 
Page 2 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

Tunnel options were evaluated and eliminated during the Alternatives Analysis phase 
because they would not be financially feasible. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Anal EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

(WC 

WAYN Y. YOISHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: 
	

Yoshioka, Wayne [wyoshioka@ihonolutu.govj 

Sent: 
	

Friday, February 06, 2009 6:46 pm 

Subject: 	FW: Charley's Taxi re DEIS 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Transit Buses-Ridership; MILES, POPULATION..09 

Aloha ahiahi! 

Here's comments from Charley's Taxi. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: Dale Evans [rnaiito:dale©charleystaxi.corn] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 6:30 PM 
To: ted.matley©fta.doLgov; Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Charley's Taxi re DEIS 

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Tod Malley 
PTA Region IX 
20E Mission Street, Suite 1'650 
San Emacisco, CA 9410S 
415-744-3133 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City & County or /ToitotuIu 
650 South King Street, 3rd floor 

96813 
808-768-8303 

Comments o Charley's Taxi re 
Draft Eatvironmental Impact Stateinent/Section 40 Evaluation 
Honolulu Efigh Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu, Oahu, / waii 

Tvaftic Congestion Depresses Consumer Activity, Business Operations and the Dummy 

Traffic congestion directly and daily adversely impacts taxicab passengers, operators and drivers. Government policies have mopes.* 
induced baffle congestion to unacceptable levels. To spite 'aittomobilily, politicians punish innocent consumers and businesses who have 
become 'prisoners of colt gcstion.' Traffic congestion does not simply affect the government subsidized transit buses, every transportation 
opermor nod business will experience higher costs and difficulties to fill caistamcr demand and expectations, many of whom will become 
unable to ride TheStis or "FlicTrain. 

We are deeply concerned about the impacts oldie rail system to make congestion worse on the roads along and surrounding the rail route. 
Honolulu having the one of the fewest urban road inks in the US mid territories, and with many narrow reads throughout the route, no 
promises of mitigation are sufficient to compensate For the permanent damage to traffic conditions. Private trimsportation providers' 
services to our customers will become isore costly arid difficult to MI. 
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Traffic congestion reduces productivity and raises fuel and labor costs for transportation providers. Tiavel delays increase Owes to our 
passengers. Traffic eongeslien lengthen trip times that also become treliable to show up for appointincnis on time. Since the city mmoved 
the 4th lane on the Ala Wai Boulevard in 2004, our taxi drivels experience nave/ delays to the tune obi to 6 lost trips a day. The loss or 
trips has caused Iasi drivels to work longer hours and the 7th day in order to make up for the loss of trips due to traffic congestion. 

With about 1400 licensed taxicabs in Honolulu, the number of trips lost per day approximates 7000 trips on any day of lost productivity. 
Having 1.6 passengers avenge per taxi trip, 11,200 potential taxi passengers are sacrificed a day in Honolulu. A recent congestion study 
(for cordon pricing experiment that was contemplated) in Manhattan showed similar loss of 5 taxi trips a day due to congestion. 

Before this latest tourism downturn, congestion regalarly limited supply as drivers were stuck in traffic. Our passengers therefore endured 
longer waits and travel times and higher fares. The frequency o12-3 parades a week in Waikiki was a nightmare as fares doubled and 
tripled fora 2 mite trip in Waikiki, discouraging frustrated drivers front going into bad traffic. 

Resist:mu reservations schedules are thrown off due to traffic congestion, with a domino affect on later sealing& Theater schedules, 
parties and charity Fund-raising events are similarly thrown off and delayed due to traffic congestion. Traffic congestion affects the 
economic engines that drive Hawaii's economy: Tourism, Military and Construction. 

Since 1990, only 2.23 freeway unites have been added on Oahu even though tens of thousands of homes were added to West Oahu, the 
con.idor for which the rail is planned. As if to buttress rail proposals, little has been done over decades to relieve the bottlenecks on 1-1 /112 
merge and the Middle Street merge. Motorists gained 10-15 minutes in travel dm just by wideniug one lane the tenth of 1.5 miles bertha 
Waitnalu off-rnmp. 

Excessive Dependence on Government Subsidies 

Rail systems are more costly than bus systems because a rail system cannot operate with feeder buses, thus requiring two systems: 
TheTtains plus TheBuses. Heavier reliance on government subsidies for rail poses the Same fiscal quagmire Fts rail systems elsewhere that 
threaten he economic stability of municipalities, states and nations today. 

The federal contribution to the excessively high cost of mil pales in comparison to the local cost burden. 

The proposed rail system's costs, risks, and liabilities are so excessive to be unsustainable without even greater lax increases on Honolulu's 
small and deelining population or 900,000. Compared to other metropolitan areas, Claim residents and bnsinesses suffer a higher cost of 
living, highest costs of doing business, highest taxes, severely high cost of housing, highest electricity costs. 

Threat to Economic Stability 

The city has no precess to assure independent oversight, accountability, performance and transparency over this proposed project. Hence, 
the prospects or mismanagement and the cost over-runs and delays can be expected to be much higher and longer than any other rail system 
built in the USA. 

Honolulu has the dubious distinction of having one of the highest construction cogs in the nation, where everything has to be shipped in, 
and therefore takes longer and farther to have!. 

The city has no experience to manage a megaproject of the proposed size or TheTrain and its Transit-Oriented Developments. 

The city is totally reliant on consultants to manage the proposed rail projects and the constdtant in charge has a rather tarnished history not 
only in 1.1oston but elsewhere. 

The mayor may not complete his term beyond 2010 and there is no stronger political leader to champion this project in his stead. 

The city and its rail advocates have failed to inform the public in the many millions spent on meetings, hearings, literature and 
advertiscineets, that the pi -ice of Honolulu's rail system — for its size and scope — is many, many times higher than other systems touted 
to promote the successes °frail systems. 

Honolulu has a long history of delays in construction projects coming in on time, on budget, lit recent times, construction projects have 
been stopped due to "iwi" discoveries, and the rnil project traversing through downtown Honolulu promises to encounter many more 
discoveries, for sure. 

The current financial crisis has eliminated or lessened many of the prospective developers to participate in the Ttansit-Oriented 
Developments surrounding the proposed rail stations. 

Prioritizing Commuters over Seniors with Multiple Disabilities 
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Chapter 1, Background, Purpose and need (DEIS pp 1-1 to 1-21) 
The burgeoning transportation needs for seniors and disabled passengers are totally absent from this discussion. When why does the city 
focus exhorbitain assets and resources ($4 Billion-plus) for a commuter market that is a pittance in comparison to the needs of the senior 
population over 60 years in age, to grow to 284,350 by 2030? 

Between 2000 and 2030. Oahu's population over 60 years (Wage is projected to increase by 134,157 or 89 percent (from 150,193 to 
284,350). ID bccomc 25.4 percent, (from 17 percent in 2000) of Oahu's projected tenni 1,117,300 population in 2030. 
Link to DB 	scries2030reportaippx-3,x1s 

A projected 1.3 percent increase in transit rideiship is a pittance compared to the underserved needs of the seniors who stiffer multiple 
disabilities and will themtbre unable to ride TheBits or Tharain. There is no discussion of the impact that the rail system during 
construction and in operation will have upon the travel limes of those seniors and disabled who will be unable to use TheTmin and who 
also find that HandiVan is inconvenient and unavailable to provide independence and reliability that is afforded to physically fit riders. 
This DEIS represents discrimination in the worst sense in that the aged population having multiple physical disnbilities and economic 
hardships will suffer fewest transportation options, despite their most severe vulnerabilities. 

Continuing History of Rationing Transit Bus Set -vices 

The proposed transit system's ridership will be limited by the number of buses mid trains projected. Adding a train with feeder buses will 
reduce service access so as to further ration transit availability overall. 

ail, 1.1 History and Conditions Leai1lt -10o the. Project 
"The !MTV., area-rears were maples* replaced by brise-c in on." DE.15. p, 1-1 

Good timing, because ridership surged with less than 200 buses to 53,325,862 in 1942, 76.805,829 in 1943, 93,016,633 in 1944, and 
85,245,013 in 1945 with 200 buses, In all the yeais since, ridership has never exceeded the 1943, 1944.1945 numbers. 

The city has failed to present ETA and the public with a true picture of TheBvs 
performance and to compare it against the non-subsidized private operators yields prior to the city & County of ilonolulti's takeover of 
FIRT in 1971. Ridership vohtme has declined and the yield per bus has likewise declined, despite the increase in population. 

Statistics on TheBus performance indicates one or some of the following: 
I — that the city has rationed Me number or buses in its fleet to stifle growth potential 
2 — that demand for transit does not warrant additional capacity. 
3 — to grow traffic congestion by withholding commuter bus capacity in order to justify a rail system, 
4 — the moratorium on highway construction in order to call for the need or a rail system. 

Since the City & County of Honolulu look over the transit system from HRT in 1971, the highest TheBus ridership in the 1980s — of 
76,260,187 in 1984 with a 440 bus fleet — has never been duplicated in the 23 yairs to 2007, even though Population increased by 
107,801: 

1984 440 TheBus fleet 76,260,187 riders 173,319 avg riders per bus 797,800 population 
2007 531 TheBus fleet 71,749,376 riders 135,121 avg riders per bus 905,601 population 

From 1989 1o2006, ihe number of buses in TheBus fleet increased by 50 buses only, with 6 more TheBuses added in 2007: 

1989 to 1992, TheBus fleet was 475 (period ol die 1992 rail debate) 
1995 1o2006, TheBus fleet was frozen at 525 for 11 years 

Since 1973, the city has rationed commuter express bus services. Bus trips were not added commensurate with the increase of population 
and households in the SwafWaianae region. 

TheBus trips have been concentrated on tourist ridership instead (Routes 8, 19,20 and 22: Waikiki - Ala Mamma Center, Waikiki — Airport 
& Pearl Harbor, Waikiki - I lanautna Bay. 

See Excelt Worksheet: Transit Buscs/Ridcrship 

Figure 1-2 (DEllit.1-0,Z) fails to include relevant statistics, such as: 
- Ridership volume of TheBus declined since 1984 
- Stagnation of fleet sin in relation to population growth, bus trips in growth mists 

Compare ridership yield per bus: 
1955 	29.658,374 riders, avg 241,125 riders x123 buses 
1956 	19,900,409 riders, avg 243.093 riders x 123 buses 
2006 	70,384,355 riders, avg 134,065 riders x 525 buses 
2007 	71,749,376 riders, avg 133,321 riders x 531 buses 
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Figure 1-5 Population Distribution for Oahu (L)EIS p1-8) fails to show the number of bus trips, schedules and routes assigned to 
population areas that would show the lack of or attempt to MI capacity to meet demand of new growth areas. 

FigUZP.A.--6_VMP.111V1LC.11t_OiSXLIk 	OithilAnFart.0) also fails to show the number of bus trips and mules assigned to growth 
areas. 

Ch1,5.(1)10S p I-15) Why has the city failed to present Thel3us' performance result: 
	

• "' ' sanded transit services for 
the Leeward Corridor? Why are taxpayers expected to root lila exhorbitant investmer 

	
I system whose capacity will 

likewise he permanently limited by the number of rail cars that are projected for this 

History of Deferred Maintenance that add to higher costs ultimately 

The City & County of Honolulu scoops up regular increases in taxes and fbes while its infrastructure and tbcililic are in dilapidated 
conditions. Despite promises to "be honest, truthfid, and accountable for the public's money," the mayor has failed to present the citizens 
of Honolulu with specifics and details on the worsened state of our infrastructure and costs to repair, renovate or replace sante, 

In his Fchntary 25, 2005 State of the City Address, Mayor Hannemann laid out in general terms the depth and magnitude of "the • 
challenges" facing the eitimns of Honolulu. Three or tho many examples cited arc found at 
ittfp://www.co.itonoluluiti.usintayor/soc2005.prif 

"The 0133040I1 we pay each year in interest and prhicipal stands at 194 million dollars. nearly 20 percent ofour budget. Our debt service for 
2006 is eiloccieello increase by 40 mindlion dollars over this year — and drat :Vast the increase. We've amassed a total debt af more. than 3 
billion dollars. about 3 thousand dollars for every man. woman and child in the City & County of Honolulu. " (page 3 of 20 

"At the 40-year-old Neal Blaisdell Center, another heavily used facility, the emir° k badly in need of o new air-conditioning system. 
Sections of the parking lot are sinking." (p 6 of 21) 

"Staff shortages of 30 percent in many departments are the norm, and have not on6J affected our ability to praperly serve the public, but 
had a terrible impact on the travale pima' City work force, who hove been told year after year to do more with less.'" (perge 7 al 21) 

The mayor (p 10) considers 'filling potholes" as fixing the roads: "Our maintenance of roads will follow a pion and a sdredide consisting 
of three pads: Theft's, is !ha quite simply, our City road crews will be filling potholes year round and not only in emergency. The second 
part is cafiedliw-aid, meaning a three-quarter In ane-inch overlay of asphalt on existing roadways in rural areas... Tire third is major 
reconsaaction of heavily ased thomagidittrzs." In fact, thc reconstruction plan has been meager and the heavily roads and arteries in 
downtown continue to be riddlcd"throw and go" pothole fillers. 

Transit trips ale projected to be longer titan auto trips. Why should taxpayers underwrite high costs of rail for longer transit travel times? 

Rospec fully Submitted, 

Dale Evans 
President & General Manager 

Charley's was founded in 1938 by Charles S. and Helen H. Mama, and is Hawaii's oldest passenger ground 
transportation company. With nearly 300-plus drivers in a fleet of over 200 taxicabs, vans and limousines, 
Charley's serves over 2.5 million passenger trips a year on Oahu. Now in its third generation as a karria'aina 
small business, Charley's provides the very finest premium on-demand transportation service to the public, giving 
special care and attention for MediCab, Executive Car, Designated Driver for DUI Alternative, Taxi Airport Shuttle 
and the nation's only Japanese fluent taxi dispatch service. Charley's is the only local taxi company that has been 
officially recognised as an industry leader with industry and government awards. 

For more information, see our website at www.chaneystaxi.com  
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TOTAL MILES comp to 2005 
since 1958 
	

0_88 
Since 1985 
	

0.16 
since 1990 
	

0.11 
since 1999 
	

0.07 

TOTAL FREEWAY MILES comp to 2005 
since 1958 
since 1985 -7.42 
since 1990 2.23 
since 1999 -0.05 

ISLAND OF OAHU 

Population Freeway Other Unpaved TOTAL MILES 
1938 562.6 87.4 650 

500.4 1958 861.99 58.82 920.81 
630.5 1971 1172.9 39.34 1212.24 

1974 1193.5 3626 1229.76 
76/6 19a5 95,95 1296.6 33.44 1425,99 
836.2 1990 86.3 1367,4 33.44 1487.14 

199g a8.58 1405.1 33.44 1527.12 
876.2 1999 88,58 1425.54 33.44 1547.56 

2003 88.55 1526.01 7.92 1622.48 
2004 88.55 1528.87 7.92 1625,34 

834,0 2005 88.53 1531.78 7.92 1628.23 

OTHER MILES comp to 2005 
Since 1958 	669.81 
since 1985 	235.2 
since 1090 	164.4 
since 1999 	106.3 

NOTE: f■tiles do not include Unpaved Miles 
MILES statistics from State Data 130ok, D8E131; early stats from print books 
Table 18.02 - Length or SI:reels &Highways- r  Paved, Unpaved by Islands 
http://ww  V./ . hawati.govidbedt/infoieconomicidatabookidb2000/sec18.pdf 

POPULATION statistics: 

1990 http://www.haiNali.gDvidberitlinfoicerisus/Folder.2C105-10-11.2927/ort  
2000 http://www.hawali.govidbetWinfoiconsus/Folder.2005-1.0-13.2927/prc  

n thousands 
POPULATION peeellt increase compared to 2005 
since 1958 
	

313.6 
	

0.6667 
since 1985 
	

71.4 
	

0.0936 
since 1990 
	

-2.2 
	

-0.003 
since 1999 
	

-42.2 
	

-O. 048 
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VISITOR 
Arrivals YEAR 

3.900 

Transit 
POPULATION Buses 

58,504 
Ridership Avg riders/I3 

REGISTERED 
Motor ye Pass Veh Buses 

J.910 81,993 • 	8,979,874 
1915 11,822,269 
1920 123,496 16,926,617 
1925 17,436,122 
1930 202,889 14,505,045 
1935 12,712,052 
1938 71. 18,460,134 260,002 
1.939 81 19,224,906 237,345 
1940 257,696 100 23,390,745 233,907 
1941 28,814,029 
1942 5%325,362 
1943 76,805,829 
1944 93,016,633 
1945 200 85,245,013 426,225 

46,593 1950 353,020 
109,798 1955 123 29,658,374 241,125 116873 
133,815 1.956 123 29,900,409 243,093 122583 
168,829 1957 198 29,786,647 150,438 130098 
171,588 1958 198 29,350,543 148,235 134902 
243,216 1959 198 29,336,610 148,165 144546 
296,517 1960 500,409 198 29,083,700 146,887 158513 
319,807 1961 193 26,116,687 135,320 169738 
362,145 1962 186 24,530,398 131,884 180077 
429,140 1963 198 22,922,296 115,769 190328 
508,870 1964 202 22,945,470 113,591 204781 
606,010 1965 176 23,190,704 131,765 220720 
710,580 1966 146 23,694,206 162,289 230550 

1,001,810 1967 146 18,301,341 125,352 238462 
1968 143 23,514,205 164,435 
1969 141. 24,079,233 170,775 
1970 632,624 141 30,434,906 215,850 

1971 645,259 108 1%413,259 179,752 332212 299320 
1972 660425 143 31,031,764 217,005 341973 308675 732 
1973 691,400 315 36,741,009 116,638 367054 327638 1249 
1974 707,600 333 50,519,626 151,711 375440 333954 1430 
1975 718,600 350 58,295,732 166,559 336953 
1976 728,300 350 64,585,334 184,530 352148 1872 
1977 737,000 350 66,311,882 189,463 424892 367398 
1978 742,600 350 67,746,396 193,561 436347 376260 2251 
1979 756,000 350 68,765,000 196,471 452449 388788 2392 

2,398,740 1980 764,600 400 71,601,744 179,004 454316 389576 2461 
2,398,480 1981 767,600 400 73,546,802 183,867 476995 
2,589,190 1982 776,100 400 74,109,528 185,274 495629 
2,591,635 1983 789400 395 75,051,618 190,004 515002 
2,901,320 1984 797,800 440 76,260487 173,319 525599 
2,828,640 1985 804,300 440 74,816,485 170,037 544976 
3,146,030 1986 810400 459 74,410404 162,114 556935 
3,078,500 1987 818,400 460 74,066,369 161,014 571738 475140 3332 

Transit Buses-Ridership.xls 
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1988 824,100 470 74,467,760 158,442 579998 
5,049,350 1.989 831,300 475 74,964,453 157,820 599379 
5,350,940 1990 838,534 475 75,648,930 159,261 612742 4308 
5,048,550 1991 850,510 475 72,615,706 153,296 61.3119 4309 
4,884,270 1992 863,959 475 72,980,668 153 2.644 611513 489093 3558 

1993 870,348 49$ 75,557,318 152,641 604602 483237 3316 
1994 878,591 501 77,338,147 154,368 600087 
1995 881,399 525 72,745,086 138,562 601239 
1996 883,443 525 68,923,459 131,283 598772 
1997 886,711 525 68,634,884 130,733 595121 
1998 886,909 525 71,822,553 1.36,805 594096 

4,560,142 1999 878,906 525 66,236447 126,164 597610 
4,719,244 2000 875,654 525 66,602,820 126,863 614985 505327 2311 
4,250,863 2001 877,496 525 70,384,025 134,065 631232 519586 2269 
4,276,077 2002 883,357 525 73,624,474 140,237 643810 531101 2233 
4,074,141 2003 889,102 525 69,100,627 131,620 667565 553113 2002 
4,464,551 2004 895,895 536 61 1 297,980 114,362 667565 5716413 1.947 
4,731,843 2005 9021 034 525 67,406,827 128,394 714604 594100 1908 
4,668,117 2006 906,715 525 70,384,355 134,065 719606 596856 1819 
4,694,750 2007 905,60/ 531 71,749,376 135,121 722486 599309 1770 

SOURCE: Hawaii State Data Books, various editions at DBEDT Library, Honolulu 

Transit Buses-Ridership.xis 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERViCES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 968/3 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TOFU./ HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299155R 

Ms. Dale Evans 
daleacharleystaxi.com  

Dear Ms. Evans: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

1. 	Consumer activity, business operations and the economy 

When the Project is fully implemented, traffic congestion will improve compared to the 
forecasted state of traffic congestion if the Project were not carried out. Furthermore, the Project 
wi//be built in the median of major roads and will not reduce traffic lane capacity. As shown in 
Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the analysis shows that islandwide vehicle hours of delay will 
decrease by 18 percent compared to No Build conditions. Traffic congestion will increase at one 
intersection near East Kapolei Station, one near UH West Oahu Station, three intersections near 
the Pearl Highlands Station, and at one intersection near Ala Moana Center (Kona/Keeaumoku 
Streets) (as shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS). However, mitigation will alleviate the delay. 
Mitigation measures are detailed in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS and often recommend 
widening or reconfiguring traffic lanes and intersections, signalization, and planning for 
pedestrian flows management. 
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Ms. Dale Evans 
Page 2 

Table 2-4 of the Final EIS outlines Committed Congestion-relief Projects in the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan 2030 that will be implemented in tandem with the Project. 

Comments regarding taxicab operations and statistics are noted. 

Comments regarding the effects of parades on taxicab operations in Waikiki are noted. 

Comments regarding the effects of congestion on social activities are noted. 

Over $3 billion of roadway improvements are planned for Oahu between now and 2030 
according to the OahuMPO Regional Transportation Plan. Some of those will benefit from 
stimulus funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 2009. All those 
improvements are included in the No Build Alternative against which the Project's performance is 
measured. The Project will be needed to provide an alternative transportation mode to Ewa and 
other locations within the corridor. Roadways will continue to be heavily used, but they alone 
are not able to adequately meet current and future projected demand according to the analysis 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, which covers Transportation. 

2. Funding Sources 

The Project is designed to integrate with a feeder bus network. According to the study 
"Rail Transit in America," available on the American Public Transportation Association website, 
The cost savings provided by rail are much greater than the subsidy to rail. 

Chapter 6: Cost and Financial Analysis in the Final EIS describes the financial resources 
anticipated to be needed to pay for the capital costs and ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs. As the commenter notes, the majority of the resources are anticipated to come from local 
sources, although Federal funds are a significant part of the Project's Financial Plan. 

Section 6.6: Risks and Uncertainties in the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties 
associated with the financial analysis presented in Chapter 6. Conditions on Oahu have been 
accounted for in structuring the financial analysis. 

The taxes used to fund the Project will provide a system that will serve the vast majority 
(70 percent) of the population and employment within the corridor. It also furthers the policy 
guidance of the City Council regarding alternative modes and support of the development of 
Kapolei as Oahu's "second city." The capacity of the proposed system is sufficient to 
accommodate very large increases in demand over time. While the present design identifies 
approximately 8,000 passengers in the peak hour peak direction and provides the vehicles to 
handle that demand, the system can handle over 50,000 people an hour by adding cars to each 
train and reducing the time between trains. 

3. Cost and Oversight 

Management oversight of the Project will be uncle/taken in accordance with FTA's 
Project Management Oversight Operating Guidance (PMOOG). The FTA has multiple third-
party oversight consultants to verify and propose revisions to the work done on the Project. The 
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process is designed to provide assurances that the work being done is consistent with the best 
practices in the industry and to avoid problems that have affected projects in the past. 

Your comment regarding Oahu construction costs is noted. The Project's cost estimate 
in Chapter 6 reflects local cost factors. 

The City will conduct a competitive bidding process in order to identify the necessary 
expertise to manage the construction and later the operation of the Project. Transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is not part of the Project and, other than the City establishing the 
appropriate policy foundation, will be primarily implemented by the private sector. 

The City has hired qualified firms to support the Project's development. Consultants 
involved have experience with almost every major rail system development in the country as well 
as complementary experience in highway development work. Information about consultants is 
publicly available upon request 

The environmental review of the Project is independent of the electoral process or 
results. 

4. Public Involvement 

The public information program is typical fora project of this scope and is required by 
NEPA because of federal action that is involved in the project. The design of the public 
involvement program must allow access to information and through multiple meetings and 
media. This will continue through the construction period and beyond. 

5. Managing iwi kupuna Discoveries 

The Project schedule accounts for discovery of iwi kupuna and treatment per State 
Historic Preservation Division regulations. The proper treatment of iwi kupuna has been 
coordinated with the Oahu island Burial Council (0113C) to ensure affected families are contacted 
and, when necessary, appropriate steps are taken to preserve, protect, or re-inter iwi discovered 
in the path of the Project. As much as possible, the effort will begin before construction to help 
address concerns in advance of actual construction. These efforts are memorialized in a 
Programmatic Agreement between the State Historic Preservation Division and the FTA with 
extensive participation from ()IBC and other interested parties. 

6. Transit Oriented Development 

The Project's Financial Plan does not rely on private funding of any kind. Planning and 
zoning around station areas will be conducted by the City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance (ROH 09-4). The TOO 
process will happen gradually as the opportunities present themselves. 

7. Elderly and ADA service 

Discussion of service for elderly and disabled users is included in Chapter 1 and has 
been accounted for in the analysis of the Project, including ridership projections. The needs of 
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seniors are not ignored, but commuters are still by far a significantly larger portion of the 
population according to the latest Census and are expected to be through 2030. As stated in 
Section 2.5 of the Final EIS (and reproduced below), the transit system will comply with 
regulations of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), Elevators and escalators will be 
provided at all stations. In addition, level boarding will be provided to trains; therefore, stairs or 
lifts, as used on buses, will not be required. Those with wheelchairs, walkers, strollers, carts, or 
wheeled luggage will be able to access the rail platform and will have level boarding onto the 
train. 

All buildings, facilities, and vehicles will conform to applicable Federal, State, and County 
accessibility guidelines and standards. HRS Section 103-50 requires that all State or County 
government buildings, facilities, and sites be designed and constructed to conform to the 
Architectural Barriers Act/Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (36 CFR 1190 
and 1191), issued by the U.S. Access Board, and other applicable design standards as adopted 
and amended by the Disability and Communication Access Board. The law further requires all 
plans and specifications prepared for construction of State or County government buildings, 
facilities, and sites be reviewed by the Disability and Communication Access Board for 
conformance to those guidelines and standards. 

8. TheHandi- Van services 

TheHandi- Van services are not directly impacted by the physical construction of the fixed 
guideway system. TheHandi-Van is a curb-to-curb operation not requiring posted bus stops to 
board and alight passengers. TheHandi-Van vehicles are able to access businesses, medical 
facilities, and other destinations using driveways and parking lots since TheHandi-Van has 
flexibility in selecting a route to a destination. TheHandi-Van services may experience some 
delays in service during construction in certain areas due to general traffic conditions. 
TheHandi-Van will be impacted no more than general purpose traffic, A Maintenance of Traffic 
(MOT) Plan will be prepared for each segment of fixed guideway construction. The MOT Plan 
documents traffic conditions and operations during the construction of the fixed guideway and 
identifies lane closures and other traffic detours due to the project construction. A part of this 
process is identification of required transit modifications during construction. Any impacts to 
TheHandi-Van operations due to access limitations will be identified and mitigated as 
appropriate. 

9. Transit bus services 

Figure 3-1 of the Final EIS offers the primary explanation why the transit ridership 
achieved in 1984 has not been surpassed even though the bus fleet has increased. Due to 
increasing traffic congestion, bus operating speeds deteriorated between 1984 and 1992. 
During this period, no other comparably sized bus system in the United States moved more 
riders per bus hour than the Honolulu service. This is according to annual reports filed by the 
transit operators with the Federal government. 

Buses were added in Honolulu to maintain service levels. In 1989, there were 475 buses 
available for service as reported in The State of Hawaii Data Book 2000. The number of 
available buses increased to 495 in 1993 and 525 in 1995. In 2007, the total number of 
available buses was 531. However, increasing congestion required more buses to provide the 
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same level of service along the same route because the total trip time for one bus to serve the 
entire route was increasing. For example, Figure 1-11 of the Final EIS shows how afternoon 
scheduled trip times for selected routes have increased from 1992 to 2008 (Source: TheBus 
public timetables). The time for Route 52 (Circle Isle) to complete a trip has increased over 
30 minutes, and the trip time for Ewa Beach has increased almost 60 minutes. The result has 
been that a bus can no longer make as many trips as it did in the past. This has required the 
need to add buses to routes to maintain the same interval between buses. 

Over the past 10 years, the system operating speed has continued to decline. Even 
though the annual number of miles operated in revenue service has increased 11 percent from 
1997 to 2007 per the National Transit Database, it took a 16 percent increase in the annual 
number of hours to operate those additional miles. This has contributed to higher operating 
costs. 

Careful examination of Figure 3-1 of the Final EIS depicts two times when bus operating 
speeds slightly and temporarily increased. Both of these occasions were the result of concerted 
efforts to enact systematic and comprehensive improvements to TheBus system. The most 
recent of these was from 1999 to 2001. New service design substantially improved bus services 
in the Ewa and Waianae areas with the introduction of a wide array of new community 
circulators, local, and CountryExpress! bus routes. 

The benefits of these improvements have been temporary. Increasing system usage 
and traffic congestion have combined to negatively impact the overall system operating speed 
as shown in Figure 3-1 of the Final EIS. 

Since the early 1990s, the number of TheBus trips to and from Waikiki has decreased 
from over 1,050 trips to 994 trips today. For example, Route 8 had 189 trips to and from Waikiki 
in 1992; today the route has 143 trips. Similarly, Route 19 has experienced a decrease in trips 
to and from Waikiki from 125 to 71 trips today. The number of trips on Route 20 has decreased 
from 78 to 39 trips. 

Figure 1-2 of the Draft EIS presents population, vehicle ownership, and vehicle miles 
trends for Oahu. The significant relationship in this graphic is the disproportionate increase in 
vehicle miles traveled compared to population and vehicle registrations. The consequence of 
the increase in vehicle miles traveled is congestion, causing slower operating speeds for all 
vehicles, including transit. This impact is depicted in Figure 3-- of the Final EIS. 

The fleet size has not stagnated. However, to operate the same number of miles of 
service in 2007 at 13.2 mfies per hour requires about 50 more buses than in 1984 when the 
operating speed was 14.7 miles per hour. 

10. 	Population Growth 
The purpose of Figures 1-5 and 1-6 of the Final EIS is to show population and 

employment distribution and growth for Oahu. Appendix D of the Final EIS includes existing and 
future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies. 

Figure 1-6 of the Final EIS shows employment distribution and growth for Oahu. 
Figure 3-1 shows the performance of TheBus over time in terms of average travel speed. 
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Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS also shows information related to reliability in terms of schedule 
adherence and "turnbacks" (when a bus does not complete its route to be able to maintain 
schedule on the next trip). As noted above, Appendix D of the Final EIS includes information on 
both existing and future bus routes, including frequencies. 

The Project is designed with 240-foot station platforms that can accommodate trains with 
up to four 60-foot cars. Each car can hold over 160 passengers, so a four-car train can carry 
more than 600 passengers. The train control system is being designed to accommodate 
90-second headway service, or 40 trains per hour. Forty 4-car trains in an hour could 
accommodate at least 247 000 passengers per hour per direction. This demand is larger than is 
forecast to occur in 2030. 2030 peak hour demand for the Project is expected to be about 
8,100 passengers per hour in the peak direction. This demand can be accommodated by 
operating 3-minute headway service with a mixture of two-car and three-car trains. A fleet of 
approximately 150 vehicles to accommodate this demand is budgeted for purchase as part of 
the Project. However, as noted above, more than three times as many passengers per hour can 
be accommodated at some future date merely by expanding the fleet size. 

11. 	Maintenance 

The Project's financial plan includes long-term maintenance costs, which are discussed 
in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS. Since deferred maintenance is not a desirable practice, it is not 
assumed as part of the financial analysis in the Final EIS. 

As shown in Table 2-4 of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Travel 
Forecasting Results Report, 2030 a.m. peak-period travel times by transit will be less than by 
auto for many trips in the corridor. While travel will be faster than many trips by car, one 
significant advantage of the Project is that it offers reliability that cannot be guaranteed by any 
other travel mode available. The time from one end of the line to the other will be 42 minutes 
regardless of conditions on the highway, weather, or any other impediment. In effect, this means 
that during many days, trips on the Project will be shorter than by any other mode. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the webs ite or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vyitiquly yours, 

ii 

/2 

6(NrWAY Y. YO 
Director 
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Chauncey T. K. Ching 
1219 Alewa Drive Uonolultt, ill 96817 Phone 808.595.4854 I Fax 508.632.0245 I t:c@cching.com  

February 5, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matey 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Re: 	Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Sirs: 

I have reviewed the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement! Section 4(f) Evaluation and offer the 
following comments. I do so from the perspective of a Honolulu resident and 
landowner deeply concerned about the current and future quality of Life in 
Honolulu. 

Without doubt, traffic and congestion are major issues impacting quality of life 
in Honolulu. These are not issues that will go away if ignored. However, based 
on my reading of the draft EIS, I am concerned that there are too many 
unanswered questions about the High-Capacity Transit Corridor that must be 
addressed before an informed and wise decision is forthcoming. The long term 
implications of such a decision are substantial and utmost care must be 
exercised at this time before committing future generations to decisions that 
will greatly influence the economic condition of residents, the City, and the 
State. 

First, I am disappointed that the draft EIS was not released at a time that 
would have benefited the electorate in making choices during the November 4, 
2008 election. My understanding based on press coverage is considerably 
different after I had the opportunity to peruse the draft EIS. For example, 
from the draft EIS, I learned that what has been analyzed is a corridor from 
Kapolei to Ala Moana. This is quite different from pre-election descriptions of 
the system that had corridor service beyond Ala Moana to UH Manoa and 
Waikiki. The cost and consequences of completing the system to include UH 
Manoa and Waikiki are not addressed in the draft EIS. We are Looking at only 
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part of the system and can only make an 'act of faith assumption that the , 
total system can be completed within some unspecified budget. Public policy 
decisions of the magnitude of the Transit Corridor project cannot be treated so 
cavalierly. Much more rigor on the cost and consequences of the total system 
is absolutely essential. How, for instance, will the 40 foot platform at Ala 
Moana retate to buildings at Ata Moana that have heights well in excess of 40 
feet? 

Second, I am very concerned that the draft EIS provides insufficient 
information on the impact of the project on displaced residences and 
businesses. Instead of a detailed assessment of impacts, the draft simply 
implies that the impacts are minor or relatively small. or limited. These inexact 
descriptors have no place in a document that is intended to provide unbiased 
information about a major public policy decision. Again, before informed arid 
wise decisions are forthcoming, much more rigor on impacts on displaced 
residences and business is necessary. 

Third, I am astounded by the estimates provided in Table 3-13 pertaining to 
daily person trips. In my opinion, the most significant category is 'Trips by 
Resident.' Under the 'No Build' scenario, transit daily person trips amount to 
6% of total daily trips by residents. Under any of the 'build' alternatives, 
transit daily person trips amount to 7% of total daily trips by residents. The 
increased ridership with the Corridor project is at best, "underwhelming." I 
have a most difficult time in justifying how such an underwhetming change in 
ridership can justify the capital expenditure needed to implement the corridor 
project. 

Finally, I am deeply troubled about planned revenue sources to finance the 
capital cost of the Corridor project - the General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge 
and the FTS Section 5309 New Starts program. At the time of the release of 
the Draft EIS, there were already dear signs that the U.S. and global economy 
were in a downward spiral that was unprecedented over the past 60-70 years. 
Today, the economic indicators are both clearer and worse, suggesting that an 
economic recovery is stow at best; and, federal deficits will be at all time highs 
for the foreseeable future. These conditions will severely impact both the 
Excise/Surcharge revenues and Section 5309 New Starts. In short, the revenue 
sources to cover capita! costs are in serious jeopardy and must be considered 
as policy makers address the very real traffic and congestion issues in Honolulu. 

In conclusion, note that the incomplete nature of the draft EIS, inadequate 
estimates on the consequences associated with displaced residences and 
businesses, minimal gains in transit ridership by residents, and likely serious 
shortfalls in revenue sources for capital expenditures strongly suggest that City 
policy makers reopen its search for more modest and more effective solutions 
to the very real traffic and congestion issues we face in Honolulu. 
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I thank you hearing my concerns and trust that you wilt do what is best for 
current and future residents of Honolulu. 

Sincerely, 

Chauncey Ching 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THONI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298953R 

Mr. Chauncey T.K. Ching 
1219 Alewa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Ching: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The NEPA process, including publication of the Draft EIS, began in 2007. In the summer 
of 2008, when the City Council decided to place the measure on the ballot, the schedule for the 
Draft EIS had already been established. Various design, agency coordination, and approval 
steps were required prior to publication of the Draft EIS. The normal distribution schedule was 
accelerated by the FTA and the City to ensure availability of the information prior to the general 
election. 

City Council Resolution 07-039 directed that the first construction project be fiscally 
constrained by anticipated funding sources and to extend from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center (the Preferred Alternative. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. 
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The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

Future extensions are not precluded by the Project, as discussed in the Draft and Final 
EISs. The 35-foot-high station at Ala Moana Center is a practical solution for the first 
construction project to serve the shopping center and area properties. In the future, when 
funding is available, the extension would be designed to best accommodate the possibilities 
available at that time. The high-level option over the shopping center is still available and does 
not obviate the need for the 35-foot option built now. There are operating plans for the system 
that will continue to rely on the 35-foot station even after an extension is built. 

For your information, as stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, the station and guideway 
will be located between the Ala Moana Center and mid- to high-rise buildings, and will not 
substantially change the view from adjacent offices and residences. 

Regarding the second point in your letter, acquisitions, displacements, and relocations 
were discussed in Section 4.3 of the Draft BS and Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. Every property 
owner that will be partially or fully acquired due to the Project has been notified. A full list of 
impacted properties, parcel by parcel, is available in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

To address your third point, the 1 percent referenced is an islandwide figure that includes 
all travel during the day, including short trips in neighborhoods and trips in the North Shore, 
Kaneohe or Hawaii Kai which are not directly served by the Project. The most visible benefit of 
transit is within a corridor and during the peak times of the day. Table 3-12 shows daily 
islandwide trips, while Figure 3-11 in the Final EIS shows transit shares of home-based work 
trips during the am. two-hour peak period for key travel markets. As shown in Table 3-12, on a 
daily, islandwide basis, transit use is not expected to increase substantially. However, as shown 
in Figure 3-11, there is a substantial increase in transit trips during the a.m. peak period within 
the study corridor because of the Project. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final BS, for many 
travel markets, the transit share for trips under the Project would double or triple the share 
occurring under the No Build Alternative. For example, the commute-to-work transit share of 
the Kapolei to Downtown Honolulu travel market would increase from 23 percent under the No 
Build Alternative to 60 percent under the Project. In other words, more than half of the people 
going from Kapolei to Downtown for work in the morning would use transit with the Project, 
compared to only a quarter without the Project. 
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WAYNEY YO 10 
Director 
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To address your final point, the capital plan for the project presented in Section 6.3 of the 
Final EIS considers the economic downturn. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and 
uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The City will continue to monitor and 
update the revenue forecasts as the Project proceeds through FTA's New Starts process. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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From: 	Yoshioka, Wayne [wyoshiokaighonolulu.gov ] 

Sent: 	Friday, February 06, 2009 12:47 PM 

To: 	Yadao, Elise; Nishioka, Edward M. 

Cc: 	Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru 

Subject: 	FW: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Importance: High 

Aloha kakour 

More comments. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: diching@aol.com  [mailto:diching@aol.comj  
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 11:09 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; ted,rnatley@fta.dotgov; governor.lingie@hawaii.gov  
Subject: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Dear Governor Lingle, Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Matley, 

llrn writing to express grave concerns over deficiencies in the DEIS for Honolulu's heavy rail 
system. 

found the draft EIS statement to be deficient in numerous areas and have specific questions 
and concerns about the following: 

1. How will this project affect current traffic congestion? 
2. The comparison of energy use of rail to bus should be done for hybrids, not traditional 

combustion engine as this report appears to have done. 
3. It is unclear how congestion will be remedied during the many years of construction. 

Lanes of traffic are to be eliminate in certain areas. Where and when this will happen, 
and what will happen to congestion in those areas? 

A. Will there be bike racks on the train and where will they be located? Will bikes be allowed 
on the train? Will there be a place for surfboards? What about luggage for airport 
passengers? What about construction workers' tools? 

5. The impacts of relocations has not been adequately addressed for important food 
producers like Aloun Farms, 14 community facilities that will be "partially acquired" as 
well as small businesses that will not survive a move or reduction in operations. Historic 
and cultur al sites are also not adequately addressed. 

G. There is insufficient information on plans to mitigate noise at the 16 schools that are 
adjacent to the alignment. How will the noise affect the learning environment? 

7. The analysis of job creation does not adequately analyze job losses. There is no mention 
of what will happen to the jobs that are lost due to businesses downturn during 
construction? 

8. The report does not adequately assess the potential harm an elevated rail system does 
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to our unique tourist industry and the image of Oahu. How will the tourists see noise and 
visual impacts of heavy rail? Will the more idyllic neighbor Islands absorb an even larger 
share of tourism and hurt our County's revenues? 

9. The provisions for managing with lower than projected ridership and tax revenue support 
are inadequate. 

10. The plan is also deficient in outlining how corrosion will be mitigated. BART in the SF 
bay are is made of aluminum. What will happen to steel in a salt air environment? An 
evaluation of steel vs. aluminum is lacking in this report 

U. Likewise, the DEIS plans for mitigation of graffiti on the concrete support pillars, stations 
and cars is inadequate. This deficiency will impact the accuracy of=2 Opredicting the 
future cost of the project maintenance. 

12. Finally, I have concerns that the ADA issues have not been adequately assessed. How 
long will the doors be open for to access the train? How will an elderly or handicapped 
person be able to get on and off the train in this time period? Please provide detailed 
plans on handling handicapped access. How does this effect the efficiency of the train 
and speed of commute? 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my concerns. Please feel free to call me if you 
have any questions about this letter. 

Aloha, 

Donna L. Ching 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
(808) 944-4070 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305. Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNErvIANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337512 

Ms. Donna L. Ching 
dIchincaaol.corn  

Dear Ms. Ching: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast traffic conditions at six 
screenlines during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The model showed that in 2030 the Project 
will reduce congestion at these locations by up to 11 percent during the a.m. peak hour and up 
to 10 percent during the p.m. peak hour over the 2030 No Build Alternative (as shown in Tables 
3 -9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS). In addition, vehicle hours of delay will decrease by 18 percent 
with the Project compared to the 2030 No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 of the Final DS). 

As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, project-related traffic will affect delay at six 
intersections in the corridor. The Project includes measures that will mitigate these effects (as 
discussed in Section 3.4.7 of the Final DS). As a result, the Project will not affect traffic 
congestion. 
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2. The energy use analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs includes all vehicles 
currently operating on Oahu, as presented in Section 4.11.1 in the Final EIS, The analysis of 
operational energy consumption on Oahu was based on the transportation analysis prepared for 
the Project. Changes in overall transportation energy use for vehicles traveling on Oahu were 
assessed using daily [vehicle miles traveled] and speed values calculated from the 
transportation demand forecasting model." Hybrid vehicles do not account for a large enough 
percentage of the vehicle mix to change the project-wide energy consumption calculations. 

3. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will 
identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. The 
contractor will develop the MOT Plan with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 
of the Final EIS. Additional temporary lane closures will occur during non-peak hours so that 
effects on heavy commuter traffic will be minimized. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, 
an extensive public information program will be implemented to provide motorists with a 
thorough understanding of the location and duration of construction activities, as well as 
anticipated traffic conditions. 

As stated in Section 3.4.3 and shown in Table 3-21 of the Final EIS, there will be no 
permanent reduction in the number of roadway travel lanes with the Project. 

4. Bike racks will be available at all stations. Bicycles, surfboards, luggage, and 
construction workers' tools will be allowed on trains subject to some restrictions during heavy 
peak periods, according to policies that are yet to be developed. These items will be allowed on 
trains as long as they do not impede other passengers or pose safety risks. 

5. The Hoopili site, which is one of the two site options being considered for a 
maintenance and storage facility, is located within Aloun Farms, The other site is near Leeward 
Community College and is the site of a former Navy fuel drumming operation. The Navy Drum 
site is the preferred site, and discussions are under way with the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands to acquire it. If the Project can acquire this site, the impact on agricultural lands on Oahu 
will be much less than is described in the Draft and Final EISs. Aloun Farms' headquarlers, 
located at the site of the other proposed maintenance and storage facility, would not have to 
move 

Relocations are discussed in Section 4,4 of the Final EIS, and impacts to archaeological, 
cultural, and historic resources are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final EIS. A partial 
acquisition typically is either a narrow strip of land or a more substantial portion of a large parcel. 
It is assumed that for the properties that will be partially acquired, existing land uses will not 
change. For residential properties, if the right-of-way line comes within approximately five feet of 
a residential structure, it is considered a full acquisition. If the right-of-way line is more than five 
feet, it/s generally considered a partial acquisition. For commercial properties, including 
situations where the commercial property could lose its function, full acquisition was considered. 
Businesses and residents from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. This Act provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation 
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assistance to those affected. The Act provides that those in need of relocation must be placed in 
comparable (living or business) quarters. 

6. A noise barrier on the platform of the track is included as part of the project design 
and will reduce noise levels along the project alignment. Moderate impacts will occur at upper 
floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the 
recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise 
analysis indicates that the new noise generated by the Project will be lower than the existing 
noise levels in most places. No noise impacts are predicted for any schools along the project 
alignment. For schools and other noise-sensitive locations that do not have nighttime sleep 
activities, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment compares the existing 
maximum-hour noise level to the maximum-hour noise that the transit line will produce by itself. 
For the Salt Lake Alternative, between the Aloha and Ala Lilikoi Stations, the existing current 
maximum-hour Leq noise level at the school ranges from 60 to 65 dBA. A project noise 
level of 63 dBA or above would be an impact, The Project is predicted to have a maximum-hour 
Leq noise level of 51 dBA. Noise impacts are not predicted at schools and maximum-hour noise 
levels will stay the same. 

In addition, construction noise will be a short-term impact, and all local noise ordinances 
will be followed to reduce noise annoyance to residences and schools. 

7. An analysis of construction impacts to businesses is provided in Section 4.17.1 of the 
Draft EIS, 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, and Section 5.2.2 of the Economics Technical Report. This 
report is available at the City and County of Honolulu and DTS offices, as well as on the Project 
website (www.honolulutransit.org ).  Primary construction impacts are anticipated to result from 
inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and business customers that 
are inherent in any major construction project and include the following: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials. 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability. 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations. 

• Businesses loss of visibility to their customers. 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS states that proposed mitigation to reduce adverse 
economic hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during construction may 
include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property owners and 
businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business owners 
of the construction schedule and activities. 
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• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities, especially those related to seasonal or 
high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses. 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that business are open. 

• Provide public information (press releases, newsletters) regarding construction 
activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements in print and on 
television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major utility 
shutoffs during non-business hours. 

Overall, the Project is estimated to increase jobs during the nine years of construction to 
an average of about 10,000 per year see Table 4-34 in Final EIS. 

8. Negative impacts of the rail system with respect to property values and tax impact, 
are detailed in the Economics Technical Report. Section 4.2.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 
4,3.2 of the Final EIS summarize the impact of railway construction on Real Property Taxes. 

Aesthetic effects of the system are described in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The Project 
is substantially different from systems in New York and Chicago, as it will have a different 
structural design. There is no evidence that the Project will have a negative impact on the 
tourism industry. Section 4.19 of the Final EIS states that the economic forecast is for continued 
steady growth. Planned projects are intended to continue to encourage and enable economic 
growth in the region. Continued focus on tourism is anticipated. 

The Project will offer tourists a transportation alternative that links them directly with 
many key destinations and reduces the need for a car. Table 3-13 of the Final EIS shows daily 
person transit trips by purpose, broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this table, 
transit trips for both groups increase with the addition of the Project compared to the No Build 
Alternative. Daily resident person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared 
to without, while daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project 
compared to without the Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, 
approximately 9,900 visitors are expected to use the system daily, of which 1,800 are to or from 
the airport. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
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aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final ElSs. The Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. As 
part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) 
that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, 
guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted 
architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway and its 
surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential 
visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape 
design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, 
which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. The fact that this will be the only 
island with high capacity transit, with an efficient airport connector, may attract more tourists who 
value the convenience, potential cost savings, and decreased travel time between various tourist 
destinations along the Project's alignment. The Project is a rapid rail system. In Section 4.8.3 of 
the Final EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that 
will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

9. Both ridership and financial discussions in the Final EIS address concerns about the 
uncertainties associated with ridership and financial markets. Ridership projections for the 
forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model used by the Oahu 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO), which was calibrated against collected traffic 
and transit ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly 
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represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-
board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest 
socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were 
collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban 
travel models in the U.S. and is consistent with consultation with the FTA. The model is updated 
approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socio-economic conditions, and 
transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical 
Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding 
land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-
of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key 
input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit 
system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand 
model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has 
worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors were considered in the 
uncertainty analysis. Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway 
ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 and 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the 
official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which 
includes a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. The capital 
plan takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes 
risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The financial plan is a 
dynamic document that will be updated as conditions warrant. 

10. Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) is a steel-on-steel system, the same type as 
proposed for Honolulu. The issue of corrosion was a topic discussed by the technology panel, 
which found that corrosion is not a significant issue with steel-on-steel systems in any kind of 
climate. Steel-on-steel systems exist throughout the world, on other islands, in high-humidity 
climates, volcanic environments, etc. and they operate without issues. Nonetheless, corrosion is 
part of the design considerations to ensure the system performs as effectively as possible. The 
vehicle shell for the BART system is made of aluminum; however, the vehicle for Honolulu has 
not yet been designed, so it could be aluminum or some other equally effective material. 

Corrosion-control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed-steel facilities and 
neighboring utility structures to provide pm per operation over their lifetime. These measures 
include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 
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• Coating specification for stations 

• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

• Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

11. Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS describes potential safety and security issues once the 
Project is operating. The discussion notes that to reduce the potential for crime, the FTA 
requires the development and implementation of a Safety and Security Management Plan for 
new fixed guideway projects (49 CMR 633). Graffiti is one of the safety and security issues that 
will be addressed. The Project is looking into using graffiti-resistant materials, where possible, to 
minimize graffiti. Graffiti removal is an anticipated maintenance activity and is reflected in project 
costs. 

12. The transit system will comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements. Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations. In addition, platforms will 
be level with trains for boardings; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will not be required. 
The system operation plan considers all ADA requirements. Dwell time is anticipated to be 
30 seconds at the station. This dwell time is incorporated into the station-to-station travel times 
presented in Table 3-16 of the Final EIS. As shown, travel from the East Kapolei Station to the 
Ala Moana Center Station will take 42 minutes. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final ES, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331290 

Ms. Melissa Ching 
98-1234 Wee Place 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Ms. Ching: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Anal EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y.YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DRAFT EIS FOR RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM 

1) What is the plan for the effect of rail construction 1311 water, sewer, gas and electric utilities? 
Will there be disruptions of service? Does the budget cover all these contingencies? 

2) If ridership turns out to be much lower than forecast, are fees going to be increased? Are 
taxes going to be raised? What is the forecast for number of riders per day (best estimate, range 
from low to high)? 

3) Is corrosion of rail cars an issue to be concerned about? 

4) In case of disaster, such as a hurricane or tsunami, will the train operate? 

5) How are viewpianes affected by rail? Are the aesthetics of the structure and each station 
adequately addressed in the DEIS? 

6) How are the schools (and the students in those schools) along the route going to be affected by 
the overhead structure, the continuous high current exposure and the intermittent noise and 
vibrations? 

7) Will Moue farms be relocated? If so, where will they go? 

8) Will there be washrooms, convenience stores, and vending machines at the stations? Will the 
platforms have adequate seating? 

9) Will bikes, surfboards and luggage be allowed on the train? Will there be any restrictions on 
time of day (i.e. not allowed during commute hours)? What is the size limitation? 

10) Lanes will be taken away during construction. Where are the lane closures and what is the 
duration of closure? Are there traffic rerouting plans? 

11) Bus routes will change. Will the public be notified of the changes and accommodations 
made for temporary stops? What happens to the express bus routes? 

12) When and at what cost will spurs to the airport, UH-Manoa and Waikiki be built? 

13) What pedestrian and bicycle amenities will be designed and buih in or near transit stations? 

14) Will there be seamless connections to bus service, bikeways, and other modes of 
transportation? Will there be park-and-ride lots near the transit stations? Will those lots have 
priority (i.e. be built first) over bus, bike and pedestrian access to the stations? 

15) Will there be assistance devices far the elderly and handicapped? Will fares be subsidized to 
encourage ridership? if so, what is the target group far those subsidized fares? What percent of 
the cost of rail (construction, maintenance and interest paid on bonds) is expected to be paid with 
fares? What if fares do not meet this percentage? Will fares and/or taxes be raised? Byhow 
much? 

AR00001537 



16) Will there be-subsidized transit passes- for government employees? How about private 
companies doing the same for their employees? Will businesses that provide free parking to 
employees be required to offer an equivalent monetary amount to those who choose not to drive? 

17) How will rail promote mixed-use, transit-oriented development that revitalizes established 
urbanized areas in focus nevi growth where infrastructure and access to jobs, shopping, services 
and recreation already exist? 	" 

18) What is the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by rail per person-mile when at maximum 
capacity? How does this compare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a solo driver? What is the maximum 
capacity of the proposed rail system? 

19) How much energy does rail use (in kwh) per person-mile when at maximum capacity? 
Again, how does this compare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a solo driver? 

• • 
20) Where will the power come from to operate the rail system? Will RECO build a power plant 
to run the rail? If not, is there enough current base load capacity to operate rail? 

21) What are the plans (if any) to run rail on renewable sources of energy? I do not include palm 
oil as a renewable source of energy. Is photovoltaic, wind, concentrated solar, wave, methane 
from the landfill or OTEC being considered at all? If not, why not? 

22) Will energy from 1APOWER be used to power the rail system? If so, how much energy? 
Will there be any extra air pollution from HPOWER if this occurs? 

Thank you for answering my questions on rail. Please send answers to: 

Randy Ching 
1560 Kanunn St, #818 
Honolulu, HI 96814 

Telephone: 808-942-0145 
Email: oahurandy@yaboo.eom  
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336274 

Mr. Randy Ching 
1560 Kanunu Street, #818 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Ching: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EiS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as we!' as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1) DTS will coordinate with all utilities prior to construction with regard to relocations 
and disruption of service. Section 4.18 of the Final as explains that construction 
effects will be temporary and limited. Businesses will be provided with advance 
notice if utilities are to be disrupted. Major utility shut-offs will likely be scheduled 
to occur during non-business hours. Costs related to utilities that require 
relocation are part of the overall budget for the Project. 

2) By City Council's current policy, ridership on the entire transit system is expected 
to pay for between 27 and 33 percent of the annual operating and maintenance 
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costs. The City Council will adjust the fare to maintain that level of revenue. The 
balance of the operating costs wi//be part of the City's annual budget, which 
includes sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding and subsidies from 
the City's General and Highway Funds. 

The amount of service provided will be scaled to generally match the demand. If 
the service attracts fewer riders than expected, then less service may be provided 
by adjusting headways or train length, resulting in lower-than-expected operating 
and maintenance costs. The ridership estimate is presented in Section 3.42 of 
the Final EIS. The forecast is that 116,000 people will ride the system every day. 
The range of the forecasts based on the uncertainty analysis is from 95,000 to 
about 130,000. This is very high ridership, which further indicates how much the 
system is needed currently and in the future. 

3) Corrosion-control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed-steel facilities 
and neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. 
These measures include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 

• Coating specification for stations 

• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

• Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring 
utilities owned by others 

4) The system will be designed to meet earthquake and hurricane design standards. 
The system will have an upper limit on operating wind speed. Vehicles will be 
stored during weather events that exceed the operating limits. 

5) The viewpoints analyzed in this Final EIS Section 4.8 are intended to incorporate 
a variety of perspectives (e.g., vehicular pedestrian, and elevated) and a wide 
range of views. Visual simulations of the Project were developed to represent the 
range of scale and spatial relationships of project elements to other objects. 
Some of the simulations are also intended to represent view corridors identified 
as protected resources in pertinent policy documents. The simulations serve 
several purposes: they were used to evaluate visual and aesthetic consequences 
of the Project, demonstrate the potential for mitigation, and provide a means of 
communicating the findings of the analysis. Generally, simulations were prepared 
for viewpoints where the Project would have a comparatively greater visual effect. 
A greater emphasis was placed on identifying views and preparing view 
simulations toward the Project, because this best represents what most viewers 
would see and the greater variety of views that would be experienced. 

In Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS, the Project's visual effects in the Ewa Plain are 
discussed under the "East Kapolei to Fort Weaver Road Landscape Unit" 
heading. Visual effects in the Pearl City area, including East Loch, are discussed 
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under the "Fort Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit" heading. Visual 
effects in the Salt Lake area and Kalihi are discussed under the "Aloha Stadium 
to Kalihi Landscape Unit" heading. Visual effects along Dillingham Boulevard, in 
Downtown, and at Irwin Park are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit" heading. Throughout these landscape units, the potential for the 
guideway and stations to block protected mauka-makai views and vistas of 
features and landmarks will vary. For an overview of these landscape areas, 
please review Figure 4-16 in the Final EIS. 

Public view planes that are assessed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS include views 
along streets and highways, mauka-makai view corridors, panoramic and 
significant landmark views from public places, views of natural features, heritage 
resources, and other landmarks. The City's General Urban Design Principles 
state that 7sjuch public views shall be protected by appropriate building heights, 
setbacks, design and siting controls" and that "[Mese controls shall be 
determined by the particular needs of each view and applied to pubic streets and 
to both public and private structures." The guideway and some stations will 
partially block mauka-makai public views from streets that intersect the alignment 
(see Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS). RTD will coordinate with the City to identify 
the particular needs of each view; however, changes to some views wi//be 
unavoidable. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, some 
view changes will be substantial (see Table 4-9 in the Final EIS for those 
viewpoints with a "significant" visual impact rating). The viewer's response to this 
change will vary with exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment 
orientation, guideway and station height, as well as the height of surrounding 
trees and buildings. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed 
through the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans 
and design guidelines were first developed with coordination between RTD and 
the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit 
station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of 
the communities served by stations. 

View changes will be less notable in wider vistas or panoramic views where the 
project elements serve as smaller components of the larger landscape. 
Generally, the project elements will not be dominant features in theses views. As 
stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, the measures listed below will be included 
with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and 
aesthetic opportunities that the Project will create: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station 

design elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design 
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phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape 
architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate 
potential visual impacts 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes 
information related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically 
architecture and landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site 
design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, 
and the guideway. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from 
several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street 
trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed 
that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

6) No noise impacts are predicted at schools along the alignment. In addition, no 
vibration effects are projected for the Project. 

7) One of the two site options for a maintenance and storage facility presented in the 
Final EIS is located within Aloun Farms. The other potential site is near Leeward 
Community College and is the site of a former Navy fuel drumming operation. 
This is the preferred site. The impact on agricultural lands on Oahu will be much 
less than is described in the Final EIS if this site is selected. Aloun Farm's 
headquarters would not have to move if the preferred site near Leeward 
Community College is selected. However, Aloun Farms' land is leased from D.R. 
Horton and may be developed in the future. If Aloun Farms is to be relocated, the 
City will follow the requirements of 49 CFR Part 24, Subpart D — Payments for 
Moving and Related Expenses, as well as the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

8) Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station 
attendant for access to the restroom. DTS does not intend to compete with 
private enterprise by placing retail within stations, although station plazas are 
designed to complement nearby private development. Final internal 
configurations of stations will be completed as station planning is finalized. 

9) Bicycles, luggage, and surfboards will be allowed on fixed guideway vehicles, as 
regulated by bicycle and luggage policies to be developed. The policies will 
establish restrictions regarding times of day and size limitations. 

10) Table 3-27 in the Final EIS describes the location of temporary lane closures 
resulting from project construction. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will identify measures to mitigate temporary 
construction-related effects on transportation. The contractor will develop the 
MOT Plan with approval from the City Department of Transportation Services and 
the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will address roadway 
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closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. Additional temporary 
lane closures may occur during non-peak hours to minimize effects on heavy 
commuter traffic. 

11) Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are 
provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the Final 
EIS, "bus service will be enhanced and the bus network will be modified to 
coordinate with the fixed guideway system." Some existing bus routes, including 
peak-period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of 
services provided by the fixed guideway system. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the 
Final EIS, some bus stops will be temporarily relocated during construction and 
some bus routes will be rerouted. A public information program will be conducted 
to inform transit riders of service changes during construction. 

12) The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any extensions that 
may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt 
Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part 
of the Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of 
the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is 
only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, 
because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not pan' of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to 
undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation at 
some time in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. The timing and cost of possible rail 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa have 
not been determined at this time. 

13) As stated in Section 3,4.2 of the Final EIS, several stations will be located at or 
near existing or planned bicycle facilities. Each station will have facilities for 
parking bikes, and each guideway vehicle will be designed to accommodate 
bicycles. Sidewalks and crosswalks are currently available at stations or will 
become available as streets and sidewalks are built in developing areas. As 
stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, Pedestrian and Bicycle Access, design 
criteria developed for stations place the highest emphasis on walk and bicycle 
access. The Design Criteria provide specific direction for pedestrian and bicycle 
access features at stations. For example, the criteria state that adequate 
pedestrian circulation routes shall be provided with an emphasis on avoiding 
pedestrian and vehicular conflicts and enabling good visibility to each station 
entrance. This emphasis will be complemented by distinct and clear graphic 
signage. For bicycle access, the criteria include language stating that racks shall 
be placed at the station plaza near the station entrance where public visual 
surveillance is possible and/or where closed circuit television monitoring is 
present, 
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14) There will be seamless connections from the fixed guideway to buses, bikeways, 
and other modes of transportation. Section 3.4.2 states that the bus network will 
be restructured to provide access from surrounding communities to the fixed 
guideway with more frequent bus service. In addition, because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains 
during peak periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will 
experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from the guideway service to 
buses will benefit from improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving 
stations. In addition, several new routes with high frequencies will be provided as 
feeders to the guideway system. Existing and future bus routes, including 
frequencies, are provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

As stated previously, access to stations will be enhanced by accommodating 
bicyclists and pedestrians. Several stations will be located at or near existing or 
planned bicycle facilities, and sidewalks and crosswalks will be provided. As 
stated in Section 2.5.7 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride facilities will be constructed 
at East Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These 
stations have the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. The size and 
capacity of each park-and-ride facility are provided in Table 2-8 in the Final EIS. 
Priority is given to bicycle and pedestrian access. 

15) The transit system will comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements. Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations. Also, 
level boarding will be provided to trains; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on 
buses, will not be required to board the trains. Park-and-ride facilities will have 
handicapped spaces with ADA-compliant ramps and paths connecting the lots to 
the stations. In addition, sidewalks and bridges will be at least 8 feet wide; 
pedestrian crossings will be signalized; and curb cuts will have tactile surfaces. 
For riders with low vision, there will be texture changes in the pavement to identify 
important areas, including the edge of the platform. Braille and/or raised letter 
print and large print signage and verbal announcements will also be provided. 
For riders with hearing loss, directional, informational, and variable message 
signage will be provided at all stations. 

The current fare policies for TheBus, including reduced fares for elderly, disabled, 
and other groups, will be continued for the fixed guideway system. As detailed in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, between 27 and 33 percent of the operating cost for 
the entire transit system, including buses, will be covered by fares. Section 6.4.2 
of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a 
state of good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the 
same funding sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Section 6.6 
of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding 
assumptions. 
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16)As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the bus and rail systems will have a 
unified fare structure, including monthly passes that work for both modes. 
Current fare policy will be continued. It is up to individual employers to provide 
parking as well as subsidized passes to employees. 

17) As stated in Section 4.19.3 of the Final EIS, the Project, when combined with 
supportive public policies and favorable real estate market conditions, could 
attract transit-supportive development (TSD) and TOD within station areas. TSD 
includes land uses such as office space and multi-story residential buildings near 
transit stations. Office uses generate more transit riders per square foot of space 
than any other land use. TOD is more intensive and deliberately planned to 
integrate with transit and generally includes pedestrian-oriented moderate- to 
high-density mixed uses. 

In March 2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 
10 (2008) (Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOD around 
fixed guideway stations. New zoning regulations for TOD will address parking 
standards, new density provisions, open space, and affordable housing. 
Financial incentives for TOD could include public-private partnerships, real 
property tax credits, and infrastructure financing. While the Project is 
coordinating with City and State agencies to encourage development of 
enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other land use changes 
near stations, the actual construction of such facilities and zoning changes are 
beyond the scope of the Project. The special districts also encourage public input 
into the design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. 

The potential for TOD differs at each station site. Factors that could spur TOD, 
beyond the addition of a transit station, include available and undeveloped land, 
adoption of TOD zoning and policies, other real estate investment in the area, 
and market demand for new and additional floor space. In developed areas, such 
as Waipahu and Downtown, TOD could occur in the form of redevelopment of 
existing uses. The presence of underutilized buildings and uses could spur 
redevelopment. 

18 and 19) The direct comparison of carbon dioxide emissions between automobiles 
and transit rail cannot be made without knowing the energy sources providing the 
electricity. The utility (HECO) that will provide electricity for the Project primarily 
uses fuel oil to generate electricity, but the HECO grid is supplemented with 
independent power producers that generate electricity through renewable 
resources. As noted in Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in a 
daily reduction of 171 metric tons of carbon dioxide when compared to the No 
Build Alternative. For an at-capacity system, approximately 25 grams of carbon 
dioxide are emitted per passenger mile. Approximately 150 grams of carbon 
dioxide are consumed per 1/50 of a gallon of gasoline consumed. 

As noted in Section 4.11.1 of the Final EIS, an average rail vehicle consumes 
62,700 British thermal units (BTUs) per vehicle mile of service. A single vehicle 
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has a capacity of approximately 160 passengers. Therefore approximately 
390 BTUs are consumed per passenger mile at capacity. Consumption of 1150' h  
of a gallon of gasoline consumes 2,500 BTUs. 

20) The power for the transit system will be drawn from the electrical grid maintained 
by HECO. As presented in Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will 
consume approximately 1 to 2 percent of the total projected electricity generated 
on Oahu in 2030. The planned electricity-generating capacity on Oahu will be 
sufficient to support the transit system, but the electricity distribution system will 
require various upgrades to support the system (HECO 2008). The power 
demands of the system are such that the voltage and current requirements can 
only be met by a major utility. HECO is currently soliciting proposals to supply up 
to 100 megawatts of non-firm renewable-energy-generating capacity to be 
operational between 2010 and 2014. Currently, HECO's transmission system 
receives 11 percent of its total generating capacity through renewable resources. 

Combining this energy requirement with the reduction in energy due to savings in 
roadway vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the Project is expected to reduce overall 
energy requirements by approximately 3 percent. The emissions generated due 
to the power requirements are expected to reduce the emission savings 
calculated for roadway VMT changes due to the Project, as shown in Table 4-20 
of the Final EIS, but even with the additional emissions due to power generation, 
the Project is still predicted to reduce overall regional emission burdens. 

21) HECO is moving toward renewable energy generation. As that happens, the 
fixed guideway will also benefit from such new sources of energy. In addition, the 
integration of photovoltaic cells into stations and other project features could 
reduce net project electricity demand. 

22) The system will consume electricity from all sources in use by HECO. Electricity 
from HPOWER cannot be segregated from other energy consumption on Oahu. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Elaine Chu 
94-526 Aiapoai Street * Mililani 	* 9670 

December 10, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St., 3rd  Floor 
Honolulu, 	96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

{would like to add my support to Councilman Djou's plan of building the initial phase of the 

rail system through the airport, and between the Aloha Tower and Aiea, and add that I would 

personally like to see the rail built between Aloha Tower and Pearl City. 

I'm not a rocket scientist no a mathematician, but it seems logical to me that relieving the 

congestion up ahead of traffic and closer into town will result in a trickle "westward" effect 

for those in West and Central Oahu. "Unclogging" the blockage or dam up ahead would 

result in: 

1) helping to dear the blockage to the flow of the" automobile river" and thereby opening 

up a clearer and quicker path for those of us in the rear, for no matter how much of a 

relief in traffic there is at the rear (Kapolet and Waipahu), if there is congestion up front, it 

will make no difference in travel time for those of us at the rear (please excuse my 

redundant efforts to make a point). 

a. like an escalator... as you're going up or down an escalator, and if somehow 

there's a pile-up or stoppage ahead of you, although you may be the only 

person at the clear end of the line, you'll be heading right into the pile-up ahead 

of you, and end up in a mess. 

A rail route between Aloh.a. Tower and Aiea (or Pearl City) through the airport would &so: 

1) allow more residents from, not only the KapoleVEwa area, but from other Oahu districts 

to access the rail as a means of transportation 
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a. residents of West as well as Central Oahu and beyond would be provided an 

option of being able to drive to a point in Aiea (or Pearl City) and then ride the 

rail either to the airport or further into downtown for business, school and/or 

leisure. 

b. make it more desirable and accessible for town residents and business people 

who are frequent commuters to the neighbor islands, and who may welcome 

the rail with open arms. 

C. result in increased rail usage by residents from Pearl City to Halawa, and, 

combined with the number of possible rail user from Central Oahu, there 

could subsequently, be a decrease in the number of cars in traffic from Pearl 

City into downtown 

2) make it more desirable for airport area employees and those needing to catch a flight in 

the morning to ride the rail, as these residents might find the rail more convenient than 

facing traffic and parking hassles and this, in turn, would alleviate the parking and 

traffic problems at the airport and potentially take additional cars off the road in the 

mornings 

If one chooses to, or needs to, drive into town, with traffic being alleviated up front, 

commute time would decrease and gas mileage would increase. 

I live in Milliani and have been selfishly wondering how a rail system from Kapolei to 

Walpahu would benefit my family and other residents in Central Oahu and beyond when 

traveling to and from town in the morning and afternoon rush hours. Simply put, this route 

will not be a benefit to any of us. We would still be facing the same traffic mess for years to 

come. 

And, if the initial phase of the rail is built in Kapolel, I doubt very much if it will have an 

impact on the travel time of residents in that area of the island. Again, if there is a 

"bottleneck" up front, it doesn't matter if you relieve the traffic in the Kapolei/Ewa area — the 

back end of the bottleneck. .In order to get beyond Waipahu, rail riders from Kapolei/Ewa 
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would probably need to transfer in Walpahu to some form of vehicular transportation and 

will still add to, and have to deal with, any traffic bottlenecks between Pearl City and town. 

Size of available land and immediate cost has been mentioned as the primary reason for 

overriding logic and efficiency. It is hoped that our elected servants are elected because the 

people believe fri their creative and innovative intelligence and concern for the general well-

being of the community as a whole, and realize that taking short cuts for the sake of 

immediate convenience will eventually cost us more in the long run. 

A public official had the will 0 get this rail system developed on Oahu in spite of opposition, 

controversy, and concerns re cost, routes, etc. I believe his guiding words were, "If there's a 

will, there's a way." Why not follow his example and look for ways to improve our traffic and 

transportation challenges as logically and efficiently as possible. 

Mahaio, 

ed.e..(/ 
Elaine Chu 

cc: 	Councilman Charles Diou 

Councilman Donovan DelaCruz 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAT[ON SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-3305 - Fax: (808) 76B -4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOFR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338278 

Ms. Elaine Chu 
94-526 Alapoai Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Chu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have all been noted. As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, 
and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, 
the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which 
requires considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient 
available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will 
begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed 
in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. As portions of 
the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system benefits, even if 
limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the entire 
Project. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Anal EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Table 4-1 of the EIS (land use) identifies several hundred acres of extg, 
and that needs to be 'convened to transportation use." What is 
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the EIS intended to satisfy land use amendmens where the rail route is 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-330550 

Mr. Michael Chu 
126 Queen Street 
Apartment 306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final BS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1))_ This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Conversion of existing land use to transportation use refers to any land not currently part 
of transportation right-of-way that will become part of the overall transportation system. This 
includes, for example, right-of-way needed for the rail guideway, park-and-ride facilities, stations, 
and the maintenance and storage facility. The EIS is intended to satisfy NEPA requirements 
and discloses impacts to the natural and built environment Within this process of 
documentation, land use changes due to the Project are disclosed. Amendments to existing 
land use plans are at the discretion the City and County of Honolulu. 

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

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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If se, I request the set aside be for 8(a) service disable veteran owned 
businesses. 
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Very ruly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSFIIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT 10/09-338269 

Mr. Michael Chu 
126 Queen Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS, The following statement 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

No, the City and County does not have small business set asides. Any additional questions 
regarding the City's policy can be obtained from the City's Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, 
Purchasing Division 

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

Enclosure 
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24 November 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka RE. Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street 3rd Flr. 
Honolulu, I-1 98813 

SUBJECT: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft EIS 

Dear Wayne: 
Thank you for allowing me to comment on the draft EIS. I look forvvard to you response 
to my comments below. 

1. The Honolulu Advertiser (11/20/08) reported that limited rail service will become 
available in 2013 between West Loch and Waipahu. Is this the first construction 
phase of the project and is this equivalent to construction of the rail system 
between the West Loch Station and the Waipahu Transit Center as depicted in 
the draft EIS maps (Fig. 2-8)? 

2. Figure 2-5 shows the rail following the North-South Road, then veering east 
across the proposed Hoopili project area, rnakai of Farrington Highway_ 
However if you visit the DR Horton/ Hoopili web site they show the rail going all 
the way up to Farrington and then turning east following the Farrington 
alignment Which is correct? 

3. Table 4-1 (land use) states that 145 to 165 acres of existing land uses need to be 
converted to "transportation use." What is transportation use? Is this a new land 
use category, a new zoning designation? 

4. Little is discussed in the &aft with regards to the park and ride facilities. What 
kind of parking capacity will they have? Will they be at grade lots or multi-level 
structures? Will any special design guidelines be create for them or will only the 
existing LUO standards be used? Will fees be charged for parking? How much? 

5. I understand that the rail superstructure will be approximately 30 ft, in height. Is 
this to the top or bottom of the superstructure? 

Yours Truly 

Michael S. Chu 
126 Queen Street Suite 308 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
mchu-lpd@hawalisr.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-289033R 

Mr. Michael S. Chu 
126 Queen Street, Suite 306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address your first two comments, the first construction phase of the Project is 
expected to open in 2012 between West Loch and Pearl Highlands. Figure 2-42 of the Draft EIS 
illustrates the construction phases. The alignment that was shown in the Draft EIS is correct. 
Likewise, differences in the alignment shown on the DR Horton website for the Hoopili 
development project area may exist; however, the alignment through the Hoopili project area 
shown in the Draft EIS is correct. 

Next, "transportation use" is not a new land use category or a zoning designation. It is 
the transfer through sale of private or public property to the public transportation agency who 
then owns the land. Land that is converted to "transportation use" is not available for private 
use — commercial, industrial, or residential, 
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Very tru yours, 

Mr. Michael S. Chu 
Page 2 

Your fourth comment concerns park-and-ride facilities. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.7 of the 
Final EIS, discusses park-and-ride facilities. The size and capacity of park-and-ride facilities are 
presented in Table 2-8. A total of 4,100 park-and-ride spaces are planned and distributed over 
four locations. As stated in Section 2.5.7, with the exception of Pearl Highlands, which will be a 
parking structure, all park-and-ride lots are expected to be constructed as surface parking. 
Criteria will be developed that will guide design of Project elements, including park-and-ride 
facilities. As indicated by Chapter 6 of the Final EIS (Section 6.3.2), potential operating and 
maintenance funding sources do not include revenues from Project park-and-ride facilities. 
There are currently no plans to charge for parking at park-and-rides. 

Lastly, Appendix B of the Final EIS provides a profile (the height above ground) for the 
track for the entire system. For much of the system, the track height is approximately 30 feet 
above ground. The superstructure will be approximately 10 feet thick. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/5f2009 

Tit Kwong 
Chun 
Retired Engineer 
26468 Neill Road 

Honolulu 
HI 
96813 
tkcassocia@aacom 
808-5336168 

Both 
Website 

01/06/2009 
The light rail system should be built first from Waipa.pu to Ala Park area. 
The reason is to relieve the present unbearable traffic bottleneck in the 
Middle Street portion of Hi This is the main reason for the rail system 
for the City of Honolulu. After we buitt this portion of the rail systern,then 
we should plan for an underground system for downtown Honolulu. Build 
a right rail system we can all proud of! Not an ugly elevated overhead 
system through downtown Honolulu and Waikiki. Perhaps President 
Obama will help his native land to fund this rail project. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: %Amy+. hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT I 0/09-337210 

Mr. Tit Kwong Chun 
2646B Haili Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Chun: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Tit Kwong Chun 
Page 2 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Regarding your request for an underground system, due to cost and geotechnical 
constraints, an underground transit system is not a feasible option. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Other extensions, such as Central Oahu, have been considered and may be undertaken 
at some point after the current Project is completed. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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Tit Kwong Chun 
Page 3 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation under the heading Design Principals and 
Mitigation, specific Environmental, Architecture and Landscape Design Criteria are listed that will 
help minimize visual effects of the Project. More information about the visual effects in the 
downtown area is discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. 

Lastly, as described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, Federal funding is proposed to fund a 
portion of the Project's capital costs. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. Y SHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/6/2008 
wayne 
chun 

HI 
96701 
chunw007@hawaii.rr.com  

Email 
Website 

: Dear Sirs, 

I was not a supporter of the HNL Rail Transit, I will yield to the results 
of the recent general election. In light of our State's overall economy, I 
feel construction of the HNL Rail Transit will create the critical surge the 
construction of the HNL Rail Transit will do to stimulate our State's 
sluggish economy during this national economic downturn. 

It is my opinion that we initiate the construction of the HNL Rail Transit 
from Oahu's economic hub, downtown Honolulu. This will provide the 
taxpayers of Oahu the most immediate ridership between downtown to 
PearlCity and vice versa. This route will have the most immediate 
financial re-payment. Secondarily, the airport route can be easily 
implemented into this initiate route. 

Starting from West Oahu, the ridership impact into downtown Honolulu 
will not materialize for an additional 3 - 4 years due to the distance from 
downtown Honolulu and the overall cost will be much higher in 
comparison to the downtown Pearl City route. 

For the above reasons, I favor Councilman Charles Dijou's concept. 

Sincerely, 
Wayne G.K. Chun 
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12/06/2008 

Submission Content/Notes : Dear Sirs, 

I was not a supporter of the HNL Rail Transit, I will yield to the results 
of the recent general election. In light of our State's overall economy, I 
feel construction of the HNL Rail Transit will create the critical surge the 
construction of the HNL Rail Transit will do to stimulate our State's 
sluggish economy during this national economic downturn. 

It is my opinion that we initiate the construction of the HNL Rail Transit 
from Oahu's economic hub, downtown Honolulu. This will provide the 
taxpayers of Oahu the most immediate ridership between downtown to 
PearlCity and vice versa. This route will have the most immediate 
financial re-payment. Secondarily, the airport route can be easily 
implemented into this initiate route. 

Starting from West Oahu, the ridership impact into downtown Honolulu 
will not materialize for an additional 3 - 4 years due to the distance from 
downtown Honolulu and the overall cost will be much higher in 
comparison to the downtown Pearl City route. 

For the above reasons, I favor Councilman Charles Dijou's concept. 

Sincerely, 
Wayne G.K. Chun 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Iniernet: %•everd.honoluli.J.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331297 

Mr. Wayne Chun 
chunw007hawaii.r.com  

Dear Mr. Chun: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between Fast Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructeci in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Mr. Wayne Chun 
Page 2 

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

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources, 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots are planned at East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

Please review Section 2,5.8 of the Final EIS regarding the maintenance and storage 
facility. The two potential locations (one near the Hoopili station and the other near Leeward 
Community College) for the maintenance and storage facility are detailed in Figures 2-38 and 2- 
39. Either of these sites will require less relocation and will have fewer property impacts then a 
maintenance facility in a developed urban area such as Downtown Honolulu. Construction 
methodologies in these less-developed areas can be refined more easily to reduce impacts to 
the natural and built environments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitoro.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly you(

rsi 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Both 

Website 

01(0212009 

have the following suggestions. 
1. Maintenance Facility location, looking over the DEIS the LCC site 
would look like a better site than the Hoopili when you consider 
construction costs due to you will not need bring elevated guideway 
down to grade level. Also this site has a more central location. the 
Hoopili site however has more land area, would be leSs of an impact on 
surrounding areas and closer to the Kane Power Plant. Which could be 
a benefit if there was a power outage. This site would provide less 
impact to surrounding area due to its rural location. 
2. Bicycles, i see mention ot parking areas tor bikes at stations however 
will bikes be allowed on the rail cars? Allowing them on the rail cars will 
allow greater mobility options for the users of the rail system. 
3. On the Airport route will passengers be allowed to bring on baggage, 
and if they are allowed how will this be addressed when transferring onto 
the bus? 
4. I see that there will be numerous Traction Power Substations along 
the rail route will there be any Hemet issues with the transformers in 
these substation? 
5. Concerning the Traction Power Substations will there be security at 
the stations. Some will be located in secure area however some will be 
in isolated areas surrounded only by chain link fencing. 

Initial Action Needed 
1/2/2009 

Guillermo 
Colon 

95-123 Hamumu Pl. 

Militani 
HI 

96789 

colong001@hawail.rr.com  
554-8637 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet ina.w.r_honolulu.gov 

MUF1 HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-332350 

Mr. Guillermo Colon 
95-123 Hamumu Place 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Colon: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the site near Leeward Community College 
has been identified as the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility. This site is 
the closest to the Downtown area that meets the site requirements for this facility. 

Bicycles will be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy to be developed. In 
addition, the luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to 
allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers. No change 
to bicycle and luggage policies on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

Regarding your question on potential hazardous material issues with the traction power 
substations, there should be no hazardous material issues. The traction power substations will 
be secured within a locked building. They will not be accessible to the public. 
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Mr. Guillermo Colon 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very trqly yours, 

Y'6481-  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: Dear Sirs, 

I'm writing to share my thoughts regarding the draft Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS). 

will not address the Air Port vs. Salt Lake route alignment here, as I 
believe that is still being decided by the City Council. I will share my 
thoughts on that with them. 

t The Goals arid Objectives of this project are not adequately defined 
and documented in this report. Many of the issues coming up could be 
addressed and resolved much quicker and better if everyone had a 
better idea of what we were trying to accomplish. (Planning and defining 
are (or should be) half the work). Are we trying to get people out of their 
cars? Reduce freeway traffic congestion? Commute traffic? Get people 
around town faster? Improve our tourist industry? Reduce carbon 
emissions? Replace The Bus with a rail line? What? The Objectives 
should dictate the design and route and stations. 
2. The project does not contain adequate detailed measurable criteria for 
judging and evaluation the ultimate success or failure of the project. Are 
the total cost and the reduction of the number of cars on the freeways in 
the corridor the only measures we are going to use? By the way, your 
projections of future freeway traffic are incorrect. There will not be such 
a large increase in this traffic because when they get there; there will be 
no place to park! Forecast the parking situation and costs and I think you 
will agree. 
3. Doesn't it make more scenes to start where we can get the biggest 
and earliest "bang for our buck"? If we start it in the empty fields of 
Kapolei and run it to Waipahu, the rider ship will be very low for a long 
time. We will have high construction costs and operating costs and little 
revenue or effect on our Goals (Don't forget we will have to start paying 
For it whether we have construction delays or noti). If we ran it from the 
Stadium to town (with a good Park and Ride at the Stadium (traffic from 
Ht, H2 and H3 could park here and ride in), the rider ship and revenue 
would be high and the Goals would be impacted much sooner. Phase 2 
should be from town to Waikiki and UH for the same reasons. 
4. Why is the route not using the (existing and government owned) Oahu 
Railroad right of way? This would cause much less disruption, be 
cheaper and faster to build because of less land acquisitions and 
provide a shorter, faster, cheaper rout. 
5. Why is the alignment using Fort Barrette Road instead of Renton Road 
or Kapotei Parkway? Either of these would be shorter, faster, cheaper 
and be less disruptive during construction. (Remember, no matter where 
we put it most people are going to have to ride The Bus or drive their 
oars to get to the rail Station. So, we don't have to have the rail go by 
everyone's front door.) 
6. There are not enough Park and Rides in the system (except for 
Kapolei. which may have too many). Remember, people are not going to 
give up their cars completely and most people will have to take The Bus 
or their oars to get to the rail station. Also, the Park and Rides need to 
adequately address Moped and bike use and provide for adequate 
safety and security for people and property. 
7. This document does not adequately address and document the 
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interface and integration of the rail and The Bus. To be successful, The 
Bus must provide an effective collection and disbursal system for each 
station. This document also does not address the means by which this 
coordination at higher administrative levels will occur. 
S. Does the system have too many stations? Each station requires the 
train to slow down and speed up as well as sit for a period in the station. 
The number of stops significantly affects the speed of travel, if we have 
too many stations close to town and Waikiki we may shift bus riders to 
the rail and overload the rail and reduce the effectiveness of The Bus 
and not get any more cars off the road. We need to think of the Rail as a 
Wholesale operation (fast movement of large groups of people over long 
distances. And, rely on The Bus for Retail "short hops". To get people 
to give up their cars, the alternative must be noticeably faster and 
cheaper and at least close to as clean, comfortable and sale. 
9. I don't see anything in this EIS about dealing with luggage for riders 
going to or coming from the airport No use using an Airport alignment if 
riders can't take their luggage. Oops there go all the tourists and a tot of 
locals. (And tourists rent and then drive a lot of Gars! 
10. Because this is being referred to as Rail, will it fall under the Federal 
agencies that regulate Railroads? Will the workers be able to join the 
national railroad unions and their pay, benefits and working conditions 
negotiated at a National level? 
11. We can take our bikes on The Bus. Will we be able to take our bikes 
on Rail? 
12. When we built the Stadium, we did not take into account the salt air 
and humid conditions here, which have resulted in continuing high 
maintenance costs. What are you doing to insure that we don't 
experience the same result with the Rail system (and Stations)? 

Sincerely 
Terrence Donlan 
1535 Punahou St 704 
Honolulu, Hi 96822 
808-561-5171 
terryconlan@aol.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.hoholulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332447 

Mr. Terrence ConIan 
1535 Punahou Street 
Apartment 704 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Conian: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ES. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. This letter responds to testimony points. Per your first 
point concerning the goals and objectives for the Project, these goals and objectives are listed in 
Table 1-4 and described in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS. The project goals are to improve 
corridor mobility, corridor travel reliability, access to planned development to support City policy 
to develop a second urban center, and transportation equity. 

To answer your second point, Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS lists the measures that were 
used to evaluate the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternatives. Evaluation was based on the local 
goals for the Project (as described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS) as well as FTA criteria for 
evaluating projects proposed for funding under the Section 5309 New Starts Program. Table 7-1 
in the Draft EIS lists the evaluation measures that were used based on the proposed action 
goals and objectives. Evaluation measures included transit ridership, travel time, benefits to 
transit-dependent communities, and development within station areas compared to the existing 
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amount of development. In addition, environmental effects, cost-effectiveness, and financial 
feasibility were also evaluated. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit 
ridership information and then validated against current counts to be sure it properly represents 
travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit 
survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic 
information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 
2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding 
land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels 
of service on both the highway and public transit system. OahuMPO undergoes model updates 
every five years to reflect land use and transportation network changes. The model is approved 
by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. Based upon the model and these key input 
assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use rapid transit system on 
an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft BS, the travel demand model has been refined by 
adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive 
access modes to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct 
demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 
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As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, several alignments were evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. One evaluated alignment was the historic OR&L line you mention 
in your fourth point. A combination of issues, including utilities that have been placed in the 
right-of-way, poor location in several places, and the previous loss of the right-of-way in several 
locations all contributed to the elimination of that option. The Project is fully grade-separated to 
eliminate potential conflicts with traffic and eliminate the effects of congestion and incidents on 
the system. Placing any part of the system in mixed right-of-way would affect reliability of the 
entire system. 

Your fifth point regarding using Fort Barrette Road instead of Renton Road is beyond the 
Waianae end of the Project. When the planned extensions are evaluated in the future, a range 
of alternatives will be evaluated for each of them. Renton Road, Fort Barrette Road, and 
Kapolei Parkway are likely alignments to be considered when the Kapolei extension is 
evaluated, once funding is identified. 

Your concerns about park-and-ride locations in the sixth point are noted. While there are 
more than 4,100 spaces identified as part of the Project, the experience with park-and-ride 
facilities in Honolulu to date is limited. They have been generally underused. The lots contained 
in the Project are located toward the Ewa end of the route and are based on consideration of 
parking demand using the travel demand forecasting model for the year 2030. Further, the 
projected mode of access shares were compared to observed data from several Mainland areas, 
notably San Diego. Given the history of park-and-ride use on the island, it seems prudent to 
evaluate any need for additional or larger facilities based on empirical experience rather than 
commit substantial additional funding now. Any need for additional parking at the four stations 
with park-and-ride facilities would best be determined once experience is gained about their use. 
Bicycle racks will be provided at every fixed guideway station. Park-and-ride facilities will 
accommodate moped and motorcycle parking. Security will be provided in the form of 
surveillance cameras, lighting, fencing, barriers, on-site personnel, or other means. 

Regarding the seventh and eighth points, TheBus system will be altered to provide 
improved connections with the rail system. Bus routes or portions of bus routes will be altered or 
eliminated to reduce duplication of services with the rail system. Certain local bus routes will be 
rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest rail station. Because of the 
high frequency of rail service (every three minutes during peak periods and every ten minutes 
during off-peak periods), riders transferring from buses to trains will experience minimal wait 
times. Riders transferring from trains to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on existing 
bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new bus routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the rail system. Since these routes will primarily operate in residential 
areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested arterials. 
Additional information regarding existing and future bus routes, including frequency, is included 
in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

The number of stations affects riders in two ways. If stations are too far apart, the 
system is not convenient as users must walk or drive too long of a distance to access a station. 
If they are too near, the average travel speed is reduced. To balance these concerns, the 
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average distance between stations is approximately one mile, with shorter distances in denser 
areas that have greater transit demand. 

With completion of the fixed guideway, rail and bus service will each be administered by 
the City and County of Honolulu. This consolidated administration and management will 
facilitate the coordination in the planning, operations, and other aspects of an integrated transit 
system in Oahu. 

Per the ninth and eleventh points, the luggage policy for the system is not final, but the 
concept of the policy will be to allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of 
other passengers. In addition, bicycles will be allowed on the system and regulated by a bicycle 
policy to be developed in the future. 

Regarding the tenth bullet, this Project falls under the FTA, not the Federal Railroad 
Administration. The Project is regulated by FTA policy. Employees will either work for the transit 
authority or a private operator that is contracted with the agency. 

Lastly, corrosion-control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed steel facilities and 
neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. These measures will 
include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 

• Coating specification for stations 

• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

• Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

Project operating and maintenance costs detailed in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS also 
include preventive maintenance of the rail system and stations. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Jack R. Corteway 
1525 Wader Avenue, Apt. 0504 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

December 5, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street 
alti Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

In my judgment, it makes more sense if the first leg starts downtown 
and goes to Salt Lake and then Pearl City to secure significant ridership. 
if you begin at Kapolei and just go to Pearl City, I can't imagine many 
people riding. 

Aloha, 

Jack Cortewa 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290819R 

Mr. Jack R. Corteway 
1525 Wilder Avenue 
Apartment 504 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Corteway: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kali/7i, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Very / trui yours, 

(Y 41 ‘;''..• 	.< 

iv  
..1/  

WAYNE . YdSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/15/2009 

Melissa 
Crisostomo 

95-1011 Liho St. 

Milliani 
Hi 
96789 
rokneicrsstm@hawalitantel.net  

Both 
Website 

01/15/2009 
Have you considered the effects of global warming and the rising of the 
sea levels in the next 50 years? If the sea level rises approx. 20 feet (6 
meters), then many of the areas where the transit area will be running 
will be under water. See this weblink to the Hawaii Mapping Research 
Group working with the L11-1School of Ocean and earth Science and 
Technology (SOEST) : 
htto://www.scest.hawaii.eciu/brnrg/FloodingOahu/stepbystep_oahu.ohp 
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Very ruly ours, 

WAYNEY. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333918 

Ms. Melissa Crisostomo 
95-1011 Liho Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Crisostomo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your comment, the Environmental Protection Agency has provided information that 
global .sea level is projected to increase by between 7 inches and 23 inches. The minimum elevation for 
any project feature is five feet above sea level; therefore, a rise of up to two feet would not directly affect 
any project feature. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/6/2006 	• 
Other 
:Liz 
Crowder 

44-096 Keaalau Place 

Kaneohe 
HI 
96744 
crowderm@hawaii.edu  
808372-2570 

Email 
Website 

12/06/2008 
Please advise asap background info on the background of 5 
transportation expert panel who supplied with steel-on-steel 
recommendation. Who are they? what were their credentials and why 
were they qualifed to make a recommendation_ I can't seem to find this 
anywhere. Mahal° 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331302 

Ms. Liz Crowder 
44-096 Keaalau Place 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Ms. Crowder: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 

AR00001585 



Very tru yours, 

tki( 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Ms. Liz Crowder 
Page 2 

none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report" which is available on the Project website: www.honolulutransitorg under the 
"Library" tab. 

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

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: February 5, 2009 
Draft EIS on Honolulu Rail Transit 
Commentary 

Pardon me, but 1 have not seen enough "concrete," factual information 
provided to support building and maintaining an elevated rail transit 
system in Honolulu. Talk and promises are cheap, and the reality of this 
project would be devastating, not only aesthetically but financially, for us 
now and for our kelki's generations to come. 
Even after reading the Draft EIS, too many questions remain 
unanswered; why is elevated rail necessary, where will the money come 
from, and where is the logic in touting our "second city" if we need to 
spend so many billions of dollars to get there? Rail would 'provide 
accessibility to new development in the 'Ewa-Kapolei-Makakilo area in 
support of the City's policy to develop this as a 'second city,' ..." 
Even the projected billions in costs is only a minimum estimate, the 
reality of the costs will be much higher. 
As it is, our own Council on Revenues is lowering its projections every 
week, so how can we even venture to go ahead with this massive 
project with no end in sight of looming shortfalls? 
Who leads these municipal projects, self-serving politicians and the 
construction industry? Until our leaders prove to us they are capable of 
maintaining their existing responsibilities and ongoing projects in our 
Honolulu and upgrade our infrastructure, we have no business 
committing money we do not have to start another ill-fated, short-term 
gain (construction jobs), tong-term loss project. 
Construction of elevated rail for Honolulu is insane for obvious reasons, 
at-grade light rail (LRT) is a compromise at best. I understand that AIA 
Honolulu has prepared a compelling, must-read, factual report 
supporting LRT, presenting glaring, substantial differences between the 
two systems in overall construction costs and time, operation and 
maintenance costs, visual, environmental and traffic impact, and 
comparable references to current systems in North America. 
I am more inclined to trust the assessment of those who spend their own 
money and whose livelihoods depend on sound planning and critical 
thinking rather than the assessment of those who spend taxpayers 
money and whose livelihoods continue on whether their decisions are 
sound or not. 
We must unite in enlightenment! Don't fall for this. educate yourselves, 
think standing up, read the facts, do the math, and do not be afraid to 
challenge "those who go along unquestioningly with popular opinion, 
with potentially dangerous or fatal consequences." 

flAJ Culvyhouse 
Kaneohe 
247-5547eve5 
586-9293days 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-334454 

Ms. MJ Cuivyhouse 
46-318 Haiku Road, #55 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Ms. Culvyhouse: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Aiternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Fin& 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes addition& information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between twit& and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
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the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east 
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability— The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed- Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
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The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 
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Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to be used to pay for the 
capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital costs of 
the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA 
Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge revenues collected from 2007 
through 2022 on Oahu. The downturn in the economy has been taken into account. Section 6,4 
of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a state of good repair. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway 
Funds. Also, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with 
these funding assumptions. 

As far as discussion regarding Kapolei being the "second city," as identified in 
Section 1.8.3 of the Final EIS, Kapolei is identified through the City and County of Honolulu 
General Plan  as the second city. Consistent with the Honolulu General Plan, the highest 
population growth rates for the island are projected in the Ewa Development Plan area 
(comprised of the Ewa, Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Kalaeloa, Honokai Hale, and Maka kilo areas), 
which is expected to grow by approximately 150 percent between 2000 and 2030. This growth 
represents nearly 50 percent of the total growth projected for the entire island. Kapolei, which is 
developing as a "second city" to Downtown, is projected to grow by more than 350 percent, to 
55,500 people; the Ewa district by more than 100 percent; and Makakilo by nearly 125 percent 
between 2000 and 2030. 

As stated previously, Section 6.6 discusses the risks and uncertainties associated with 
these funding assumptions. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final BS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
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report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

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

WAYNEY. YO HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 

12/29/2008 

Jonathon 

Custer 

5747 Dorothy Drive 

San Diego 
CA 

92115 
custer@cts.com  

Email 

Web site 

12/29/2008 
Airport route will provide cost savings to locals and tourists alike. This 
will MAKE money for the state it TOURISM is more accessable. 

San Diego does not provide airport route. ,.bad for visitors and locals. 
ONLY THE TAXI COMPANIES PROFITit Look at your priorities. 

Cities like San Francisco, Chicago, London, Paris, Stockholm, etc...have 
TOURISM and local convience as their top priority!! 

Mahalo...Jonattion Custer 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-332335 

Mr. Jonathon Custer 
5747 Dorothy Drive 
San Diego, California 92115 

Dear Mr. Custer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS_ The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft BS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final OS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers 
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and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

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

Very trply yours, 

Yoe-e 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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SCHULER DIVISION 
January 19, 2009 

Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: 	Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide comments on the subject DEIS. As you are 
aware, we are the developers of the master planned Ho'opili project in East Kapolei, and have 
been and will continue to be a strong supporter of this project. The transportation 
infrastructure is reaching its limits in being able to move people efficiently through the West 
Oahu to East Honolulu corridor. The proposed project will increase the infrastructure capacity 
in the long-term and provide transportation alternatives to residents along this corridor. It will 
also be able to support the planned growth in the West Oahu region. 

We have reviewed the document and provide the following comments. 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered: 

Page 2-14—the section dealing with Transit Centers stated that Transit centers would be 
constructed as stand-alone facilities or as part of park and ride lots at: 

Ulf West Oahu 
West Loch 
Pearl Highlands 
Aloha Stadium 

The following is a listing of each of the stations, the stations types and if a park and ride or 
transit center is being proposed at the station. 

Station Station Type Park and Ride Transit Center 
East Kapoici Station Elevated Platform and 

Connecting Bridge 
12 Acres for 900 Spaces No 

University of Hawaii, West 
Oahu 

Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

(2)-5 Acre Sites for 500 
Spaces each (Total 1,00o 
Spaces) 

Yes (Page 2-14, but not 
identified on Figure 2-15) 

Flo'opili Station Elevated Platform No No 
West Loch Station Elevated Platform and No Yes (Page 2-14) 
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Concourse 
Waipahu Transit Center 
Station 

Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No Not mentioned on Page 2- 
1.4, Mentioned in Figure 2- 
18 but not located on map 

Leeward Community 
College Station 

Platform No No 

Pearl Highlands Station Elevated Platform and 
Connecting Bridge 

ii Acres for 1,6m Spaces Yes (Page 2-14, but not 
identified on Figure 2-20) 

Pearlridge Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Aloha Stadium Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

7 Acres for 700 Spaces Yes (Page 2-14, but not 
identified on Figure 2-22) 

Ala Lilikol Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Aloha Stadium Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

7 Acres for 700 Spaces Yes (Page 2-14, but not 
identified on Figure 2.-24) 

Arizona Memorial Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Pearl Harbor Naval Base 
Station 

Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Honolulu International 
Airport Station 

Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Lagoon Drive Station Elevated Platform No No 
Middle Street Transit 
Center Station 

Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No Not mentioned on Page 2- 
14, Mentioned in Figure 2- 
29 but not located on map 

Kalihi Station Elevated Platform No No 
Kapalama Station Elevated Platform No No 
Mei Station Elevated Platform No No 
Chinatown Station Elevated Platform and 

Concourse 
No No 

Downtown Station Elevated Platform and 
Concourse 

No No 

Civic Center Station Elevated Platform No No 
Kakaako Station Elevated Platform No No 
Ala Moana Station Elevated Platform No No 

From the information provided: 

1. Is the City limited to the specific type of station listed in this chapter or could any one 
of the three proposed configurations be used (i.e. Side platforms without mezzanine, 
Side platforms with mezzanine, or Center platform with mezzanine)? 

2. Does mezzanine mean concourse as is used in identifying the specific stations in the 
figures? 

3- 	Is there some criteria for the proposed "Transit Centers" and some idea of the area 
(acres) required for each of these centers? 

4. 	There seems to be more Transit Centers being proposed than what is listed on page 
2-14. 

On page 2-24, the key components of each transit station are described in a "sidebar." We note 
that there is no mention of public restrooms (even automated public toilets) or what form of 
security will be provided (including security cameras). 

AR00001598 



Page 2-36 Park and Ride Lots—are the park and ride lots limited to the locations identified in 
the DEIS or is there some flexibility to house the required number of spaces in and around the 
transit stations by incorporating more parking into redevelopment or development adjacent to 
the station. For example, if an entertainment facility were being built near the station, the 
parking for the entertainment center could he shared and used for the park and ride since the 
need for parking for the transit should he at different times when the parking would he needed 
for the entertainment facilities. Allowing these types of joint uses and incorporating the park 
and ride needs into the development would seem to be mutually beneficial to both the City and 
the developers. 

Pages 2-37 and 2-38 Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility—This section identifies a 41 acre 
area adjacent to the existing HECO Substation at Ho'opili and another 43 acre site near the 
Leeward Community College (Navy Drum Site) as possible sites for the maintenance facility. 

This 41 acre site is also indentified on the Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles (Drawing 
No.: RPoo4a). However, on the Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans (Drawing No.: RWoo6a) the 
proposed Maintenance and Storage Facility is identified as a 12 acre site. Please clarify the 
actual land requirements for this facility. 

Also, while the statement in the document is correct that the site is currently in agricultural use, 
the existing lessee, Aloun Farms, has a lease from us for its entire processing and office facilities 
located within the footprint of the proposed vehicle maintenance facility. The processing facility 
lease expires in 2017. The Aloun Farms facilities house all of their administrative support staff 
and process all of the produce grown on the property as well as other properties they have under 
lease elsewhere. Given the need for the Transit Vehicle Maintenance facility at some time when 
the initial segments of the transit system are being constructed (Page 2-39), early notification on 
a decision of which site will be selected would provide our tenant with as much time as possible 
to plan for a transition. 

While an alternative Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility is shown adjacent to the existing 
HECO Substation at Ho'opili, we are concerned that the DEIS did not fully discuss the visual 
and noise impacts from 24-hour day operations on surrounding uses within the proposed 
Ho'opili project. Also not described, is the visual and land use impacts from the "Elevated 
Access Tracks" that would connect to the Fixed Guide-way on the proposed Ho'opili project. 

In addition, the proposed transit maintenance facility located northeast of and adjoining to the 
HECO Ewa Nui Substation, as depicted in DEIS Figure 2-41, as well as Figure RPoo4a (Sheet 5) 
of Appendix A (Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles), would appear to preclude the 
planned development of an east-west internal Ho'opili roadway connection mauka of Farrington 
Highway to link the mauka Project lands to the east and west of the transit facility. The transit 
facility would appear to prevent the linkage of ist Avenue and 2nd Avenue. This would require 
traffic between the mauka east and west Project areas to circulate on Farrington Highway to 
travel between the two areas, thus placing additional traffic volumes along Farrington Highway 
and increasing traffic volumes at the Farrington Highway intersections providing mauka area 
access to Project mauka area. 

If the maintenance facility site in Ho'opili is selected, it would be desirable to locate the transit 
yard further east or west, or reconfigure the transit facility, to allow a corridor for roadway 
connection between the east and west sections of the Ho'opili area mauka of Farrington 
Highway. Another possibility would be to make a portion of the access/perimeter transit facility 
roadway a public roadway. 
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Page 2-38 Traction Power Substations—The project will require traction power substations 
approximately every mile. Are these substations planned to be located in the existing transit 
right-of-way below the elevated tracks or will a stand-alone site be required? Would the space 
requirements be limited to each site being 640 square feet (40 x 16) or will the actual footprint 
required be larger? 

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

Table 4-1, Page 4-4, "Land Use (Section 4.1) — land acquired for transportation use" - While we 
would concur that approximately 88 acres of prime and statewide-important farmlands would 
be affected, the land in East Kapolei has long been planned as part of the Second City of Oahu. 
This is discussed on page 4-20 but not included in the summary of impacts on page 4-4. The 
implementation of the I-IFICTC project has long-term effects on the pattern of land use on Oahu. 
It will positively enhance and reinforce the linear pattern of development, reducing the pressure 
for development of agricultural lands in Central Oahu and rural areas elsewhere on the island. 
This is not discussed on page 4-20. 

Table 4-1, Page 4-4, "Economic Activity (Section 4.2) — property tax revenue" - While we would 
concur that property acquired from private owners and converted to a transportation use would 
result in a direct reduction in property tax revenues, at least initially, over the long-term, with 
resulting higher-density transit-oriented development around transit stations, there will 
probably be a long-term net gain in property tax revenues, off-setting the initial loss in property 
tax revenues. This is discussed as an impact or possible outcome on pages 4-24 (also pages 4-
t66 and 4-167) but not included in the summary of impacts on page 4-4. 

Table 4-1, Page 4-5, "Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 4.3)" - The land 
under the selected Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility site would eliminate either 
landowner's opportunities for development of their respective sites. In the case of the Ho'opili 
project, the impacts of the use of the site will not be limited to the loss of property, but a Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility at Ho'opili could have major visual and noise impacts on the 
surrounding land uses within the proposed Ho'opili project. As previously noted, the DEIS did 
not fully discuss the visual and noise impacts from 24-hour day operation of the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility on surrounding uses within the proposed Flo'opili project. 
Also not described, is the visual and land use impacts from the "Elevated Access Tracks" that 
would connect to the Fixed Guide-way on the proposed Ho'opili project. 

Page 4-10, Section 4.1.2 Affected Environment—This section includes the following three 
categories of Farmland: 

1. Prime Farmland 
2. Unique Farmland 
3. Farmland of statewide importance 

No reference is provided as to the sources for these categories. There have been a few studies 
such as the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system and the Agricultural Lands of 
Importance to the State of Hawaii (AISH) system done over time with different rating and 
category systems for agricultural lands. Also, recently the Legislature enacted new laws on 
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designating Important Agricultural Lands (LAL). To minimize confusion, it maybe appropriate 
to either reference the three categories listed with the three other efforts or reference one or all 
of the three existing sources to identify agricultural lands in Hawaii. 

Page 4-28, Figure 4-9 — While Figure 4-3 indicates the "Future Campus of UH West Oahu" and 
the "Future Salvation Army Kroc Center", Figure 4-9 does not indicate these important 
community resources and facilities, even though they are currently not in operation (but will be 
by the time the transit stations are built). 

Pages 4-57 to 4-93 — Much emphasis was made on discussing the impacts of the elevated fixed 
guide-way from surrounding areas, however there did not appear to be any analysis of the visual 
impacts from the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility, at either of the proposed locations. 
As previously noted, the DEIS did not appear to discuss the visual impacts from 24-hour day 
operation of the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility on surrounding uses within the 
proposed Ho'opili project, including outdoor lighting pollution (assuming outdoor storage and 
maintenance). Also not described are the visual impacts from the "Elevated Access Tracks" that 
would connect to the Fixed Guide-way on the proposed Ho'opili project. 

Page 4-103, Figure 4-39 — There is no mention of the noise impacts of the Vehicle Maintenance 
and Storage Facility on the proposed Ho'opili project. Also the noise impacts from the East 
Kapolei, UR West Oahu and Ho'opili transit stations are also not shown. We can assist by 
providing anticipated ambient noise levels at the Hoopili transit station site. 

Page 4-171, Table 4-36 — There is no mention of DI-HIL's East Kapolei 1 (between UH West 
Oahu, North-South Road, Kapolei Parkway and Kapolei Golf Course) and East Kapolei 2 
(between Ho'opili, North-South Road and Ewa Villages) projects. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Should you have any 
questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact us directly at 521.5661. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Uchida, Vice President 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337320 

Mr. Dean Uchida, Vice President 
D.R. Horton, Schuler Division 
828 Fort Street Mall, 4 th  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The configurations included in the Draft and Final EISs are representative of the 
proposed configurations for most stations. Other configurations, such as the unique 
configuration of the Ala Moana Center Station, are possible depending on cost and technical 
issues. The City is receiving input from stakeholders and surrounding communities regarding 
station design. 

In the Draft EIS, the terms mezzanine and concourse were used interchangeably. For 
the Final EIS, the term concourse is used to clarify the reference. 
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Transit center design criteria have been developed to accommodate bus transfers and 
other potential intermodal transfers. The size of each transit center depends on the number of 
buses and other modes to be accommodated, but they will fit within the space already identified 
in the individual station graphics shown in Chapter 2 (Figures 2-17 through 2-37) of the Final 
EIS. 

While bus transfers will occur at most stations, the off-street bus transit centers will be 
constructed as part of the Project at four locations: UH West Oahu, West Loch, Pearl 
Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. Transit centers are discussed further in Section 2.5.6 of the 
Final EIS. Each station will have a secured public restroom; however, patrons will be required to 
ask the station attendant for access to the restroom. Security, including cameras, will be 
provided at all stations. The City, working with the Honolulu Police Department and community 
groups, will develop a security plan for the stations. Security measures are further discussed in 
Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS. 

Park-and-ride requirements could be accommodated through shared use. The park-and-
ride demand shown in Table 3-22 of the Final EIS reflects the estimated weekday demand for an 
independently operating system. All or a portion of the capacity could be provided in shared 
facilities as long as weekday availability for transit users meets the demand identified in the Final 
EIS. 

The Hoopili maintenance and storage facility would be 41 acres in size. Drawing 
No. RWOO6a in Appendix C has been corrected in the Final EIS to reflect this. 

The Final EIS identifies the site near Leeward Community College as the preferred site 
for the maintenance and storage facility. If the preference for the location of the maintenance 
and storage facility changes, D.R. Horton will be notified as soon as practical. 

The Hoopili maintenance and storage facility option would require large expanses of 
pavement to accommodate access to the guideway and a number of buildings, including 
maintenance facilities, a vehicle wash area, storage track, system control center, and employee 
parking. The proposed 41-acre site is an open flat agricultural area adjacent to an electrical 
substation. The maintenance and storage facility, including elevated access tracks, would 
contrast with the open, rural, country-like setting. In addition, the facility buildings and tracks 
would be highly visible from mauka foothill residences. Development of surrounding properties, 
however, would reduce the visual contrast of the maintenance and storage facility. Location of 
the maintenance and storage facility at this location would result in a moderate visual effect. 
Light and glare is expected to be low with a limited level of reflective surfaces and will be 
reduced further by appropriate design measures (see Section 4.8.3 Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation). Overhead site lighting at the maintenance and storage facility 
will be provided for safety and visibility. The guideway will introduce an elevated linear structure 
and urban elements to what is currently an open, rural, and country-like setting. 

The following measures will be incorporated into the Project's maintenance and storage 
facility regardless of its location to minimize adverse visual effects and enhance the visual and 
aesthetic opportunities that it creates. It should be noted, however, that the Leeward Community 
College maintenance and storage facility site is the preferred site for the Project. 
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• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation. 

• Shield exterior lighting. 

As discussed in Section 4.17.2 of the Final EIS, noise will be produced at either 
maintenance and storage facility. The nearest noise-sensitive use is approximately 700 feet 
from the center of the site near Leeward Community College. There are no noise-sensitive land 
uses near the Hoopili site. As a result, no noise impacts will occur due to the Project. 

The Project will include an integrated noise blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail and a system specification 
for vehicles with wheel skirts. The parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-level noise. 
Wheel skirts, which will be included as noise mitigation in project design, will increase the benefit 
of the parapet wall. 

Measures to reduce noise levels above the track elevation, such as sound-absorptive 
materials in the track area, will be evaluated during preliminary engineering of the Project. Once 
the Project is operating, noise levels will be measured to determine the actual extent of project 
noise impacts. 

To address linkages in the vicinity of the Hoopili site, some reconfiguration of the site is 
possible. The access roadway to the site could be public, but internal roadways serving the site 
would need to be secure. 

With regard to conditions on Farrington Highway, Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS presents 
information on a traffic analysis that was carried out for the two potential locations of the 
maintenance and storage facility. The analysis was based on the expected future roadway 
network serving the sites as well as future traffic volumes during the a. m. and p.m. peak periods. 
The results of the traffic analysis indicated that there will be no major effects on nearby 
intersections and roadways near either facility. 

The locations of the traction power substations are shown in Appendix B of the Final EIS. 
They are generally located on the same property already being affected by the adjacent station; 
however, this is not possible in all locations. The sites will need to be large enough to house the 
substation and also to provide access for maintenance. For a stand-alone site not associated 
with a station or other project feature, the total site area will be approximately 50 by 60 feet. 
Text about traffic impacts resulting from the proposed park-and-ride facilities has been added to 
the summary of effects shown in Table 3-1 in the Final EIS. 

The summary of environmental effects and proposed mitigation measures to avoid, 
minimize, or reduce impacts presented in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIS are specific to the land 
required for the Project. As described in Section 4.19.3 Cumulative Effects, of this Final EIS, 
current land use plans anticipate extensive development of the Ewa plain irrespective of whether 
or not the project is built. Thus, the project may have the effect of intensifying land use in the 
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areas near the planned stations; however, the overall development plan will not be substantially 
altered by the Project. The State of Hawaii prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the 
effects of two major transportation projects, the North-South Road and Kapolei Parkway) in the 
Ewa area. The evaluated growth-inducing and cumulative impacts of the projects under the 
Hawaii Environmental Policy Act, see EA § 3.15.4. 

In regards to property tax revenue, Table 4-1 in the Draft EIS illustrates direct effects 
from the Project. The discussion in Section 4.18.2 pertains to possible long-term effects that 
could be indirectly caused by implementation of the Project. 

The title of Table 4-1 has been revised in the Final EIS to state "Summary of Direct 
Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Reduce Impacts." This 
should alleviate confusion between direct effects caused by the project and indirect effects that 
are discussed in Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. 

Visual and noise effects at the Hoopili maintenance and storage facility are discussed in 
regards to an earlier comment in this letter. As discussed above, the Leeward Community 
College maintenance and storage facility option would require large expanses of pavement to 
accommodate a number of buildings including maintenance facilities, a vehicle wash area, 
storage track, system control center, and employee parking. The proposed 43-acre site near the 
Leeward Community College is vacant and undeveloped. This site is on a flat knoll makai of the 
H-1 Freeway/Farrington Highway interchange. The maintenance and storage facility buildings 
would be highly visible from low-lying areas makai of the interchange and from residences on 
the foothills above. However, the facility would not contrast substantially with elements of the 
surrounding visual character, which include the highway interchange, community college 
buildings, and adjacent parking lots. 

Visual effects and mitigation at the Leeward Community College and Hoopili 
maintenance and storage facilities are discussed in response to previous comments in this letter. 
As presented in the Land Use Technical Report for this Project, relevant laws that define the 
land use types described in the Draft and Final ElSs include: 

• Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) (7 USC 4201-4209). 

• Hawaii Farmland Preservation Act (State of Hawaii Department of Agriculture, Act 
183). 

• The Geology, Soils, Farmlands, and Natural Hazards Technical Report identifies 
the source of the agricultural designations of "prime," "unique," and "statewide 
important" to be from the ALISH data with additional information provided by soils 
and land use data. 

If an area is designated as "prime" or "unique" yet has a planned or existing land use for 
development, this was taken into consideration when determining the suitability of the site for the 
transit system, as explained in Section 4.2 of the technical report. The technical reports are 
available on the Project website (www.honolulutransit.orq).  
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In the Draft EIS, Figure 4-9 shows only the existing community resources and facilities 
within one-half mile, Kapolei to Fort Weaver Road. Table 4-36 of the Draft EIS presents planned 
and foreseeable actions in the study corridor. Both the Salvation Army-sponsored Kroc Center 
in Kapolei and the University of Hawaii West Oahu campus are listed. 

Visual effects and mitigation at the Leeward Community College and Hoopili 
maintenance and storage facilities are discussed in response to previous comments in this letter. 
There is no noise-sensitive land use in the vicinity of the East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, and 
Hoopili stations or the Hoopili maintenance and storage facility site option. Per USDOT policy, 
proposed development that has not completed permitting for construction at the time of the 
Record of Decision is not considered in the noise impact analysis. 

The Department of Hawaiian Home Lands East Kapolei 1 (Kanehill) and East Kapolei 2 
projects have been added to Table 4-39, Planned and Foreseeable Actions in the Study 
Corridor, Section 4.19.3 Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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SCHULER DIVISION 

January 22, 2009 

Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: 	Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

These comments are being provided as an addendum to our comments of January 19, 2009. 

Page 3-4, Tables 3-1 and 3-2 indicate that 6% of the 2,790,000 daily trips by residents use 
transit, and 5% of the 364,400 daily trips by visitors use transit in 2007. Thus, approximately 
5.8% of the total daily resident and visitor trips use transit. 

Page 3-23, Table 3-13 shows the no build alternative and the Airport-Salt Lake Alternative 

2007 2007 No Build No Build Airport-Salt Lake Airport-Salt Lake 
Resident Transit 165,900 6% 205,700 6% 248,200 7% 
Resident Total 2,790,000 3,45 2,700 3,452,500 
Visitor Transit 17,600 5% 19,800 5% 23,700 6% 
Visitor Total 364,400 430,700 431,400 
Total Transit 183,500 5,8% 225,500 5.8% 271,900 7% 
Total Trips 3454,400  3,883,400 3,883,900 

Page 3-36, Table 3-19 Estimated Transit User Benefits Resulting from 2030 Build Alternatives 

It appears that the table extracted information from the Oahu OMPO Travel Demand Forecast 
Model. 

Page 4-23, Section 4.2 Economic Activity. This section identifies the PUC as the primary 
location for non-agricultural jobs on Oahu (approximately 74%). The study reviewed trends and 
forecasts from the three development and sustainable plan areas in the study corridor (PUC, 
Ewa and Central Oahu). The job growth for the corridor was projected at 1 percent per year 
from 2000 to 2030. 

Employment Forecast 2000 2030 Annual Growth Rate 
Oahu 501,100 630,700 0.8% 
Study Corridor 399,3 00  524,200 0.9% 
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We understand that the OMPO model makes certain assumptions regarding the jobs being 
generated in the Ewa-Kapolei Region. With the anticipated build out of the UFIWO Campus, the 
[(roe Center and De Bartolo project on DI-IFIL lands, and the anticipated development-
redevelopment opportunities being created by the "Transit Oriented Development" (TOD) 
around the proposed transit stations, we would expect that the job generation numbers outside 
of the Primary Urban Center (PUC) would increase significantly and thus have some impact on 
the resident daily trips. 

We believe that some analysis should be done to assess not only the reduction in vehicle trips for 
residents with the transit project but also the compounded impact of reduced vehicle trips due 
to quality jobs being created or relocated out of the PUC. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Should you have any 
questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact us directly at 521.5661. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Uchida, Vice President 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT1/09-296992R 

Mr. Dean Uchida, Vice President 
D.R. Horton, Schuler Division 
828 Fort Street Mall, 4 th  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The number and percent of total transit trips has been added to Table 3-3 and 
Table 3-12 in the Final EIS. 

Table 3-19 in the Draft EIS (Estimated Transit User Benefits Resulting from 2030 Build 
Alternatives) represents information extracted from the OahuMPO Travel Demand Forecasting 
Model. This table has been updated in the Final EIS (now appearing as Table 3-17). The 
information is still from the Travel Demand Forecasting Model. 

The Travel Demand Forecasting Model used for the Project reflects population and 
employment numbers anticipated with the development of Hoopili, UH West Oahu campus, Kroc 
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Center, and the De Bartolo project. However, based on FTA guidance, the model cannot 
account for the benefits resulting from transit-oriented development or increases in land use as a 
result of the fixed guideway project. Daily person trips and vehicle miles traveled for the No 
Build Alternative forecast travel patterns without the fixed guideway system. 

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

Very tyuly yours, 

WAQ.C. 0 !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : February 6, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
650 S. King Street 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka; 

Subject: Honolulu Rail Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Comments 

I am writing this letter to provide comments on the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on behalf of the Hawaii Chapter 
of the American Society of Landscape Architects. 

The Honolulu rail transit presents many opportunities to improve the 
quality of life of Honolulu's residents and visitors. Through smart 
sustainable growth, light rail could create new long term economic 
opportunities, revitalize the sense of place of Honolulu's main streets 
and communities, protect environmental resources, and improve human 
health and quality of life. 

The rail route is located on the main streets of several distinct Oahu 
communities: Waipahu, Aiea, Pearl City, Salt Lake City, downtown 
Honolulu and Kalihi. Seize this opportunity to build a rail system that 
reflects Hawaii's rich sense of place and helps build more vibrant 
communities. Promote smart development by rezoning areas near rail 
stations with higher density, abundant pedestrian and bicycling facilities, 
street trees and reducing automobile parking spaces. 

Employ a sustainable design and construction approach that limits 
climate impacts, biodiversity loss and resource depletion. Link our 
natural and built systems to achieve a balanced environmental, social 
and economic outcome that improves the health of our communities and 
regenerates our environment. Don't degrade surrounding sites, risk 
human and environmental health or introduce new invasive plants. Use 
as many local products and recycled waste products as possible. 

In summary, make human and environmental health, smart and 
sustainable development the top priorities and create a legacy we can all 
be proud of for many generations. Feel free to contact me at 223-8458 if 
you have any questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Chris A. Dacus, President 
Hawaii Chapter of the American Society of Landscape Architects 
Box 246 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
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RT9/0 .9-334593 

Chris Da 
Box 246 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Chris Da: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Efforts are being undertaken to ensure that stations reflect the sense of place of the 
area where they are located. As discussed in Section 8.4 of the Final EIS, the City is conducting 
workshops with communities that will have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to 
engage the public about rail stations and provide opportunities to residents to contribute ideas 
about the appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will 
be incorporated into the station planning process. For more information and to get involved in 
this process, please visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.org . 

The Project is focused on construction and implementation of rail transit service, which is 
evaluated in the Draft and Final BSs. As discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final BS, transit-
oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of 
the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project may provide may also 
increase the desirability and value of land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate 
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investment nearby (in the form of TOO). Planning and zoning around station areas will be 
established by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under the City's new TOO 
ordinance. 

In March 2009 the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed 
Bill 10 (2008) (Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOO around rail stations. 
Zoning regulations will address parking standards, new density provisions, open space 
(including landscaping and street trees), and affordable housing. Financial incentives could 
include public-private partnerships, real property tax credits, and infrastructure financing. While 
the Project is being coordinated with City and State agencies to encourage development of 
enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other land use changes near stations, the actual 
construction of such facilities and zoning changes are beyond the scope of this Project. 

Sustainability, the local economy, the community, and the environment will continue to be 
considered during project development and construction. Chapter 4 of the Final EIS describes 
how overall energy demand, air pollution, and water pollution will decrease because of the 
Project. 

A discussion on the possible introduction of invasive species to Oahu has been added to 
Section 4.18.9 of the Final EIS. Criteria for cleaning, inspection, and treatment of plants that are 
at risk of harboring pests will be part of the landscaping requirements. Species that can be 
harmful invaders or contribute to existing problems will not be used for project plantings. 
Construction equipment from other islands or counties will have to be pressure washed and 
inspected before being brought to the construction site. Plantings will favor native plants. 

Lastly, effects to surrounding neighborhoods are described in Section 4.5 of the Final 
EIS. Additional information on the community health benefits of transit have been added to the 
Indirect Effects section of the Final EIS. 

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

Very trr y ours, 

WAYNE Y. YO HIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/27/2008 

Michael 
Dahilig 

95-1081 Milla Street 

Mililani 
HI 
96789 
dahilig@gmail.com  
808-721-1585 

None 
Website 

12/27/2008 
I believe the Draft EIS document has included all required disclosures 
pursuant to the National Environmental Protection Act, 

Also, I am in support of this project, as I believe it will have a long-term 
positive impact on our environment, 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-332259 

Mr. Michael Dahilig 
95-1081 Milia Street 
MiIiIani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Dahilig: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following statement addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your assessment of the Draft EIS and support for the Project have been noted. 

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

Verytrul /yours, i 

WAYNE . YOS 'OKA ,  
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : Comments on "Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental 
Impact Statement 
1/13/09 

I wish to comment on noise considerations for the proposed new transit 
system for Honolulu having been a practicing acoustical engineer in 
Hawaii for over 20 years. 

The most important thing is to have reasonable background noise levels 
in your home wherein you can use normal voice, TV and radio sound 
levels when a train goes by. You should not have to use strained, loud 
voices to talk to each other or to raise your TV remote volume every time 
a train passes by. During the quiet night time you should not be 
awaken by train passes. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (reference 1) 
states: 'Noise can cause or increase sleeplessness, irritability and 
anxiety. There have been numerous acts of violence, including murder, 
associated with noise. Noise negatively impacts health, safety, comfort 
and productivity". 

Different Federal Agencies have different noise impact rules to protect 
you from excessive noise. 

EPA recommends that ideally interior background noise levels of 45 
decibels dBA Leg for residences (reference 2). In reference 1 HUD's 
regulations do not contain standards for interior noise levels. Rather a 
goal of 45 decibels is set forth and the attenuation requirements are 
geared toward achieving that goal. It is assumed that with standard 
construction any building will provide sufficient attenuation so that if the 
exterior level is 65 dBA Ldn or less, the interior level will be 45 dBA Ldn 
or less (the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction implied is 20dBA). 

Here in Hawaii many hundreds of housing units face traffic (and 
potentially transit) noise sources with open sliding glass doors on their 
lanais and open glass jaulosie windows having outdoor-to-indoor noise 
reductions of 10dBA or less allowing noise inside the homes that is 
subjectively twice (or more) as noisy as a 20 dBA noise reduction. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) suggests interior levels of 
52 decibels as being acceptable by taking "Feasibility" and 
"Reasonableness" into account. (Table 3-4, reference 3). The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) does not explicitly recommend acceptable 
indoor noise levels, but assumes that typical housing has 'quality' 
windows that are closed providing an outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction 
of 25dBA and honors HUD's exterior level of 65 dBA Ldn (page 3-10, 
reference 3). 

Improper transit noise studies could lead to many families suffering 
excessive noise inside their homes. There could be class action law 
suits after the mainland consultants and contractors are gone. The 
DEIS must address the additional noise impact caused by many homes 
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now using natural ventilation year around with open lanai doors and 
windows and not the assumption that the 'typical' home has closed 
fenestration. After litigation, many hundreds of homes could get the 
needed new windows and doors to close for reducing traffic and transit 
noise as well as the needed air-conditioning. Who pays for this and the 
extra electric bill costs? Who pays the attorneys fees? What are the 
carbon energy footprint implications of all these additional AC units? 

From the DEIS report I have these comments as well as technical 
questions which are numbered and underlined. 

A) According to the Honolulu Advertiser article on 3/11/08, "severe 
noise" may occur at 55 locations, all at Salt Lake, and "moderate noise" 
at 397 other locations ...". This article only mentioned Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) rules from a Parsons Brinckerhoff's report dated 
5/07/08. 
The DES, now shows zero (0) "severe" noise impacts and "moderate" 
impact at only 49 locations and 
seems to only mention Federal Transit Administration (FTA) rules. The 
Executive Summary states there are only 18 to 24 residential buildings 
subjected to 'moderate impact". 

It is now understood that the impact calculations in the 3/11/08 article did 
not include any noise reduction measures (reference 4). 

A-1 Please explain what factors or considerations changed the overall 
noise analysis so favorably — noise reduction measures or noise impact 
criteria rules or what? 

B) B-1 What source noise mitigation measures were assumed in the 
DEIS analysis? 
8-2 Was slowing down the trains in any areas utilized to develop the 
final analyses to reduce noise impact in sensitive areas? 

According to the Executive Summary in the DEIS, parapet walls and 
wheel skirts would only reduce noise levels by 2 to 5 dBA. The DEIS 
states that "sound-absorptive materials in the track area" and other 
mitigation measures will be evaluated during the preliminary engineering 
stage. Reference 3, Chapter 6 also states: "These mitigation measures 
work to maintain a rail system in its as-new condition. Without 
incorporating them into the system, noise levels could increase up to 10 
dB." 

B-3 When will these source mitigation measures be shown in the cost 
studies? 
8-4 Shouldn't the DES state that specifications and maintenance of 
mitigation measures should include significant penalties for non-
compliance? (reference 3, Chapter 6) 

C) The low parapet walls allow a strong one-bounce noise path off the 
sides of the train to propagate to high-rise locations. See Figure 2.8 in 
reference 3, 
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C-1 Was sound absorption in the parapet walls considered to abate this 
phenomenon? 
C-2 If not, why not?) 

D) In Reference 3, Section 3.3, Pg. 3-14; it states "in some cases, both 
FHWA and FTA methods should be used, such as when both highway 
and transit cause significant noise, but at different times of day. An 
example would be a transit alignment that shares the right- of-way with 
an arterial road with heavy traffic, Traffic noise may dominate during the 
peak commuting hours but not during off-peak periods when transit 
continues to operate. In this case, both sets of criteria would be used to 
determine whether impact occurs from neither, one or each mode." 

D)D-1 Have FHWA noise impact and mitigation methods been utilized 
in developing the DEIS, and, if not, why not? 

E) Hawaii's famous weather allows natural ventilation in most homes 
with open windows all year around. This causes all types of traffic 
noise commonly to be at least twice as noisy inside many typical 
Hawaiian homes compared to typical homes on the mainland. FTA 
Standards assume that "typical buildings" have "about 25dBA outdoor-
to-indoor noise reduction" with windows closed (Page 3-10, reference 3). 
I have measured outdoor-to-indoor nose reductions of only 7dBA with 
opened glass louvered windows and open lanai sliding glass doors 
having direct line-of-sight to the noise source. For example, such 
conditions will exist along Salt Lake Blvd. Perhaps 10dBA should be 
used for open Hawaiian housing. 

E-1 Were outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction data of typical open 
fenestration obtained from measurements or the literature? 

E-2 Was the quality of fenestration in buildings considered since it 
includes: 
a) open to closed sliding doors on lanais; b) open jalousies to closed 
jalousies with window AC units and c) open sliding glass windows to 
fixed glass windows with central AC.? 

E-3 For estimating noise mitigation costs what interior noise level was 
considered acceptable? 

E-4 Was there a count of housing units requiring AC units for sound 
proofing and some consideration of operating costs for the home owner? 

F) To account for such unique phenomena, Table 3-4, FHWA 
Abatement Criteria in reference 3 states that FHWA allows individual 
state agencies (with their consultants) to define the actual criteria that 
trigger mitigation studies (sound proofing) of potentially impacted 
residences. Table 3-4 implies outdoor-to-indoor noise reductions of 15 
dBA can be assumed to allow outdoor noise levels of 67dBA Leq(h) to 
be the triggering criteria noise level for sound proofing of homes allowing 
52dBA Leq(h) inside the homes. 
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Note for homes with normal, closed windows; the 67dBA triggering 
outdoor noise level allows about 7dB more (may be twice as noisy) than 
recommended by EPA (reference 2) for interior levels. For homes with 
open windows and doors, interior levels may be about 15dBA greater 
(maybe three times noisier) than EPA's recommendations. Our state 
agency (with their consultants) should address our unique low outdoor-to 
indoor noise reduction for our many naturally ventilated homes. 

In mainland housing with heating and/or air conditioning, sound proofing 
may include replacing or upgrading windows and doors. As a starting 
point, reference 3, page 3-15, considers the cost range of $25,000 to 
$30,000 (2002 mainland dollars) per benefited residence to be 
reasonable. This estimate does not include some kind of air 
conditioning that would have to be considered in sound proofing 
naturally ventilated Hawaiian homes. 

F-1 Were any estimates calculated for noise levels inside typical homes 
along the guideway and, if so, what levels were found? 

G) Reference 3, Section 6.5 states: maximum noise level is often 
desirable to include computations of L max in environmental 
documents, particularly for rail projects, because the noise from an 
individual train passby is quite distinguishable from the existing 
background noise" L max ....should be reported in environmental 
documents." 

G-1 Were maximum noise levels calculated? If not, why not? 

H) How noisy would the proposed transit system be to residents with 
open windows and doors if there was no motor vehicle traffic noise? 
Using outdoors-to-indoors noise reductions of 10 dBA, the transit "Noise 
Exposure" levels shown in Figures 4-39 to 4-42 indicate that 91% of all 
42 residential locations measured would be in excess of HUD guidelines 
and 29% would be in excess of FHVVA guidelines. 
Over the next decade or so, the makeup of motor vehicular traffic may 
be radically modified e.g. there may be all electric vehicles such that 
engine noise would be substantially reduced. Also it is possible that 
tire/road interfacing noise may be reduced by new breakthroughs in tire 
tread design and road pavement design as will as enforcing vehicle 
speed limits by high-tech devices. 

H-1 Were these possibilities considered? 

I) Reference 3, Chapter 3, Table 3.3 notes that the "Allowed Noise 
Exposure Increases" decrease as the cumulative noise level increases. 
The justification for this is that people already exposed to high levels of 

noise should be expected to tolerate only a small increase in the amount 
of noise in their community." 

The "Existing Ldn" traffic noise levels shown in Figures 4-39 to 4-42 
indicate that about three-fourths (75%) of all 42 residential locations with 
closed windows are in excess of HUD and FHWA guidelines and that all 
(100%) of housing with open fenestration are in excess of HUD 
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guidelines and 79% are in excess of FHWA guidelines. 

Thus most residents along the proposed guideway are already exposed 
to high levels of traffic noise, it is predictable that some residents may 
complain about the additional noise from the transit and take legal 
action, particularly since the new noise will be quite distinguishable from 
the existing background noise. 

Note that in some cases the transit noise may dominate over regular 
traffic during peak rush hours when traffic slows down to stop-and-go 
levels (Levels of Service D through F) as well as after, say 10 pm, 
causing residents to positively identify transit noises and to be more 
conscious and irritative of them during times of high cumulative noise 
levels. 

1-1 Because building noise reduction is so low in so many residential 
units and people may be already irritated by high traffic noise levels, 
does it not behoove the project to incorporate all stated noise mitigation 
measures shown in reference 3, Table 6-12 in order to improve the 
lifestyle of impacted residents as well to reduce the probability of class 
action law suits? 

Reference 1 	U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
HUDnoise.com  

Reference 2 "EPA Levels Document", EPA 550/9-79-100, Nov. 1978 

Reference 3 "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", FTA-
VA-90-1003-06, May 2006 

Reference 4 the DEIS, "The Sound of Transit Operations" by 
Lawrence Spurgen 

Mahalo, 

Ron Darby, RE, 
44-401 Kaneohe Bay Dr. 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
phone/fax: 254-3095 
ronmil@hawaiiantel.net  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.nonoluiu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DE% TY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-295764 

Mr. Ronald Darby 
44-401 Kaneohe Bay Drive 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Darby: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Response to A-1: Noise reduction measures of wheel skirts, sound absorptive material 
and short noise barriers (parapet walls) were added to the Project. These measures 
successfully mitigate noise impacts. FTA noise impact criteria were used for both analyses. 

Response to B-1: Wheel skirts, sound absorptive material and short noise barriers 
(parapet walls) were included in the Project design, resulting in a substantial reduction in noise. 

Response to comment starting "According to the Executive Summary in the Draft EIS ...": 
The above quotation regarding mitigation measures is a footnote from Table 6-12 in the FTA 
Manual that specifically refers to wheel and track maintenance activities and is not relevant to 
the use of wheel skirts or parapet walls. 
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Mr. Ronald Darby 
Page 2 

Response to 8-2: No, slowing down the trains was not a mitigation measure used to 
reduce noise impact in sensitive areas. 

Response to 8-3: Parapet walls, wheel skirts, and sound absorptive material are 
included in the Project cost estimate presented in Section 6 of the Final EIS, 

Response to 8-4: The Project will include a maintenance program, the cost of which is 
covered in the operating and maintenance cost estimates. Maintenance includes all elements of 
the Project, including the parapet walls and noise mitigation elements. Penalties for non-
compliance of maintenance activities are outside of the scope of this Project. 

Response to C and C-1: The need for this additional acoustical treatment was 
preliminarily evaluated in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS includes the results of the analysis at 
high-rise locations, where this treatment is applicable. 

Response to D and D-1: This is a Rail Transit project, not a "highway/transit project" as 
presented in Section 3.3 of the FTA Guidance Manual. 

Response to E-1: It /s unclear to what "data" the commenter is referring in question E-1. 
Following FTA Guidelines, the environmental team did not analyze indoor noise levels. 

Response to E-2: Consideration of the quality of building features would only be 
necessary if the features were of obvious substandard condition or quality and were unlikely to 
provide standard acoustical performance when closed. This is not the condition in the project 
area. 

Response to E-3: The FTA noise analysis bases the impact analysis on the change in 
exterior noise level caused by the Project. Therefore, the interior noise levels were not 
analyzed. 

Response to E-4: As the Project will not cause any severe adverse noise impacts, air 
conditioning equipment will not be necessary or installed. 

Response to F: This is an FTA project, not an FHWA highway project; thus, FTA impact 
evaluation methodology and criteria apply. The criteria of other agencies, such as the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), apply to 
undertakings of those agencies. 

Response to F4: FTA criteria apply to outdoor human use areas; therefore, indoor noise 
levels were not addressed. 

Response to G-1: According to the FTA Manual (p. 2-25, Section 2.5.7), "The Lmax 
descriptor is not recommended for transit noise impact assessment...". Separately described 
maximum noise levels are not necessary to the calculation of the Day Night Average Sound 
Level (Ldn) which is the prescribed metric (sound descriptor) to be used in an FTA noise impact 
analysis for residential uses or the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) that is used for sensitive uses 
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WAYNE 
Director 

Mr. Ronald Darby 
Page 3 

without a "sleeping" component. The maximum sound level is included in the Sound Exposure 
Level descriptor of rail transit noise that was used to calculate future project operational Ldn and 
Leg noise levels. The information provided in Appendices E and F of the FTA Guidelines may 
be used to calculate the Lmax if desired. 

Responses to H and H-1: The same decibel level would be with motor vehicle noise 
present. The Project noise exposure values presented in the Final EIS include only project-
generated noise. The Project is an FTA project; therefore, FTA criteria are applicable. Future 
noise reduction measures are speculative, and are not considered. 

Response to Section I: Comment noted. 

Response to I-1: All appropriate, feasible, and reasonable noise mitigation measures 
were discussed in the Draft EIS. As previously noted, areas experiencing noise impacts have 
received additional mitigation analysis in the Final EIS and additional mitigation has been 
committed where it/s feasible and reasonable to do so. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00001625 



/ 	Dt,-/ (1). 

Comments on DEIS Chapter 4.9 (Noise and Vibration) and Technical Report RTD 2008f 
(Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical Revortl 

Ronald Darby, PE, 
44401 Kaneohe Bay Drive 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
phone/fax: 808-254-3095 
ronmil@hawaiiantel.net  

1/22/09 

A. Additional information and comments related to determining noise impact in my first submittal, 
reference I. 

Reference 2 states "For residential land use, the noise criteria are to be applied outside the building 
locations at noise-sensitive areas with frequent human use including outdoor patios, decks, pools, and 
play areas If none, the criteria should be applied near building doors and windows. ..... However, fOr 
locations where land use activity issolelfirtdoose it,_„....,,,:aictma ,.beless tdoor! - 
to-indoor  reduction is greater than for typical buildings (about 25 dB with windows closed).  Thus, if 
the project sponsor can demonstrate indoor activity only, mitigation may itot be ieeded". 

However, in Hawaii many residential buildings were built for natural ventilation only, often using 
operable glass jalousies and open sliding glass doors to enjoy our tradewinds. Table 7: "Building 
Noise Reduction Factors" of reference .3 shows the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction of open windows 
to be 10 dBA and includes:  "NOTE:The windows shall be considered open unless there is firm 
knowledge that the windOwS are in fact kept closed almost every day of the year." 

Even when a window air-conditioner is used with the jalousies closed, the outdoor-to-indoor noise 
reduction is less than 20 dBA depending largely on the degree of air-tightness that can be achieved. 

In order to illustrate the impact of traffic and transit noise on the interior of Hawaiian homes along busy 
roadways that may have transit guideways, I have modified Figure 3-1 from reference 2. See 
attachment. It contains the standard plot for measured noise levels obtained at exterior locations near 
buildings as well as interior noise levels assuming an outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction of 20 dBA for 
random buildings as circles and the same buildings as asterisks if the noise reduction was only 10 ciBA, 
e.g. open windows. 

It can readily seen that many of the buildings cited in Appendix A of reference 4 that are now 
considered "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact" should be "Moderate Impact" or "Severe Impact" if 
open windows are acknowledged. 

The DEIS should refine the concept of the modified Figure 3-lor create sOme other means to accoimt 
for th_e_dixelsity.offme§traisaijcLundiwaij nbuildings,and *writ into the ro .ecredyro'ect 
Noise Exposure Levels" in Appendix A in reference 4, 

reference 1- 'Comments on "Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement', 1/13/09 - Ron Darby 

reference 2- "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006 
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reference 3- HIGHWAY TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS AND ABATEMENT POLICY AND 
GUIDANCE, U.& Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of 
Environment and Planning„ Noise and Air Quality Branch, Washington, D.C., June 1995 

reference 4- "Noise and Vibration Technical Report Honolulu High Capacity Corridor Project", C/C 
Honolulu, Oct. I 2008 
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Very uly /ours, 

IF•Fr.  

VVAYNE Y. YOSk4OKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-296679R 

Mr. Ronald Darby 
44-401 Kaneohe Bay Drive 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Darby: 

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

The US. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The noise analysis conducted for the EIS follows Federal criteria. Please refer to the Noise 
Technical Report available on the project website (wwwhonolulutransit.org ) for more information on the 
methodology of the noise analysis. It is outside the scope of this Project to redefine Federal guidelines. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Carol 
Davis 
Retired 
520 Uluoa Street 

Kailua 
HI 
96734 
cjdavis@hawaii.mcom 
262-9867 

Both 
Website 

11/12/2008 
1 am a retired State worker who is a supporter of rail, When I worked I 
heard a lot of comments from mothers of young children who said that 
they didn't ride the bus because they needed their cars in case their 
children got sick unexpectedly and they needed to get to them quickly. 
recently returned from a trip to Washington, D.C. and rode their great 
Metro system. In their Metro brochure on fares and passes I noticed a 
"Guaranteed Ride Home" phone number where people can register in 
advance for a ride home in case of an unexpected personal emergency 
or unscheduled overtime. Has anything like this been discussed in the 
planning of the rail system for Honolulu? 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330422 

Ms. Carol Davis 
520 Uluoa Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Davis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive cornments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address corn ments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your corn ments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

"Guaranteed Ride Home" can be a beneficial program for companies to offer their employees. 
One of the benefits of the fixed guideway system is that in many cases, parents may be able to travel to 
their children's school or daycare more quickly on the rail than by road. However, Guaranteed Ride Home 
would not be a service provided by the transit agency but may be offered by private employers. 

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

 

Very truly ours, 

1/1 	
(17— 

/ 

Enclosure 

WAYNE Y OS !OKA 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : Comments re: Draft EIS Honolulu High Capacity Corridoor Project 

Flawed selection and alternative process: Public not consulted in the 
development of route alternatives or type of plan. Toll lanes could 
accommodate bus, taxi, tour bus, handicap vans, emergency vehicles, 
and enforcement, and be utilized 24 hours a day instead of mostly peak 
hours. The toll alternative would be viable only if multipurpose and 
flowed to university, and Waikiki, and tie into the windward, and 
eastward traffic. Alternatives to split ewa and central traffic flows, and to 
facilitate Pali, Like Like, and H1 east have not developed or pursued. 

Existing and future transit populations neglected. The Dillingham and 
Kakaako route flow through low population light industrial in Kalihi, and 
future middle to high income residential in the urban core kakaako. A 
Waipahu, pearl city, pearl ridge, Salt lake boulevard, king street, olomea, 
vineyard, punchbowl , king, to university route, with spurs to the airport, 
Waikiki by university avenue or kalakaua with connection to Ala moana 
and the convention center would serve the highest existing and future 
low and moderate income residential, and tourist populations. A king 
vineyard route, weather multipurpose or single use, ties in fluidly with 
windward and eastward traffic, reaches the legislature, city council, 
courts, state and county services, provides healthcare alternatives at 
Straub, Kuakini, Queens, and Kaiser hospitals, offers greater access to 
university and college resources, access to entertainment venues like 
blaisdell has the most development potential along streets with ample 
room for additional private and pubic transportation, possesses existing 
excess capacity and right of ways, is the most direct route, and would 
bring tourist directly to the capital, historic, and arts district. 

Rail oriented cities developed around historic freight and passenger rail 
with links to intercity and interstate rail lines. A king street orientation 
could be an inner city backbone and effectively facilitate inner city 
passengers within and to the urban core. Intercity extensions to central 
or ewa and leeward could be secondary. The most congested area is 
from Pearl City to University, the primary urban core. Park and ride at 
Pearl city juncture could aid feeder buses to a multi purpose toll, bus, or 
rail. 

Major populations excluded. No plan considers the future and existing 
population in Central Oahu (planned for thousands of residences), or 
the isolated low to moderate income public transit intensive Leeward 
coast. The Kapolel portion is inferior to a King, university route where 
multifamily low to middle income populations already reside and are 
bordered by high density underutilized residential and mixed use zoned 
real estate. Future middle to high income single family suburban 
communities in Central and Ewa plains will be two to three car 
households as they mature, and are not typical public transit intensive 
communities. Windward, and eastward traffic is completely ignored. 
Kapolei route may provide developers the infrastructure for rapid 
urbanization of the ewa plain. 

Full utilization of rail capacity will not likely be achieved with projected 
population of 1.13 million by 2035, a maximum honolulu population of 
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I.5m or 2m at most, and projected populations far below comparable rail 
oriented cities. Riders will at first be intercity displaced bus riders, with 
the remaining rider predictions questionable. Inner city transport will not 
be served by the current choice. The cost of an additional transit 
authority has not been determined. The city is unable to maintain its 
existing infrastructure. Higher subsidies and fees for the bus and the rail 
seem likely. A multipurpose elevated toll, bus, or rail could generate 
additional revenue and provide flexibility. 

Lack of coordination between city and state to resolve congestion. 
insufficient plan to accommodate existing automobiles and additional 
100,000 or more cars by 2035, and county failure to utilize existing 
capacity and to complete arterial lane improvements, are the most 
pressing quality of life and productivity issues facing the island of oahu. 

Federal funds should be devoted to the highest volume transit projects, 
and possibly ones that have sought and obtained private investors. 
Projects that accelerate urban sprawl and exacerbate traffic congestion 
need to be discouraged. Intercity routes to outlying, isolated, existing 
populations, inner city backbones, or connecting intercity lines ought to 
be considered separately, with inner city lines as a priority. 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT10/09-337451 

Mr. Albert Del Rio 
1245 Maunakea Street, #212 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Del Rio: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EiS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS_ The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The overall public information program has been continuous since the beginning of the 
Project in 2005. The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. During the fall of 2005 and 
winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu completed the alternatives screening process 
that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings were held and included a 
presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and officials in which they 
could provide comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives 
Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives based on this input In total, 75 fixed 
guideway alignment options were screened. 

Scoping for the NEPA process confirmed that there were no alternatives that had not 
been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would satisfy the Purpose and Need 
at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or community impact. 
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The City also held five public hearings in December 2006 throughout the study corridor. 
Both City and consultant employees were available to answer questions. Attendees were given 
the opportunity to make official comments on the Project by providing testimony to the Public 
Hearing Officer (which was recorded by a court reporter), giving a private statement to a court 
reporter, or submitting their comments in writing. More information concerning the public hearing 
process can be found in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

In "Chapter 2– Alternatives Considered" of the Alternative Analysis Report, 
November 2007, as well as in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, two options 
were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative—Two-direction and Reversible. This 
alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and 
Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and 
high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs)." The Two-direction Option would have served express buses 
operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-
direction Option, it may have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HO Vs 
using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would have been allowed to 
use the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have had to pay a 
toll. The Reversible Option was found to be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed 
Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to 
mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in systemwide congestion (Table 2-1, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not have provided concentrations of transit 
service that would have served as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of 
transit-user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times 
higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the TSM Alternative, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would not have had substantially improved service or access to 
transit for transit-dependent communities. No funding sources were identified for the Managed 
Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes Alternative would have paid for 
ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues would have been used to repay 
debt incurred to construct the system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted 
in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. Because 
the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor, it would 
have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, cultural, 
and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative 
would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a 
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shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, 
with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

Various highway improvements have been considered for Oahu. The State of Hawaii 
Department of Transportation, which is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs 
for the freeway system and identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at 
reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects are listed in Table 2-4 of this Final BS and included 
in the analysis for project alternatives. Broad island-wide transportation approaches were 
reviewed by the OahuMPO during the development of the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan (ORTP). The selection of a fixed guideway transit system began with that planning 
process. 

Existing and future transit populations are not neglected. As stated in Section 1.2 of the 
Final EIS, 63 percent of Oahu's population and 80 percent of employment are located within the 
study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent and 83 percent, 
respectively. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO), which was 
calibrated and validated to current year conditions. The OahuMPO model is based on "best 
practices" for urban travel models in the US. and consistent with guidance from the FTA. The 
model is updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socio-economic 
conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO 
Technical Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions 
regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the 
model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to 
use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger 
model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations and recognizing a more 
robust off-peak non-home-based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final BS present revised ridership numbers for each fixed 
guideway station. As shown in Figure 3-9, between 650 and 820 passengers will exit the fixed 
guideway system at each station between Kalihi and lwilei during the a.m. two-hour peak period. 
In addition, 840 passengers will exit the system at Kakaako during the am. two-hour peak 
period. 

Similar alignments following North and South King Streets were evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis and would have resulted in less transit use than the Project. While an 
alignment on South King Street would have served some areas beyond walking distance to 
project stations, it would not have served several areas of dense development, including 
Chinatown, Downtown, Kakaako, and Ala Moana Center, and would have resulted in fewer 
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overall transit-user benefits. The South King Street alignment had low ridership and served the 
fewest number of residences and employment areas of all the alignments studied in the 
downtown area. In addition, it would not have offered good connections for a future extension to 
Waikiki. The North King Street alignment was rejected because it impacted a greater number of 
historical properties and cultural practices, had higher capital costs, had greater noise impacts 
than the Dillingham Boulevard alignment, and was inefficient to connect to the Airport or Nimitz 
Highway near Chinatown. Vineyard Boulevard was ruled out during the screening process 
because it was located farther from commercial and employment areas. 

As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the Final BS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus 
network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes 
would be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway 
system. Buses removed from service in the study corridor would be shifted to service in other 
parts of the island. Future bus routes and frequencies are shown in Appendix 0 in the Final EIS. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, a park-and-ride facility will be located at Pearl 
Highlands Station near where the 1-1-111-1-2 Freeways merge. In addition, Central Oahu will be 
served by enhanced bus service connecting to the fixed guideway at Pearl Highlands. As stated 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, system improvements, including traffic signal priority, automated 
vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare collection, could complement frequent bus service at 
the East Kapolei, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana Center Stations. These bus improvements 
will reduce travel time and improve interrnodal transfers. Bus and fixed guideway departures 
and arrivals will be coordinated and predictable to minimize transfer time and total trip time. 

In addition, Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18-percent decrease in vehicle hours of 
delay islandwide with the project versus without. Figure 3-8 shows that there will be transit user-
benefits islandwide because of the Project, while Figure 3-5 shows benefits for transit-dependent 
households. Accordingly, Central Oahu and Leeward residents will experience benefits with the 
fixed guideway alignment from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport. 

The effectiveness of rail transit is more closely linked to the population density of an area 
served than to the total population of an area. As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the 
majority of the population on Oahu is located in a narrow com -dor, which makes it ideal to 
support rail transit. 

Forecasts indicate that riders who are predicted to use the train are those who will find it 
is more beneficial than another transportation alternative. Some fixed guideway riders are those 
that currently use TheBus or other modes. Forecasts indicate that more than 40 7 000 vehicles 
will be removed from roadways as a result of the Project. Most guideway systems are attractive 
to automobile users because of the time benefit and the lower stress levels during the ride. 

The funding of operating and maintenance costs is described in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS. The City Council's current policy is that between 27 percent and 33 percent of operating 
costs of the transit system (TheBus, TheHandi-Van, the fixed guideway, etc.) must be recovered 
from fares collected. Unless that policy is changed, the subsidy will be about 70 percent of the 
operating cost. In 2030, the operating cost of the fixed guideway will be about $77 million each 
year in 2009 dollars (compared to $222 million for TheBus and TheHandi-Van). After applying 
farebox revenues, the operating cost of the fixed guideway will be about $54 million each year 
and will be allocated from the City's annual budget as is currently done for all transit services. 
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The OahuMPO is responsible for coordinating transportation planning on Oahu. The 
OahuMPO is comprised of City and State officials. The ORTP is a long-term vision document 
that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and policies for Oahu. The ORTP guides future 
development of the major surface transportation facilities and programs. The ORTP contains 
roadway improvements planned for the island. These improvements were included in the travel 
forecasting conducted for the Project. A list of projects is shown in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. 
The ORTP includes City and State projects. 

The Project addressed in the Draft and Final EISs is the best option among those studied 
in the Alternatives Analysis and approved by the City Council in 2006. 

Lastly, the Project is focused exclusively on construction and implementation of rail 
transit service, which is evaluated in the EIS. As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, 
transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect 
effect of the Project. This will change the trend toward urban sprawl and is made possible largely 
by the fixed guideway's influence on the patterns of growth around stations and along the route. 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted and established by the City's 
Department of Planning and Permitting in compliance with the City's new TOD ordinance 
(09-004). 

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

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Hirata, G rep 

From: 	 Med. James DO Rio fatert.deHo@hawaliantel.net) 
Sent: 	 Friday, February 06, 2009 10:02 AM 
To: 	 Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
Cc: 	 Albert James Del Rio 
Subject: 	 draft eis comments transit 

Comments re; Draft IS Honolulu High Capacity Corridoor Project 

Flawed selection and alternative process: Public not consulted in the development of 
route alternatives or type of plan, Toll lanes could accommodate bus, taxi, tour bus, 
handicap vans, emergency vehicles, and enforcement, and be utilized 24 hours a day instead 
of mostly peak hours. The toll alternative would be viable only if multipurpose and flowed 
to university, and Waikiki, and tie into the windward, and eastward traffic, Alternatives 
to split ewa and central traffic flows, and to facilitate Pali, Like Like, and H1 east 
have not developed or puraued. 

Existing and future transit populations neglected, The Dillingham and Kakaako route flow 
through low population light industrial in Kalihi, and future middle to high income 
residential in the urban core kakaako. A Waipahu, pearl city, pearl ridge, Salt lake 
boulevard, king street, olomea, vineyard, punchbowl , king, to university route, with 
spurs to the airport, Waikiki by university avenue or kalakaua with connection to Ala 
moana and the convention center would serve the highest existing and future low and 
Moderate income residential, and tourist populations. A king vineyard route, weather 
multipurpose or single use, ties in fluidly with windward and eastward traffic, reaches 
the legislature, city council, courts, state and county services, provides healthcare 
alternatives at Straub, Kuakini, Queens, and Kaiser hospitals, offers greater access to 
university and college resources, access to entertainment venues like blaisdell has the 
most development potential along streets with ample room for additional private and pubic 
transportation, possesses existing excess capacity and right of ways, is the most direct 
route, and would bring tourist directly to the capital, historic, and arts district. 

gall oriented cities developed around historic freight and passenger 
rail with links to intercity and interstate rail lines. 	A king 
street orientation could be an inner city backbone and effectively 
facilitate inner city passengers within and to the urban core. 
Intercity extensions to central or ewa and leeward could be secondary. The most congested 
area is from Pearl City to University, the primary urban core. Park and ride at Pearl 
city juncture could aid feeder buses to a multi purpose toll, bus, or rail. 

Major populations excluded. No Plan considers the future and existing population in 
Central Oahu (planned for thousands of residences), or the isolated low to moderate 
income public transit intensive Leeward coast. The Kapolei portion is inferior to a King, 
university route where multifamily low to middle income populations already reside and are 
bordered by high density underutilized residential and mixed use zoned real estate. 
Future middle to high income single family suburban communities in Central and 'Ewa plains 
will be two to three car households as they mature, and are not typical public transit 
intensive communities. Windward, and eastward traffic is completely ignored. Kapolei 
route may provide developers the infrastructure for rapid urbanization of the ewe plain. 

Full utilization of rail capacity will not likely be achieved with projected population of 
1.13 million by 2035, a maximum honoluiu population of 1.5m or 2m at most and projected 
populations far below comparable rail oriented cities. Riders will at first be intercity 
displaced bus riders, with the remaining rider predictions questionable. Inner city 
transport will not be served by the current choice. The cost of an additional transit 
authority has not been determined. The city is unable to maintain its existing 
infrastructure. Higher subsidies and fees for the bus and the rail 
seem likely, 	A multipurpose elevated toll, bus, or rail could 
generate additional revenue and provide flexibility. 

Lack of coordination between city and state to resolve congestion. 
insufficient plan to accommodate existing automobiles and additional 100,000 or more cars 
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by 2035, and county failure to utilize existing capacity and to complete arterial lane 
improvements, are the most pressing quality of life and productivity issues facing the 
island of oah u . 

Federal funds should be devoted to the highest volume transit projects, and possibly ones 
that have sought and obtained private investors. Projects that accelerate urban sprawl 
and exacerbate traffic congestion need to be discouraged. Intercity routes to outlying, 
isolated, existing populations, inner city backbones, or connecting intercity lines ought 
to be considered separately, with inner city lines as a priority. 

Albert Del Rio 
526-3207 
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MUFI HANNF MANN 
mAYoR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11.2010 	 RT10/09-336312 

Mr. Albert Del Rio 
albert.delrioRhawaiiantetnet 

Dear Mr. Del Rio: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of 1-lonolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1 )). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The overall public information program has been continuous since the beginning of the Project in 
2005. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. Beginning 
in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified through previous transit 
studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the 
study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(0ahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held during the 
screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial alternatives to the public, 
interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
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and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during soaping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were studied in the 
Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, 
Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis 
Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council identified a fixed guideway transit system 
extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. 
This identification, which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, 
became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives 
that was consistent with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there 
were no alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would satisfy 
the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or community impact. 

The City held five public hearings in December 2008 throughout the study corridor. Both City 
employees and project consultants were available to answer questions about the Project. Attendees were 
given the opportunity to make official comments on the Project by providing testimony to the Public 
Hearing Officer (which was recorded by a court reporter), giving a private statement to a court reporter, or 
submitting their comments in writing. More information concerning the public hearing process can be 
found in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

In Chapter 2 – Alternatives Considered of the Alternative Analysis Report, November 2007, as 
well as in Chapter 2 – Alternatives Considered of the Final EIS, two options were considered for the 
Managed Lane Alternative—Two-direction and Reversible. This alternative would have provided a two-
lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to 
maintain free-flow speeds for transit and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs). The Two-direction Option 
would have served express buses operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow 
speeds in the Two-direction Option, it may have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of 
HOVs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would have been allowed to use 
the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have had to pay a toll. The 
Reversible Option was found to be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed Lane 
Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and 
accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, constructability and cost, community 
and environmental quality, and planning consistency. While this alternative would have reduced 
congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build 
Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle 
hours of delay would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build 
Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide congestion (Table 2-1, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future population 
and employment growth because it would not have provided concentrations of transit service that would 
have served as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed Lane Alternative would have 
provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of transit-user benefits for the Managed 
Lane Alternative would have been two to three times higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 
Similar to the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, the Managed Lane Alternative would 
not have had substantially improved service or access to transit for transit-dependent communities. No 
funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes 
Alternative would have paid for ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues would 
have been used to repay debt incurred to construct the system. 
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The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air pollution, 
required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted in the largest 
number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. On the other hand, because the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor, it would have 
resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, cultural, and historic 
resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have affected 
any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a shorter distance, but it would have 
been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, 
would have been much wider than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis phase was completed, several soaping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. However, because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it was not 
included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

Various highway improvements have been considered for Oahu. The State of Hawaii Department 
of Transportation, which is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway 
system and identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. 
The projects are listed in Table 2-3 of the EIS and included in the analysis for all project alternatives. 
Broad islandwide transportation approaches were reviewed by the OahuMPO during the development of 
the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). The selection of a fixed guideway transit system 
began with that planning process. 

Existing and future transit populations are not neglected. As stated in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, 
63 percent of Oahu's population and 80 percent of employment are located within the study corridor. By 
2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent and 83 percent, respectively. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel demand 
model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO), which was calibrated against 
collected traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be sure it 
properly represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-
board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic 
information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, 
and 2008. The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. and 
consistent with consultation with the FTA. The model is updated approximately every five years to reflect 
changes in land use, socioeconomic conditions and transportation network improvements. The model is 
approved by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of realistic 
input assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and 
these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit 
system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has 
been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access 
modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-
based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS present revised ridership numbers for each fixed guideway 
station. As shown in Figure 3-9, between 650 and 820 passengers will exit the fixed guideway system at 
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each station between Kalihi and lwilei during the a.m. two-hour peak period. In addition, 840 passengers 
will exit the system at Kakaako during the am. two-hour peak period. 

Similar alignments following North and South King Streets were evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis phase and would have resulted in less transit use than the Project. While an alignment on South 
King Street would have served some areas beyond walking distance to project stations, it would not have 
served several areas of dense development including Chinatown, Downtown, Kakaako, and Ala Moana 
Center and would have resulted in fewer overall transit-user benefits. The South King Street alignment 
had low ridership potential and served the fewest number of residences and employment areas of all the 
alignments studied in the downtown area. In addition, it would not have offered good connections for a 
future extension to Waikiki. The North King Street alignment was rejected because it impacted a greater 
number of historical properties and cultural practices, had higher capital costs, greater noise impacts than 
Dillingham Boulevard, and was inefficient to connect to the Airport or Nimitz Highway near Chinatown. 
Vineyard Boulevard was ruled out during the screening process because it was located farther from 
commercial and employment areas. 

As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus network will 
be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes would be altered or 
eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses removed from 
service in the study corridor would be shifted to service in other parts of the island. Future bus routes and 
frequencies are shown in Appendix D in the Final EIS. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, a park-and-ride facility will be located at Pearl Highlands 
Station near where the H-1/H-2 Freeways merge. In addition, Central Oahu will be served by enhanced 
bus service connecting to the fixed guideway at Pearl Highlands. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, 
system improvements, including traffic signal priority, automated vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare 
collection, could complement frequent bus service at the East Kapolei, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana 
Center Stations. These bus improvements will reduce travel time and improve intermodal transfers. Bus 
and fixed guideway departures and arrivals will be coordinated and predictable to minimize transfer time 
and total trip time. 

In addition, Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18-percent decrease in vehicle hours of delay 
islandwide with the project versus without. Figure 3-8 shows that there will be transit user-benefits 
islandwide as a result of the Project, while Figure 3-5 shows benefits for transit-dependent households. 
Accordingly, Central Oahu and Leeward residents will experience benefits with the fixed guideway 
alignment from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport. 

The effectiveness of rail transit is more closely linked to the population density of an area served 
than to the total population of an area. As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the majority of the 
population on Oahu is located in a narrow corridor, which makes it ideal to support rail transit. 

Forecasts indicate that riders who are predicted to use the train are those who will find that it is 
more beneficial than another transportation alternative. Some fixed guideway riders are those that 
currently use TheBus or other modes. Forecasts indicate that approximately 40,000 vehicles will be 
removed from roadways as a result of the Project. Most guideway systems are attractive to automobile 
users because of the time benefit and the lower stress levels during the ride. 

The funding of operating and maintenance costs is described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The 
City Council's current policy is that between 27 percent and 33 percent of operating costs of the transit 
system (TheBus, TheHandi-Van, the fixed guideway, etc.) must be recovered from fares collected. 
Unless that policy is changed, the subsidy will be about 70 percent of the operating cost. In 2030, the 
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operating cost of the fixed guideway will be about $77 million each year in 2009 dollars (compared to $222 
million for TheBus and TheHandi-Van). After applying farebox revenues, the operating cost of the fixed 
guideway will be about $54 million each year and will be allocated from the City's annual budget as is 
currently done for all transit services. 

The OahuMPO is responsible for coordinating transportation planning on Oahu and is comprised 
of City and State officials. The ORTP is a long-term vision document that outlines transportation goals, 
objectives, and policies for Oahu. The ORTP guides future development of the major surface 
transportation facilities and programs. The ORTP contains roadway improvements planned for the island. 
These improvements were included in the travel forecasting conducted for the Project. A list of projects is 

shown in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. The ORTP includes City and State projects. 

The Project addressed in the Draft and Final EISs is the best option among those studied in the 
Alternatives Analysis phase and approved by the City Council in 2006. 

Lastly, the Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, which is evaluated in the EIS. As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit oriented 
development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. This 
will change the trend toward urban sprawl and is made possible largely by the fixed guide way's influence 
on the patterns of growth around the stations and along the route. Planning and zoning around station 
areas will be conducted and established by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting in 
compliance with the City's new TOO ordinance (09-004). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Submission Content/Notes : Fine, build the rail between Farrington highway and Ala Moana center. 
Now compare the population density between Farrington highway and 
Kapolei and between Ala Moana center and Hawaii Kai. Then think 
about it and stop messing around. You are a tool of the developers and 
polocation. The problem is that these developers will be living for half as 
long as the people building and using this. Put in on the ground & built it 
where the people are!!! 

The EIS system is inherently flawed. 

First, how can you have a discussion with someone when they say 
something then you respond (like I am doing right now) then they say 
they took your response into consideration. That is it. That is all you 
have to do. Now consider how easy that would be if individuals (PB) did 
not want to present an objective EIS. Is that what the person reading this 
is supposed to be? Think objectively? Is that what DOT hired you to be? 
I think not. The process does not evaluate the impact. 

Secondly, under no measure can you say that you even attempted to 
address cumulative impacts. It is so bias and subjective that 1+1+1+1 is 
not even remotely an appropriate to think about it. Perhaps, if you should 
start with the premise that it is small remote island in the middle of the 
biggest ocean in the world, then you'll realize the cumulative impact is 
enormous. Do you consider where the materials are manufactured? The 
safety standards in those countries? Are those people making a living 
wage? Where the fossil fuel comes from to manufacture the raw 
materials and power the rail? Finally, does is enhance O'ahu's 
NATURAL environment? . Maybe some of these basic ideas will help 
your 'cumulative' analysis. When all is done, the rail may be a good 
thing, but the EIS is a political tool. In the end I hope you the best, but 
for now it is a sad, mudane example of environmental assessment for 
the next generation. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-334421 

Mr. Joe Dicken 
2714 Nakookoo Street, #A1 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Dicken: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009_ The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, one purpose of the Project is to improve access to 
planned development to support City policy to develop a second urban center. The corridor from Kapolei 
to UI-1 Manoa (the study corridor) is well suited for the fixed guideway project. In 2000, 63 percent of 
Oahu's population of 876,200 and 80 percent of its 501,100 jobs were located within the study corridor. 
By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent of the population and 83 percent of the 
employment as development continues to be concentrated into the Primary Urban Corridor and Ewa 
Development Plan areas. As stated in Section 1,3.1 of the Final EIS, 2,036,000, or 73 percent, of the 
approximately 2,790,000 islandwide daily trips, and 350,000, or 64 percent, of the 544,000 a.m. peak- 
period work-related trips are currently generated within the study corridor. The study corridor attracts an 
even higher percentage of islandwide work-related trips with 446,000, or 82 percent, of a.m. peak-period 
work-related trips having destinations within the study corridor. 
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The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive areas in 
Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and Thomas 
Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic resources, visual 
aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or 
elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five different alignments through Downtown 
Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion 
along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen 
Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 20061,) evaluated the alignment alternatives based on 
transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost considerations. The report 
found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require the acquisition of more parcels and 
potentially affect burial sites than any of the other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade 
operation Downtown and a tunnel through the Capital Historic District, in addition to the environmental 
effects such as impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition 
requirements of the at-grade and tunnel sections, would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-west travel 
corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility 
and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could 
not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical 
considerations associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu 
include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks in 
Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to prevent 
stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under ideal operational 
circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 4,000 passengers per 
hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute headways. Based on travel forecasts, 
the Project should support approximately 8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. 
Moreover, the Project can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by 
reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To 
reach a comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would 
require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit signal 
priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an elevated 
guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the shorter blocks, 
tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and congested Downtown 
street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., traffic signals), and potential 
conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians. These 
effects mean longer travel times and far less reliability than a fully grade-separated 
system. None of these factors affect an elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel 
at its own speed any time of the day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross 
traffic proceed at intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  The planned three-minute headways on the guideway will 
prevent effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would affect traffic flow and 
capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity 
of the rail system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate 

AR00001650 



Mr. Joe Dicken 
Page 3 

the signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would exacerbate 
congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade 
alignment but, instead would spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the 
Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will 
reduce system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative 
(Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing 
travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops 
due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more effects 
than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous footprint of an 
at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which touches the ground only 
at discrete column foundations, power substations and station access ways) increases the 
potential of utility conflicts and discovery of sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the 
extra roadway lanes taken away for the system would result in increased congestion or 
require that additional businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through 
Downtown. Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community 
and environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated system. 
Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to be continuously 
closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last longer than with elevated 
construction. This would result in a greater disruption to business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers rapidly 
and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system elements (e.g., the 
highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system would have a negative 
system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. The at-grade system would not 
meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not require additional analysis. 

The Draft and Final EISs have been prepared according to the processes required by the NEPA 
and Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343, 

Discussion of indirect and cumulative effects of the Project can be found in Section 4.19 of the 
Final EIS, This section lists the documents where you can find the details of the information used for the 
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summary. "The CEQ regulation at 40 CFR 1500 et seq. and HRS 343 (HAR 11-200) require an 
assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts. This section summarizes the assessment of these 
impacts. For more information on land use impacts associated with TOO, see the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Land Use Technical Report (RTD 2008b), For more information on study corridor 
and regional economics, see the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Economics Technical 
Report (RTD 2008c)." 

In addition, the selected construction contractors will be responsible for supplying materials to the 
project worksite. Materials will be acquired according to "Buy American" regulations. 

As with all fossil fuel, any used to support construction and operation of the Project would be 
extracted from the earth. The selected transit technology will be electrically powered, industry-standard 
steel wheel on steel rail powered from a third-rail system. The transit system will obtain electricity from the 
grid on Oahu and will be a customer of HECO. The transit system will require approximately 17.9 
megawatts (MW) of electrical power to operate. This represents 1 percent of the existing combined 
electrical generating capacity on Oahu by HECO and independent power producers. Renewable sources 
of electrical generating capacity account for 11 percent of the total electrical generation on the island. 
HECO is currently soliciting proposals for non-firm renewable-energy generating capacity of up to 100 MW 
that would be available between 2010 and 2014. 

As noted in Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS, future transportation energy consumption will be 
reduced by 3 percent as a result of the Project. During the EIS phase, specific information with regard 
to contractors or material suppliers was not available. 

As stated previously, a cumulative impact analysis was conducted to analyze past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. "Federal guidance was used in evaluating the Project's cumulative 
effects, specifically the CEQ's Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy 
Act." 

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

Enclosure 
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expecting to condemn some of our oronertv? 

AR00001653 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: vwm.e.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330546 

Mr. Dennis Duarte 
1720 Dillingham Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Duarte: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Along Dillingham Boulevard, the roadway must be widened on the makai side; and there will be 
partial acquisition of property to accommodate this widening. Please refer to Appendix C of the Final EIS 
for more information regarding right-of-way needs in the Dillingham Boulevard area. The City has notified 
all property owners whose property may be impacted by the Project and will continue to be in contact with 
those owners throughout the right-of-way process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued hi conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Very tru yours, 

KA 

It/c22 
(//j 

WAYNYOS 
Director 
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Operators of E Noa Tours & Waikiki Trolley TOUn "The Tour & Trolley People" 

February 4, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3ra Floor 
Honolulu, Haman 96813 

Dear Mr Yoshioka: 

Attached are the Comments of the E Noa Corporation, which operates 
the Waikiki Trolley, on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(0, Evaluation, 
dated November 2008. 

If you have any questions about our statement, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Dinell 
Consultant to E' Noa Coporation. 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX, 201 Mission Street, Suite 1650, 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Katsumi Tanaka, Chairman of the Board, E Noa Corporation 

Mr. Toro. Dinell, Consultant to E Noa 

P.O. Box 23503, Honolulu, Hawaii 96823 	• Telephone (808)593-8073 • Facsimile (808)593-8752 
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E eN0A CORPORATION 
Operarors of E Non Toms 8c Waikiki Trolley Tours "The Tour & Trolley People" 

Comments of the E Noa Corporation 
February 4, 2009 

on 
The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 

dated November 2008 

Our comments are restricted to one major area of concern with two 
facets, namely, participation of private transportation companies in 
the planning of transit systems and the formulation of public-private 
partnerships in the operation of such systems. This area of concern 
is essentially ignored in The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation" (DEIS), 

Findings 

A search of the EIS document reveals the following: 

1. With two exceptions, all references to "buses" are to those 
operated by City and County under contract to Oahu Transit 
Sevices (OTS). 

2. The only reference to "public-private partnerships" is in section 
6.2.3 relating to funding sources for ongoing capital 
expenditures. It states that the DEIS did not assume any 
private sources of capital to fund the project, though it noted 
joint developments or other public-private partnerships might 
reduce the cost to the City or allow adding of additional 
elements. (p. 6-6) 

3. The only reference to private transportation companies was in 
reference to station characteristics. It was noted that: 
"Paratransit vehicles would be accommodated at all stations 
and, in some cases, space for private tour buses, taxis, and/or 
special shuttles also would be included," (p. '2-36) 

P.O. Box 235873, Honolulu, Hawaii 96823 	.Tcleplionc (808)593-8073 * Facsimile (808)593-8752 
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4, In the section related to the TSM (Transportation System 
Management) Alternative, which had been rejected in the 
Alternatives Analysis (2006), it was noted that a few comments 
in the soaping meetings or the public information sessions had 
suggested providing ".,. additional bus service with either school 
buses or private vehicles". The DEIS concluded that these 
suggestions were not materially different than those considered 
as part of the initial TSM alternative and therefore further 
analysis was not warranted. (p. 2-7&8) 

Conclusions Based on Findings 

A review of the findings leads to the following conclusions: 

1. There is no indication in the DEIS that any consideration has 
been given to the possibility of private transportation companies 
that provide regularly scheduled services to the public 
supplementing the services provide by City and County OTS 
buses or to the forming of mutually beneficial public-private 
partnerships with such firms with the exception of dismissing 
the possibility out of hand as noted in point 4 in Findings  above. 

2. There is no reference in the DEIS to federal statutory and 
regulatory authority relating to the participation of private 
transportation companies in the planning process or to public 
private partnerships involving such companies or to the 
protection of private providers of transit from competition from 
federally assisted transit providers or other similar provisions. 

3. There is no recognition in the Draft EIS that a privately owned 
transportation company exists in Honolulu that provides 
regularly scheduled transit services to the public or portions 
thereof, namely E Noa's pink fine, yellow line, University of 
Hawarl at Manoa Shuttle, and Mililani Shuttle. 

The Legal Framework 

The requirement for participation of private providers of public 
transportation services, which provide regularly scheduled services, 
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in the planning of transit and similar projects is clearly laid out in 
federal law, regulations, and circulars. 

Of the five purpose clauses set forth in 49USC §5301(f), three of 
them emphasize the importance of involving private transportation 
companies: 

"(f) General Purposes.--The purposes of this chapter are— 
(1) to assist in developing improved mass transportation 

equipment, facilities, techniques, and methods with the 
cooperation of public and private mass transportation 
companies; 

(2) to encourage the planning and establishment of areawide 
urban mass transportation systems needed for economical 
and desirable urban development with the cooperation of 
public and private mass transportation companies; 

(3) to assist States and local governments and their authorities 
in financing areawide urban mass transportation systems 
that are to be operated by public or private mass 
transportation companies as decided by local needs." 

The section of the law relating to "private enterprise participation in 
metropolitan planning and transportation improvement programs and 
relationship to other limitations" states that: "(a) Private Enterprise 
Participation. - A plan or program required by section 5303, 5304, or 
5305 of this title shall encourage to the maximum extent feasible the 
participation of private enterprise." [49USC §5306(a)] 

3. The section of the law relating to public participation requirements 
states in part that: "Each recipient of a grant shall... (2) develop, in 
consultation with interested parties, including private transportation 
providers, a proposed program of projects for activities to be 
financed...and (6) consider comments and views received, especially 
those of private transportation providers, in preparing the final 
program of projects," [49USC §5307(c)(2) and (6)] 

4. The General Provisions on Assistance, which state in part that: 
"Financial assistance provided under this chapter to a State or local 
governmental authority may be used ....to operate mass 
transportation equipment or a mass transportation facility in 
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competition with, or in addition to, transportation services provided by 
an existing mass transportation company, only if 

a. The Secretary of Transportation finds the assistance is 
essential to a program of projects required under sections 
5305-5306 of this title; (and) 

b. The Secretary of Transportation finds that the program, to the 
maximum extent feasible, provides for the participation of the 
private mass transportation companies. [49USC 
§5323(a)(1)(A) and (B)] 

5. 	The portion of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular C 
9300.1A, Chapter VI, relating to private enterprise, states in part that: 

"PRIVATE ENTERPRISE CONCERNS , The concerns of Federal 
transit law regarding private enterprise focus mainly on including the 
private sector in participating in local transit programs...and 
protecting private providers of transit from competition with federally 
assisted transit providers. 

a. 	Participation by Private Enterprise. Both Federal transit law and 
joint FHWA/FTA planning regulations (discussed in Appendix A of the 
circular) impose strong requirements for private as well as public 
sector participation as transportation programs are developed. Plans 
and programs required for Federal transit assistance must encourage 
the participation of private enterprise to the maximum extent feasible. 

Federal law recognizes the special concerns of private transportation 
providers that compete with public mass transit authorities. By law, 
existing private transportation providers are afforded certain 
safeguards from competition. Specifically, FTA is prohibited from 
providing Federal assistance to a governmental body that provides 
service in competition with, or supplementary to, service currently 
provided by a private transportation company, unless FTA finds that 
the local transportation program developed in the planning process 
provides for participation by private transportation companies to the 
maximum extent feasible. 
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Accordingly, Federal transit law and the joint FHWA/FTA planning 
regulations direct special attention to the concerns of private transit 
providers in planning and project development. Joint FHWA/FTA 
planning regulations specifically require that private transit providers, 
as well as other interested parties, be afforded an adequate 
opportunity to be involved in the early stages of the plan development 
and update process." 

It should be noted that neither the City and County nor its consultants 
have included E Noa in the preparation of the Alternatives Analysis. 
There was no response from the City and County to E Noa's letter of 
January 7, 2006, outlining the federal requirements and offering to 
work with the City in the planning process. There was a single 
meeting of E Noa and Department of Transportation Services officials, 
initiated by E Noa, on February 27, 2006, at which E Noa described 
the relevant federal laws, regulations, and circulars relating to public 
agencies and private providers of transit services, as discussed 
above, and outlined some of the potential opportunities for public-
private partnerships in the area of transit. There was no follow-up by 
the City and County or its consultants to this initiative on E Noa's part. 

Clearly, it is obligatory upon applicants for and recipients of federal 
funding to avoid damaging private providers of public transportation 
services financially and otherwise. Even more importantly, the 
applicants for and recipients of federal transit funding should 
vigorously look for opportunities to creative cooperative arrangements 
with private transportation companies that provide regular transit 
service to residents as well as visitors in order to furnish more 
comprehensive and cost-effective services to the public. 

"Leave All This to Later" 

Both the spoken and unspoken attitude of the City and County 
appear to be to leave all discussions of public-private partnerships 
with respect to transit services to some future date and to 
substantially ignore the legal requirements for the participation in the 
planning process of private transportation carriers providing regularly 
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scheduled service to the public, such as E Noa, to some future data, 
if at 0. 1  

This "do it later, if at all" approach makes no sense. First of all, the 
time to include private transportation carriers, providing regularly 
scheduled service to the public, in the planning process is when the 
planning is occurring, such as in the preparation of the draft EIS. It is 
important to note that simply providing a statement at a public 
information meeting is not the kind of participation envisioned by 
federal law. 

Second, the prior "Alternative Analysis" and the present EIS are the 
planning documents in which the City and County sets forth its basic 
approach to providing transportation services in the Honolulu High-
Capacity Corridor. If there is no substantive discussion of the 
potential for developing public-private partnerships with private 
transportation carriers providing regularly scheduled service to the 
public in these fundamental planning documents, then the likelihood 
of such partnerships being considered as essential elements in the 
planning program, either in the present or the future, is minimal. 
They might be a nice add-on, but they are not part and parcel of the 
philosophy underlying the planning of the new transit system. 

In Conclusion 

"The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation" is deficient 
in the following respects: 

1. The failure to include private transportation carriers providing 
regularly scheduled service to the public in the planning 
process; 

I "Opportunities for public-private partnership to enhance the project that can he delivered 
with limited, public funds" is listed, on page S-7 of the Alternatives Analysis as an issue to be 
resolved later. From the context of the statement, it is not possible to tell whether the 
Alternatives Analysis is referring to public-private partnerships in relation to construction 
and/or operation of the rail system, transit oriented development, or reduction of the modal 
splits by utilizing private transportation companies providing regularly schedules transit 
services. 
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2. The failure to recognize the relevance of federal statutes and 
regulations relating to private transportation carriers providing 
public service and to public-private partnerships; and 

3. The failure to address the possibility of public-private 
partnership with private transportation carriers providing 
regularly scheduled service to the public as a means for 
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the transportation 
service proposed for the high density corridor. 

We reiterate the willingness of E Noa Corporation, an existing private 
provider of regularly scheduled public transportation services serving 
both residents and visitors, to work closely with the City and County 
of Honolulu and its consultants in the development of a public-private 
partnership that will contribute significantly to the success of the 
proposed transit system. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoluhLgov 

IMP HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-298466R 

Mr. Tom Dineli 
E Noa Corporation 
P.O. Box 235873 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96823 

Dear Mr. DineII: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In your letter, you raise various issues specifically and generally. Your overarching 
concern appears to be related to participation of private transportation companies in the 
planning of transit systems and the formulation of public-private partnerships in the operation of 
such systems. This letter also addressed the three specific conclusions raised on the last two 
pages of your letter. 

The purpose of the Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the highly 
congested east-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and UN Manoa, as specified in the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) (Oahu MPO 2007). See Sections 1.7 and 1.6 
of the Final EIS for a full discussion on the purpose and need of the Project. The need for the 
Project is based on the following goals: Improve corridor mobility, Improve corridor travel 
reliability, Improve access to planned development to support City policy to develop a second 
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urban center, and Improve transportation equity. As discussed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, 
the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative was evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. Additional information was added to Section 2.2.2 of the Final 
EIS to clarify why this and other alternatives performed poorly and were eliminated from further 
consideration. In short, the TSM Alternative was developed to evaluate how well a combination 
of relatively low-cost transit improvements could meet the study area's transportation needs. 
FTA requires that the TSM Alternative reflect the best that can be done for mobility without 
constructing a new transit fixed guideway. While the TSM alternative did not specifically look at 
the use of private transportation carriers, they would have faced the same constraints and 
inability to meet the Project's Purpose and Need. Bus service was optimized, per FTA 
guidelines, by increasing service but without building a new fixed guideway for transit, such as a 
system of dedicated bus lanes. The analysis demonstrated that the Purpose and Need for the 
Project could not be met through a lower-cost, bus-based alternative, whether or not it included 
the use of private transportation carriers. 

Your quotation from Capital Program: Grant Application Instructions, Circular 9300.1A, 
October 1, 1998, is incomplete. The complete language from Circular 9300.1A(9)(a) is as 
follows: 

Participation by Private Enterprise, Both federal transit law and joint FHWAIFTA 
planning regulations (discussed in Appendix A of the circular) impose strong 
requirements for private as well as public sector participation as transportation 
programs are developed. Plans and programs required for federal transit 
assistance must encourage the participation of private enterprise to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Federal law recognizes the special concerns of private transportation providers 
that compete with public mass transit authorities. By law, existing private 
transportation providers are afforded certain safeguards from competition. 
Specifically, FTA is prohibited from providing federal assistance to a 
governmental body that provides service in competition with, or supplementary 
to, service currently provided by a private transportation company, unless FTA 
finds that the local transportation program developed in the planning process 
provides for participation by private transportation companies to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

Accordingly, federal transit law and the joint FHWAIFTA planning regulations 
direct special attention to the concerns of private transit providers in planning and 
project development. Joint FHWAIFTA planning regulations specifically require 
that private transit providers, as well as other interested parties, be afforded an 
adequate opportunity to be involved in the early stages of the plan development 
and update process. While FTA supports the participation of private transit 
providers in local mass transportation programs, FTA no longer imposes 
prescriptive requirements for determining whether a grant applicant has made 
adequate efforts to integrate private enterprise in its transit program, as 
explained in the FTA Federal Register Notice "Private Enterprise Participation," 
of April 26, 1994. 
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FTA relies on the local planning process, which must comply with rigorous 
planning and private enterprise requirements, and the joint FHWA1FTA planning 
regulations. To determine the adequacy of a grant applicant's efforts to 
incorporate private enterprise in its transit program, FTA monitors compliance 
with statutory and regulatory private enterprise requirements as part of the 
annual audits and the triennial reviews under the urbanized area formula 
program. 

The above section directly addresses the issues you raised in your letter. First, the 
planning process provides for participation by private transportation companies to the maximum 
extent feasible. As discussed above, the integration of private enterprise occurs during the local 
planning process. The FTA recommends that to be more involved in transportation planning or 
service delivery, private providers should: attend metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
meetings, comment on the transportation improvement program (TIP), and participate in the 
statewide transportation improvement program (S TIP). See FTA, Federal Transit Administration 
Private Enterprise Participation in Transportation Planning and Service Delivery, available at 
http.-IIwww.ftadot.govAawsIleg reg 180.html (viewed Sept. 17, 2009). 

Also, as mentioned above, the Alternatives Analysis analyzed the implementation of a 
bus-only transportation system, which could be run by either public or private transportation 
providers. This analysis found it would not meet the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

The following is a summary of the public participation opportunities provided by the MPO 
and during development of the TIP and STIP, al/of which include a fixed guideway that will 
serve the H-1 travel corridor. 

MPO. The Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) updates and revises 
the ORTP every five years in accordance with federal regulations. It is an essential part of the 
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive statewide multimodal transportation planning 
efforts conducted in Hawaii. It focuses on improving mobility with a series of strategies and 
programs to address future transportation needs. According to its website (www.oahumpo.org), 
OahuMPO has developed a Participation Plan to ensure compliance with the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
legislation. Under SAFETEA-LU, metropolitan planning organizations are required to develop a 
participation plan that documents a process for providing interested parties with reasonable 
opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan planning process. The Participation Plan 
includes policies that ensure early and continuing public involvement in transportation planning 
and decision-making processes of the OahuMPO. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, as part of its work to update the ORTP, 
OahuMPO surveyed Oahu residents about transportation issues in 2004. The ORTP 2030 
development was a system planning effort that identified and prioritized the H-1 travel corridor 
as having the greatest need for improved transit service. Seventy percent of the respondents 
believed that rail rapid transit should be constructed as a long-term transportation solution. 
During development of the ORTP 2030 in 2004 and 2005, the need for a fixed guideway system 
was identified and a range of future transportation scenarios for Oahu were evaluated. 
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TIP. TIP describes and prioritizes the surface transportation programs and projects that 
the OahuMPO has selected for implementation during the program period. The TIP is the 
adopted list of public transit, highway, bicycle, and pedestrian projects that will receive federal 
transportation funds in the near future. The TIP covers a period of four years and contains two 
additional years for information only. A new TIP is adopted every three years. The TIP, as 
approved by The OahuMPO and governor (or designee), is the Oahu element of the Statewide 
TIP (S TIP). As with the development of the ORTP, discussed above, early public input and 
public outreach is required and part of the process. See OahuMPO, "What is the Transportation 
Improvement Program?", available at http://www.oahumpo.org/programs/whatistip.html  (visited, 
May 26, 2010). 

STIP. The STIP is a four-year program implementation plan that identifies federal, state, 
and county transportation projects, statewide, that intend to be funded, in part, with federal 
highway and transit funds. The STIP is reviewed by the Hawaii Department of Transportation 
(HDOT), governor, Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee, OahuMPO, and the Federal 
Highways Administration and FTA for major projects involving those federal agencies. Public 
involvement, review, and comment are a required component of the STIP process. See HDOT, 
Process for Development of a New STIP, available at 
http://hawaii.govIdot/highwaysISTIPISTIP%20Development%20Schedule%20and%20Revision  
%20Processes File%20L.pdf 

In addition to the above opportunities to be involved in the early stages of the plan 
development and update process that led to the planning for a fixed guideway that will serve the 
H-1 travel corridor, the City provided many opportunities to participate in the Project's 
environmental review process. As discussed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, agencies, non-
governmental groups, and the public have been engaged throughout the planning process for 
the Project, as required by federal and state law. NEPA mandates agency and public 
participation in defining and evaluating the impacts of the project alternatives. The Project has 
followed SAFETEA-LU guidance for federally funded projects. To reach as many community 
members as possible, a wide variety of public involvement tools were used throughout the 
Project. For example, the Project maintains an active Speakers Bureau to provide informational 
presentations to community groups, agencies, and organizations. A full list of Speakers Bureau 
presentations is included in Appendix G of the Final EIS. To date, more than 2,500 comments 
on the Project have been submitted through the website and more than 600 have been received 
via the telephone information line. 

The City started working with the public early on in the planning process. An initial 
Notice of Intent was published for the Project on December 5, 2005. Three scoping meetings 
were held in December 2005. The comment period for these scoping meetings ended on 
January 9, 2006. Another series of scoping meetings was held prior to beginning the Project's 
Preliminary Engineering (PE)/EIS phase. A Notice of Intent was published on March 15, 2007. 
Agencies, non-governmental groups, and the public were again given the opportunity to 
comment on the Project's Purpose and Need alternatives, or other project issues. Three public 
scoping meetings were held in March and April 2007. Project information was disseminated 
throughout the study corridor in the form of community updates, participation in Town Hall 
meetings, and informational displays. Subsequently, a series of five public hearings were held 
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to give interested parties an opportunity to submit comments on the Project and the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIS. The comments received are addressed in this Final EIS. 

Second, the Project recognizes relevant federal statutes and regulations applicable to 
the Project. As discussed above and in the Final EIS, many opportunities were provided during 
preparation of the ORTP, TIP, and STIP, which included a fixed guideway that will serve the H-1 
travel corridor, In addition, many opportunities were provided for participation in the NEPA 
environmental review process. The above described processes comply with the federal statutes 
you cited in your letter; i.e., 49 USC §5301(f), 49 USC §5306(a), 49 USC §5307(c)(2) and (6), 
and 49 USC §5323(a)(1)(A) and (B). The local and state transportation planning organizations 
and the Project have encouraged, to the maximum extent feasible, the participation of private 
enterprise and interested parties through multiple public hearings and meetings, and the use of 
the project web site to convey information about upcoming contracts and opportunities for 
private sector involvement. In addition, the City has consulted with private enterprise and 
interested parties and considered comments and views received in preparing the final EIS for 
the Project. 

Third, although the Draft BS demonstrates the effectiveness of the Project 
without specific reference to private transportation carriers, it does not preclude the possibility of 
public-private partnerships from occurring. Among other things, private transportation carriers 
may bid on the services to be offered by the Project. In addition, as stated in Section 2.5.6 of 
the Final EIS, in some cases, there will be room at stations for private tour buses. Section 3.2.6 
of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Transportation Technical Report 
references privately owned transportation companies, including the Leeward Oahu 
Transportation Management Association (LOTMA) and the Mililani Shuttle. In response to your 
comment, additional references to private operators in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS have been 
added. The text in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS now reads: "In addition to public 
transportation services described previously, various privately owned transportation companies 
offer transit or ridesharing services to the public, including the Leeward Oahu Transportation 
Management Association (LOTMA), the Mililani Trolley, and E Noa Corporation. LOTMA 
provides carpool matching and emergency ride home services in the Ewa and Central Oahu 
areas. E Noa Corporation operates a variety of services serving the Koko Head and Waianae 
ends of the corridor with connections to Downtown and tourist centers." 

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

Very tr ly your,7/  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 12/6/2008 

Creator Affiliation I 

First Name : 	 Kathleen 

Last Name : 	 Ebey 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 	 98-1778 Piki St 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 	 Aiea 

State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96701 

Email : 	 weetrees@hawaii.mcom 

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Standard 

Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 12/06/2008 

Submission Content/Notes : I agree with Councilmember Dijou. A rapid transit from Kapolei to 
Waipahu will have very little ridership until it is completed to town or 
beyond. Why ride it to Waipahu and then have to get on a bus to go the 
rest of the way. Just get on the bus in Kapolei, or continue to drive. 
However if you start at the "destination" and work backwards, then 
people start riding it right away. Take a bus or drive to a point and then 
ride the rapid transit to destination. Makes much more sense. And it 
also gives tourists an option to get around in the areas they are normally 
visiting. Tourists certainly aren't going to use it between Kapolei and 
Waipahu. Also, it gets immediate visibility and can gain immediate 
support, rather than being in the 'boonies" (and I live on the edge of 
Aiea and Pearl City!) where nobody sees it or gets to try it out. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331296 

Ms. Kathleen Ebey 
98-1778 Piki Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Ms. Ebey: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received an the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following. 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community disturbances. 
• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote more 
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Page 2 

competitive bidding. 
• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 

available financial resources. 
• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of 
the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Lastly, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots are planned at East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

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

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, acting director 
Mr. Brennon Morioka, Director 
Depattment of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Ms. Katherine Puana Kealoha, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Department of Health 
State of Hawaii 
235 South Beretania Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comments 

Aloha: 

The opportunity to review the environmental impacts of this project is appreciated. 

First off let me introduce myself, my educational background is in structural engineering at the Hof1-1, I 
hold a BS, and MS degree from the department of Civil engineering. I currently work at an engineering 
firm and am working towards obtaining licensure as a professional engineer. I am involved with several 
engineering organizations including currently serving in leadership roles as president of the ASCE 
younger members, and also serving on the board of directors of the Engineers and Architects of Hawaii 
(EAH). The following comments are my own and should not be associated with my employer or the 
organizations I am involved in, or anybody else. 

I should also mention that I did not have sufficient time to go over the document in detail, these 
comments are the product of a quick first pass reading of approximately 80% of the document. I trust 
others will pick up on any details I will miss. 

First of all, taking the broad view, this project seems to justify the need for transit based on projected 
population growth, not needs that exist today. This seems counterintuitive to me, first of all the 
immediate needs that exist today should take precedence over the needs that are possible in the future. 
My first question: 

1) Why is the project supposed to be starting in the Kapolei end? 

It makes more sense to start with constructing the Honolulu end of the project. The justification for my 

I 
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argument is plain to see, given that mass transit works best in high density areas, Downtown has the 
high density now, even after the 2030 projections, Downtown will still have a substantially higher 
population density than the Kap()lei end of the proposed system, as shown in the bar graph below, 
produced with data in the BIS: 

Population Density 

12000 
• • Year 2030 

; Yea r 2000 

Ewa 	 Downtown 
Kapolei and Makakito 	Waipahu and Waiawa 

City 

Another reason for starting in town is that in the unfortunate event that the project goes over budget, or 
financing falls through and all the phases cannot be completed the maximal benefit Co the public would 
be achieved if the finished part is in Downtown. The greater density of the downtown area will ensure 
better ridership of an incomplete system, my next question: 

Why is population growth as opposed to population density used as the primary criterion for justifying 
the planning of the system? 

And here is a question relating to the source of the 2030 number: 
Are the projections of population growth based on data before the economic "crisis" and recession we 
are currently in? If the current downturn has not been factored in, the projections should be revised 
accordingly. 

Although I did not go over the financial aspect of the report, I suspect that it would be best financially 
to do the downtown end because construction within the highly developed area will be more expensive. 
As inflation continues the relentless march on, I expect the earlier we spend the money, the better it 
will be for the project. To conclude: While I do support the concept of having a rapid transit system in 
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Honolulu, the implementation of the system as it is presented in this impact statement has some flaws, 
the most obvious to me is that this project should start at the town end, there is no question in my mind, 
the final EIS should be written with that assumption. 

One of the other critical things that is not addressed sufficiently in the EIS is the changes in land use 
that are direct and implied. What I see is a lot of agricultural land being developed and this action is 
just dismissed. The final EIS should include consideration of the loss of agricultural land indirect to 
this project. That is the land lost due to developments that this rail system supports. Looking at figure 
2-5 on page 2-15 the initial line of this system is all farm fields ! I believe that we should tread lightly 
there and endeavor to preserve land that can be productive agriculturally to be used for that purpose. 
Some of this land even has a special classification to recognize how good it is. The land is conferred 
with the impressive title of being "Prime", "Special", or "Unique". Land in Hawaii is a finite resource, 
the proposed rail route permanently changes the use of 88 acres of land to non-agricultural and the 
report calls this insignificant. I believe that absolutely any piece of agricultural land that is converted to 
a non agricultural use is a very serious matter and should not be taken lightly. The cavalier attitude to 
developing agricultural land troubles me deeply, our own Governor Linda Lingle makes good 
arguments (quoting a ,gov website): 

"Hawaii produces only 15 percent of its own food. That's not 
acceptable and shouldn't be for he State. We need to take action now 
to increase food self-sufficiency for Hawaii and preserve and 
strengthen the agriculture industry for future generations. 

We must increase our efforts to protect the best agricultural lands from 
development and preserve them for agriculture into the future and we 
must strengthen our commitment to p providing infrastructure and 
water for agriculture. Increasing our food self-sufficiency will 
contribute to our own communities rather than sending our dollars out 
of the State for imported food." 

Again, any reduction of agricultural land is counter to our state's goals and great lengths should be 
taken to avoid such an action. The quick dismissal of the significance of the agricultural land involved 
in this project cannot be in the final version of the EIS, and mitigating measures must carefully be 
considered for all the agricultural land affected either directly or indirectly. 

The claim is made that "all of the affected properties designated as prime, unique, or of statewide 
importance and/or actively being farmed are owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan 
to develop them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000)", However, on the DPP's 
website for the Ewa Development Plan, the first sentence is "The Plan protects prime agricultural 
lands". This discrepancy must be corrected in the final version of the EIS. I would like the following 
loaded question addressed in completely in the final version of the EIS: 

It is not acceptable to use prime agricultural land as a site for a maintenance and storage facility when a 
clear alternative is present. 

Is this transit system being built to benefit the. people of the island to help the congestion problem or is 
it a tool for the owners of the undeveloped land that is in agricultural use in the right hand side of figure 
2-5? I do hope that the latter option is not true, but whoever owns the large tracts along the route stands 
to profit greatly. Those land owners should be paying the largest share of the construction cost of the 
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rail system. From what I gather this is not the case. I have been taught that while serving the public, the 
image of corruption should be avoided as much as corruption itself, The final EIS should leave its 
readers absolutely no doubt as to who the beneficiaries of the project are, (it should benefit ALL of the 
people on Oahu) I don't want people living in areas on the island removed from the rail system footing 
the bill for an improvement that serves primarily to make large landowners richer. 

If as a last resort, the rail line must fly over agricultural land, especially land classified as prime, 
unique, or statewide important, I suggest that the land underneath the line be allowed to remain 
cultivated, the rail above could obtain an easement on the agricultural land instead of condemning it 
outright and changing its use. Thus the only land that would he made useless for agriculture is that 
occupied by the piers supporting the rail. Further mitigating measures would have to be taken due to 
the effect of shading, and the area of the piers, but at least the impact would be minimized. 

Another mitigating measure that should be considered is a change in the route shown on figure 2-5. It 
appears that there is more development down on the 'Ewa side of the page (lower right) The final EIS 
should seriously consider turning down Fort Weaver Road and continuing down to the bottom of the 
page ending up near Geiger Road an extension out to Kapolei could be added later This would keep the 
agricultural areas untouched while serving an area that is already developed. 

On page 1-1, in the first column under section 1.1.1, The wording implies that the OR&L was a 
passenger system serving the 'Ewa plain. This is a bit misleading, as far as I know the OR&L was 
primarily used for transport of Agricultural goods, with primary cargos being cane, pineapple, trash, 
and oil. Passenger service was not the primary purpose of that line Here is my question: 

Can you please state accurately what kinds of things were carried on the OR&L, and expand on the 
history of the OR&L a bit to avoid misrepresenting the history? 

And another one comes to mind: 

Why can't a rail system conecting parts of our island carry light cargo when passenger traffic is light 
(at night)? This would keep a few trucks off the road, and would curb emissions a bit. The planners of 
the rail system should give serious consideration to carrying a more diverse cargo to get the most 
benefit from the system, and the conclusions of that consideration should be included in the finalized 
version of the EIS document 

On page 1-2 a graph is shown indicating population, vehicle registrations, and vehicle miles traveled 
with respect to time. When reviewing this graph, I noticed a disturbing trend that indicates a problem 
with the way development on Oahu has taken place. Since I am too young to have had a say in the 
decisions to create the "second city" of Kapplei, I will make a slight digression to state that the "second 
city" concept seems like a terrible idea for many reasons that I may touch on in reviewing the impact of 
the proposed rail system. Getting back to figure 1-2, using the same data, but presenting Vehicle Miles 
Travelled (VMT) per registered vehicle vs. time, a clear trend towards longer drives can be seen. If 
VMT is plotted per person, a similar trend exists. Please take a look at the graph below: 
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The trend towards more driving per person is an indicator of fundamental problems in our planning, So 
another question, that has far reaching implications comes to mind: 

Will the proposed rail system increase VMT per capita by supporting more development in Kapolei, 
thus more people with cars with long commutes, or will the system decrease VMT per capita by 
providing alternatives to driving? 

Looking at Figure 2-7, it appears that the sharp curves leading into the airport would substantially slow 
the system down: 

Has consideration been made to reconfiguring the commuter terminal of the airport to allow a more 
streamlined rail route at that location? 

On the first column of page 3-2 in 3.1.1 The modeling approach is "proven effective" 1 would like to 
see some back up given, and a estimated margin of error presented with the model's results. This error 
should be based on modeling existing systems and changes to them, and comparing the model's 
conclusions with actual measured data. 

On page 3-7 under TheBoat Service heading, the second paragraph describes shuttle sustem to get 
TheBoat patrons onto other modes in the public transportation. I would imagine a similar system of 
supporting shuttles would be devised for the proposed rail transit. This supporting shuttle system and 
revisions to the bus schedules to accommodate the rail system should be a part of the final EIS and 
should be evaluated in the same level of detail as the rest of the system. 

The data presented in figure 3-1 shows a decrease in average bus travelling speeds, and is attributed to 
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increased traffic congestion, I would like to know if any of the trend is associated with changes in the 
bus schedule and routes. If the bus has relatively more peak time runs in the city now and more runs in 
off peak time and in the less travelled areas in the past, that would also contribute to the trend. I would 
like this explored and presented in the final EIS, with summary of all the factors and their respective 
contributions that might cause the trend shown. 

In section 3.4.2, effects on Transit. The supporting calculations and data are not presented. Along with 
any projected information, the assumptions going into the models should be clearly stated, this seems 
to be a problem typical to the entire document. 

would like the final EIS to consider the possibility of express routes that do not stop at all stations. If 
all the trains skipped every other station and were staggered such that all the stations were serviced, 
could a faster travel time on the one track be achieved? 

On page 4-4, under 4.2 it is stated that the project is not expected to result in substantial adverse affects 
on property tax revenue, however a couple lines above, a 1.2 million reduction in tax revenue is 
mentioned. First of all, I assume the 1.2. Million is an annual number, is that correct? I am not a poor 
man, however 1.2 Million, although pale in comparison to the costs in this project, it a very significant 
number to me. I would like the final EIS to state a mitigating measure to account for this loss of 
revenue. I suggest for a mitigating measure: re-zoning already developed areas along the route to a 
higher density to make up the deficit in property tax. 

The proposed mitigation options to the impacts to Community Services and Facilities outlined in 
section 4.4 should be described in detail on a case by case basis, not enough detail is given in the draft. 

It is stated that development and re-development along the project as well as scale of the transit system 
would not have substantial effect on community character - this statement is false, and should be 
omitted in the final version. The scale of the transit often dwarfs surrounding architecture, and would 
certainly alter neighbothoods in potentially positive and negative ways. These effects shold be explored 
and reported in the final version of the EIS 

Regional pollutant emissions are supposed to be reduced between 3.2 and 4.0 percent Because these 
numbers are not presented with margins of error, I am led to question the rigor of your calculations, In 
the final EIS the numbers should be presented with margins of error and a probahilistic analysis should 
he undertaken to get a better understanding of the chances of the expected performance of the system. 
For instance, what life cycle of the system's various components is assumed in your calculation? are 
the emissions associated with material acquisition, manufacture, transport, construction, and 
maintainence of the entire system, and the no-build options considered in the calculation? If there is no 
consideration of these factors in a life cycle analysis type of calculation, there should be. Otherwise, 
present your assumptions and calculations in the final report. Looking only at tailpipe emissions for the 
two in place systems could lead to faulty conclusions. 

In section 4.9, vibration is said to have no impacts. I have done some assessments of vibrations on 
structures in my professional function, and based on my personal experience I do believe that with 
appropriate measures there is probably going to be no damage and everybody will be fine. However the 
perception of neighboring tenants and owners will be that the new train is causing every bit of damage 
to their properties. The EIS should consider this hypersensitivity to vibration that will be caused by the 
installation of the new system, and should outline a plan to do thorough pre-construction surveys of the 
adjoining properties to avoid having the repair bills for unrelated damage sent to the government. 

6 40 
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My comments relating to the emissions calculations also apply to the energy, provide margins of error, 
probabilistic analysis, life cycle assessments, and energy associated with material procurement, 
manufacture, transport, etc. 

On page 4-9 under the summary of section 4.14, proposed Mitigation Measures, strike "or" and replace 
with "and". The world needs more trees. 

On page 4-13 under "Farmlands" it is noted the much of the 'Ewa plain is classified as farmland and 
prime agricultural land. How is it expected to have the required population density to support transit 
stations there? There should be no stations planned on farm land, it does not make sense. 

Page 4-20 under Mitigation it is stated that the effects on different types of land uses in the study 
corridor would be minimal. This is false, building a stations in the middle of a piece of Agricultural 
land will catalyze the change in use of the land in the general area from agricultural to something non-
agricultural. This effect would be anything but minimal and is against our state's goal of improving 
food self sufficiency Mitigation of this must be described in detail in the final version. 

Figure 4-7 on page 4-21 does not show the full extent of the actively farmed land in the hatched area, a 
closer look should be taken at the aerial photograph underlay, it can be seen that the cultivated land 
extends significantly beyond the boundaries shown, If this error is carried into the calculations, they 
should also be corrected. 

On page 4-27 near the end of the "Methodology" text block, it is mentioned that calculations are based 
on average persons per household and that displaced employees is based on a similarly rough number. 
In the final EIS, a census should be conducted to get the actual definite number, go knock on some 
doors and talk with the people to determine how many are there. 

Table 4-5 on page 4-26 should include parcel acquisitions, partial and full by land use. 

On page 4-26 it is stated that existing land uses would not change, a large portion of the system is 
based on the assumptions that land use WILL change. All occurrences of this discrepancy should be 
corrected in the final version of the EIS. 

On page 4-28 the land in 'Ewa is described as rural and agricultural, this does not justify starting 
construction of a mass transit system out there. Transit serves population density, start the line 
downtown, set aside space for it in Ewa just in case it is needed. Building the line where there is no 
dense development does not make sense 

On page 4-33 there is a typo on the third line under the Cemeteries heading, please fix it for the final 
version 

On page 4-55 It states that income determinations cannot be made - this is a false statement, The 
authors could conduct their own census. This should be done for the final EIS 

On page 4-55 the the middle column in the left side describes a community that embodies many of our 
cultural ideals ittclusing family cohesion, sense of community, local food production, etc. great care 
should be taken to preserve this, the group should be kept together and if they are relocated, it should 
be to such a place where they will be able to practice a subsistence lifestyle similar to what the 
currently enjoy. Any relocation should be of the group as a whole and should be to a place that has 
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potential for high agricultural production and a similar proximity to the other communities. 

In table 4-10, the word "Dominant" is used in 4 separate occasions, and the word "prominent" is used 
on three other occasions. The system design should fit in a bit better, so such strong words don't need 
to be used. 

In the doctored photos marked SIMULATION, Power lines and street lights are shown adjacent to the 
fixed guideway. I would like to see utility transmission conduits incorporated on the fixed guideway 
and street lights mounted to the guideway wherever possible, The installation of the rail system should 
include removal of power poles and light poles and overhead power lines wherever possible, this would 
lessen the visual clutter experienced by citizens that look skyward and would make the elevated 
structure appear more like it belongs there. 

In figure 4-19 the streetlight shown would cast a dark shadow under the fixed guideway in the 
configuration shown, mount some lights on the bottom side of it instead and remove the high light, 

In Figure 4-24 consider planting some trees in the median between the gigantic posts 

The caption for figure 4-25 states that the guideway as shown would not noticeably conflict with the 
view's character - disagree with this statement. 

The caption for figure 4-25 states that the existing trees would soften the effect. This is false, the 
picture clearly show existing trees on the left side of the figure being removed, I suggest planting new 
things on the median to soften the effect. 

Figure 4-29 This view is quite ugly it would look much nicer at grade or underground... also the 
reflection in the water is not true to life, the building's reflection would obstruct that of the station. 

Figure 4-36 - feel sorry for the people living in the top floor of that building...I suspect the beam_ 
element supporting the fixed guideway, it appears that the beam's section should he deeper, has a 
preliminary structural analysis been done to establish that the member shown is realistic. Also, the 
straddle bents could be done in a more architecturally pleasing way. 

Page 4-93 add to the points under mitigation: 
*Relocate visible utilities onto the fixed guideway structure whenever possible to mitigate visual clutter 
caused by all of the things above driver's and pedestrian's heads 
* Design an architecturally interesting cast column that is appropriate to the surroundings (the plain 
round one is ugly) 
* Colored concrete should be considered for all elements. 
96  Employ post-tensioned concrete columns or steel columns as opposed to the conventional ones 
shown to minimize member size and mitigate the visual impact of the columns on the surrounding 
landscape, 

On page 4-99 in the first column near the top of the page it is stated that geologic strata underlying the 
track is a factor in vibrations transferred to adjacent buildings. Does this statement hold true for 
elevated systems such as the proposed one? 
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The DEIS states that the proposed Build Alternatives will have no effect on endangered and protected 
waterbirds despite the fact that waterbird habitats exist within the project boundaries. The justification 
for this claim given in the DEIS is that 

"Over time, the waterbirds would adjust to new structures built for the Project since the wetlands would 
remain intact. This is expected because the waterbirds have continued to occupy the wetlands after the 
construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities and the construction or widening of adjacent 
roads or highways." 

Have any studies been conducted that investigate the environmental impacts of development on 
endangered waterbirds and protected waterbirds and their habitats'? If so, please provide sources for 
each study and state whether or not the study findings support the DEIS claim that there will be no 
effects. Did the previous construction activities (construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities 
and the construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways) result in noise intensity and duration, 
site disturbance, and all other environmental impacts to the endangered waterbirdsr and protected 
waterbirds habitat equivalent to each of the proposed Build Alternatives? If so, please provide 
evidence that supports this claim. Was the proximity from previous construction activity to wetlands 
and/or endangered waterbird and protected waterbird habitat the same as the proximity from the 
proposed construction activity to the wetlands and/or endangered waterbird and protected waterbird 
habitat? Will the noise in the areas where endangered waterbirrls were observed remain the same after 
any of the proposed Build Alternatives are complete and operational? If not, the environmental impacts 
of noise on endangered waterbird and protected waterbird habitat must be investigated in any final EIS 
and mitigating measures must be provided. 

What is the accuracy of the each field survey conducted and bird point counts? What is the margin of 
error? If accuracy cannot be guaranteed, a potential for environmental impacts to endangered terrestrial 
fauna exists. These impacts must be identified in any final EIS, and measures to mitigate these impacts 
must be included in any final EIS. 

Are the "numerous canopy trees" in the Tern habitat enough to support the existing and future white 
tern population? What is the basis of the claim in the DEIS that the other large canopy trees in urban 
Honolulu will result in no impact to the white tern population? Please provide sources to substantiate 
this claim. 

How were field surveys conducted? The DEIS explains the procedure for conducting point counts but 
not field surveys. Any final EIS must include the procedure followed for conducting field surveys. 

Why was 8 minutes the duration used for point counts? Please provide a justification for the use of this 
time interval. One study found that on average 55% of all initial species detections occurred within the 
first 5 minutes, arid 82% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 10 minutes, of 15- 
minute long point counts regardless of time of day or use of aural stimuli. If the results of this study 
hold true for Hawaii, only about a 75% of all species were detected over the 8-minute period. Were 
single or multiple visits conducted? Bat -tlet, etal. (1999) recommended two visits. 

What time of day were point counts conducted and was any aural stimuli used 
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The results of the Water Quality Impact Assessment for the EPA must be included in any final EIS and 
the public must have an opportunity to comment on this study. 

What permanent BMPs will be implemented to ensure there is no change in the amount of infiltration? 
An increase in infiltration relative to existing conditions can have positive environmental impacts. 
Have any studies been conducted to determine if this is feasible? 

The DEIS states that because the Project would rely on electric propulsion, minimal pollutants would 
be generated on the guideway relative to pollutants generated by roadway traffic. Has a study been 
conducted that confirms this assumption? If so, please provide a source. 

The DEIS does not acknowledge the fact that floodplains provide ecological benefits beyond 
groundwater recharge and infiltration, including but not limited to maintenance of biodiversity and fish 
habitats. In fact, the DEIS states the contrary by saying "the only beneficial functions for the 
floodplains analyzed in the study corridor are the recharge of groundwater and drainage conveyance". 
Please provide evidence to support this claim. 

It is my understanding that the foundations for the proposed structure are expected to be large diameter 
drilled shafts, in some cases very deep, on the order of hundreds of feet. The final EIS should present 
study on the effects of the drilling and installation of such foundations on the groundwater system. Also 
The large volume of earth moved to create the foundation needs to go somewhere, this impact should 
also be assessed in the final EIS. 

The DEIS lists a number of ways the volume of hazardous materials used and extent of worker 
exposure could be limited as a means for mitigation. This list of mitigating measures must be 
implemented in order to adequately mitigate environmental impacts of hazardous waste. 

Will this project be built to a LEEDTm standard? 

What measures will be taken to avoid corrosion? 

If ridership turns out to be much lower than forecast, are fees going to be increased? Are taxes going to 
be raised? What is the forecast for number of riders per day (best estimate, range from low to high)? 

Lanes will be taken away during construction. Where are the lane closures and what is the titivation of 
closure? Are there traffic rerouting plans? 

What is the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by rail per person-mile when at maximum capacity? 
How does this compare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a solo driver? What is the maximum capacity of the 
proposed rail system? 

How much energy does rail use (in lcwh) per person-mile when at maximum capacity? Again, how 
does this compare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a solo driver? 
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Where will the power come from to operate the rail system? Will HECO build a power plant. to run the 
rail? If not, is there enough current base load capacity to operate rail? 

Please send your responses to my comments to: 

Aaron Erickson 

1348 Alcwa Drive 

Honolulu, HI, 96817 

Aaron Erickson 

AR00001681 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.nonoIulugov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y, YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299030R 

Mr. Aaron Erickson 
1348 Alewa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Erickson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding, 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

Neither population growth nor population density was the primary criterion for planning 
the system; however, the effectiveness of rail transit is closely linked to the population density of 
the area served than to the total population of an area. As described in Chapter 1 of the Final 
EIS, the majority of the population on Oahu is located in a narrow corridor, which makes it ideal 
to support rail transit. The purpose of the Project is discussed in Section 1.7 and the need for 
the Project is discussed in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS. 

Regarding the source of the 2030 number, the projections on population growth were 
prepared in 2007 by the Oahu Metropolitan Transportation Organization (0ahuMPO) for the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. These projections predate the current economic 
recession. It is not anticipated that the OahuMPO will update its projections to reflect current 
conditions in time for inclusion in the Final EIS. The limits of the analysis have been disclosed. 

Your letter also had some comments regarding land use. The Ewa Development Plan 
strives to designate some areas for dense development while preserving other areas for 
agriculture. Many of the acres for the Project considered prime, unique, or of statewide 
importance are located at the Hoopili site, which is one of two sites proposed for a maintenance 
and storage facility. The site designated as the preferred alternative is near Leeward 
Community College and was formerly used for Navy fuel drumming operations. Discussions are 
ongoing with the Navy to acquire it. If the Project can acquire this site, the impact on agricultural 
lands on Oahu will be much less than is described in the Draft and Final ElSs. 

Your comments regarding agricultural land have been noted. However, as shown in 
Section 4.2, Land Use of the Final EIS, the Natural Resources Conservation Service has 
completed a farmland conversion impact rating for the Project and determined that the site need 
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not be given further consideration for protection and that no additional sites need to be 
evaluated. 

Your letter also had a question as to the goals of this Project. Table 1-4 of the Final EIS 
lists the following project goals: improve corridor mobility, improve corridor travel reliability, 
improve access to planned development to support City policy to develop a second urban 
center, and improve transportation equity. The Project will benefit a majority of the residents and 
employees of Honolulu, as noted in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, including future residents in the 
growing areas on the Ewa Plain. While developers may also benefit from the guideway being 
located within their project areas, the island as a whole gains by having future development 
concentrate around station areas as opposed to the present sprawl that ultimately costs 
everybody more. 

Regarding your comment about land underneath the guideway, the guideway structure 
requires access for inspection and maintenance; however, aside from a small area directly under 
the structure, the Project will not convert land use along the alignment. 

In addition, your comment about changing the route near the Ewa end of the Project has 
been noted. A Fort Weaver Road alignment was evaluated and rejected in the Alternatives 
Analysis. It would have been the most expensive option for serving the Ewa area, and no space 
would have been available to provide park-and-ride and bus transfer facilities. 

The OR&L provided freight and passenger service. Chapter 1 of the Final EIS has been 
revised to reflect this. 

Regarding your comment about possibly using the system for courier services, courier-
type use of the system is possible. The difficulties with loading and unloading of cargo from the 
elevated passenger platforms and trains preclude the use for heavy cargo operations. 

Your next question was about vehicle miles traveled (VMT) capacity. As shown in 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, VMT will decrease 4 percent islandwide as a result of the Project 
when compared to the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The route shown in Figure 2-7 meets Project Design Guidelines. The DTS Rapid Transit 
Division is working with the airport to coordinate the Project with the airport's planned 
improvements to the commuter terminal. 

To address your question about page 3-2 of the Draft EIS, the travel forecasting 
techniques used for the Project are detailed in the Travel Demand Forecasting Results and 
Uncertainties Report and the Model Development, Calibration, and Validation Report. All future 
forecasting has an element of uncertainty associated with it. In the case of the Project, the 
anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 
130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all 
calculations. Even at the low end of the range, the Project meets FTA requirements for cost-
effectiveness. Before it is used in forecasting, the model is calibrated against empirically 
collected traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against current counts to be 
sure it properly represents the travel activity in the transportation system. Sensitivity tests (e.g., 
changing highway speeds or transit fares) are performed to ensure the results are stable and 
predictable within reasonable expectations of consistency. 
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Regarding your comment about TheBus system, information on existing and future bus 
routes, including route numbers and frequency, is provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
These routes include feeder bus service for the fixed guideway system. The revised bus system 
was incorporated into 2030 modeling projections. 

In response to your next point, the average operating speeds for TheBus (1984-2007) 
reflect a variety of factors, such as bus route configurations and operating characteristics. 
However, another major contributing factor is the overall condition of Honolulu traffic in which the 
buses have been operating. The decline in bus traveling speeds would be worse if not for 
adjustments made by DTS and Oahu Transit Services (operator of TheBus). New routes have 
been introduced, including CountryExpress! Routes C and E, CityExpressi Routes A and B, and 
Routel L. These routes provide limited-stop service, and many of them operate on the H-1 
Freeway for a portion of their route. Other routes, such as Routes 11, 43, and 52, have been 
routed onto the H-1 and H-2 Freeways to bypass local traffic on Kamehameha Highway. All 
these routes provide all-day, seven-day-a-week service. Urban trips have been cut from the 
system and suburban trips have been added. Schedule performance is monitored and 
evaluated constantly. TheBus reported a minor increase in speed in FY 2008. This increase 
from 13.23 miles per hour in FY 2007 to 13.28 miles per hour in FY 2008 is partly attributable to 
the higher gasoline prices recorded in the later half of the fiscal year when prices were more 
than $4.00 per gallon. These higher gasoline prices resulted in lower traffic volumes and less 
congestion and delay for transit. Since gasoline prices have declined, traffic volumes have 
increased on roadways with a corresponding impact on speeds. 

The Draft and Final EISs are a summary of more detailed technical reports prepared for 
each discipline covered in the document, including for Section 3.4.2 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
The information about travel speed, reliability, access, transfers, comfort and convenience, and 
user benefits is discussed in more detail in the Transportation Technical Report  (RTD 2008a), 
Addendum 02 to the Transportation Technical Report  (RTD 2009), Travel Forecasting Results 
and Uncertainties Report  (RTD 2009), and the Model Development, Calibration, and Validation 
Report  (RTD 20090. These reports are available at libraries, City and County of Honolulu 
offices, and on the project website at www.honolulutraffic.org ,  

The Project has analyzed express service; however, such service would not provide 
substantially improved travel times for most users and could be a source of confusion for 
some riders. Trains will operate every three minutes in each direction during peak periods and 
will take 42 minutes to travel from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The planned operation will 
accommodate future demand projected for the Project. 

The reference in Chapter 4 to the $1.2 million loss in tax revenue will be more than offset 
by growth in the corridor. The number is stated to reflect the fact that portions of properties 
along the route will be acquired to accommodate the Project, taking them off taxpayer roles. 
The $1.2 million is a very small portion of the total annual revenue from property taxes. As 
noted in Section 4.18 of the Draft EIS, based on experience in other cities, the loss will be more 
than made up by increases in property value as a result of the Project. The City may also 
decide to follow your suggestion and modify zoning in some areas, but the shortfall will be 
covered even if that does not occur. 

Potential impacts for community services and facilities were presented in Section 4.4.3 of 
the Draft EIS and Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS. General mitigation measures are also 
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presented; individual mitigation measures specific to each parcel will be developed as Final 
Design progresses. 

Aesthetic and visual consequences of the Project are presented in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS. Within the urban core neighborhoods of Kalihi-Palama, Downtown, Ala Moana-
Kakaako, Waikiki, and McCully-Moiliili, the scale of transit development will not dwarf the 
surrounding architecture. As the Airport Alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Final EIS, the fixed guideway will not dwarf the airport facilities. For those neighborhoods in 
West Oahu (Ewa, Waipahu, Pearl City, and Aiea), the route for the fixed guideway will be within 
the heavily traveled corridors of Farrington and Kamehameha Highways and will not dwarf these 
roadways. The scale of development and redevelopment will be consistent with adopted State 
and Local plans and policies identified in Section 4.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

The analysis presented is an operational analysis of the Project's design year, as 
required by NEPA. It is neither a life-cycle analysis nor a probabilistic analysis. The analysis is 
a comparative analysis among alternatives. Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS discusses 
environmental consequences and mitigation for air quality. This includes updated regional 
pollutant emissions. For details on these calculations, including margin of error, refer to the Air 
Quality and Energy Technical Report (2008g) available at libraries, City and County of Honolulu 
offices, and on the project website at www.honolulutraffic.orq. 

Pre-construction surveys will be conducted by the contractor in areas where vibration 
may be present due to construction activities. Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS states that 
vibration levels at adjacent properties will not exceed 65 VdB for the elevated rail transit. This 
level is less than the FTA criterion of 72 VdB for residential buildings and other structures where 
people normally sleep. 

Your next comments on specific pages, figures, and/or tables of the Draft EIS will be 
addressed paragraph by paragraph in bullets for ease of following: 

• Your comment on Page 4-9 - As stated in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIS, most 
existing trees along Farrington Highway can be transplanted. In addition to 
transplanting existing trees, plans for new plantings will be prepared by a 
landscape architect during Final Design to further mitigate effects to street trees. 
If new plantings do not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are 
removed), additional younger trees will be planted that will, in time, develop 
similar benefits. Your suggested change will not be made in the Final EIS. 

• Your comment on Page 4-13 —: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the 
East Kapolei Station is located on North-South Road (under construction) near 
the planned Salvation Army Kroc Center, and approximately 1 mile Koko Head of 
the UH West Oahu Station. This area of East Kapolei is undergoing development 
that will be a mixture of residential, recreational, educational, industrial, and 
commercial land uses. The location of the terminus will support one of the project 
goals to "improve access to planned development to support City policy to 
develop a second urban center," as defined in the Ewa Development Plan. As 
part of this development, the immediate area is also planned for a future 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands housing development. Kroc Center, 
scheduled to open in 2010, will be a 15-acre family support, education, 
recreation, and cultural arts facility for the general public and will provide services 

AR00001686 



Mr. Aaron Erickson 
Page 6 

for low-income children, seniors, and families. Projected year of opening (2019) 
ridership shows that the East Kapolei Station will have among the highest 
boardings in the system. 

• Your comment on Page 4-20: The Ewa Plain has land that is classified as 
farmland and prime agricultural land. Some of this land has been designated for 
development in the Ewa Development Plan. Transit-oriented development will 
occur in these areas and will provide some of the transit riders. Other transit 
riders will drive or take buses from outlying areas to the stations in the Ewa Plain. 

• Your comment on Figure 4-7, Designated Agricultural Lands, Kapolei to Fort 
Weaver Road: The figure was updated in the Final EIS to reflect the location of 
actively cultivated farmland. The calculations used in the Draft EIS are correct; 
however, the hatched graphic representation in the figure was updated to match 
the aerial photography. 

• Your comment on Page 4-27: The Draft EIS fully discloses the methods used to 
estimate residential and business displacements. These methods are 
consistently applied throughout the Draft EIS to evaluate alternatives with one 
another. The additional cost of performing door-to-door interviews would not 
change the results of the analysis. 

• Your comment on Table 4-5: Land uses for each parcel acquisition are provided 
in Appendix B to the Draft EIS. Updated information on parcel acquisition is 
shown in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

• Your comment on Page 4-46: Section 4.3.3 of the Draft EIS states, "It is assumed 
that for properties that would be partially acquired, existing land uses would not 
change." The emphasis is on partial acquisition; the methodology for 
differentiating "partial" and "full" acquisitions is defined in Section 4.3.1 of the 
Draft EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction 
phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires 
considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient 
available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, 
construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The 
Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to 
promote more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less 
developed than the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained 
more quickly at the west end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to 
continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha 
Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so 
that system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to 
completion of construction of the entire Project. 

• Your comment on Page 4-33: Thank you for your comment. Your 
suggested correction has been noted and the sentence under the "Cemeteries" 
heading has been revised to state, "One near Aloha Stadium and one near 
Waimano Home Road are adjacent to the alignment." 

• Your comments on Page 4-55: As described in Section 4.6.5 of the Draft EIS, 
income determinations were made for the census tracts and are presented in 
Table 4-9. Currently, the U.S. Census does not publish data at the census block 
level. Public outreach described in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIS did identify the 
Banana Patch community even though available data from the U.S. Census and 
the OahuMPO method did not identify this community as an Environmental 
Justice population. Adding the individual income determinations would not 
change the conclusion for the analysis of the Banana Patch community. In 
addition, an update to the community outreach activities that have occurred since 
publication of the Draft EIS for the Banana Patch community is presented in 
Section 4.7,5 of the Final EIS. 

Specific mitigation measures for individual properties that are displaced will be developed 
on a case-by-case basis as the design progresses and the number and amount of partial and full 
acquisitions are refined. The City has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch 
community since October 2008. Every household has been visited by City staff, right-of-way 
staff, and engineering staff to discuss the Project as well as special needs and relocation 
assistance for residents who will be displaced. At the time the Draft EIS was published, 
community cohesion was assumed to be a concern of the residents of the Banana Patch. After 
meeting with the residents of this community, the City learned that the residents were primarily 
interested in the right-of way process and relocation issues. Therefore, community cohesion 
was removed from the Final EIS as a concern. The City will continue to work with individual 
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property owners to provide relocation services. Section 4.4.3 in the Final EIS states, "...to all 
affected business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; persons, 
businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably." The Project will follow the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the USDOT's implementing 
regulations of 49 CFR Part 24. 

This Act provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to 
those affected. It also requires that those in need of relocation be placed in comparable 
quarters. 

• Your comment on Table 4-10: The analysis of visual and aesthetic resources in 
Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS recognizes that the guideway and stations will 
noticeably contrast with smaller buildings and that these project elements will be 
prominent or dominant, depending on context. In addition, views will be blocked 
and some views will change substantially. Overall, the Project will be set in an 
urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of 
structures are typical. Project impacts are minimized whenever possible; 
however, avoidance of all impacts is not always possible. Accurate disclosure of 
impacts must be discussed in environmental documents. See the visual section 
of the Final EIS, Section 4.8, as it has been updated and expanded with 
additional view analysis since the Draft EIS. 

• Regarding utilities in simulated photos: The open portion of the guideway 
structure contains tensioning cables and is not available for utilities. In addition, 
future maintenance access for the utilities would require openings in the structure, 
which would weaken it. Access would either have to be provided from below with 
a lift-truck or would require closure of the transit operations from above. 

• Your comment on Figure 4-19: The streetlight shown is well beyond the area that 
will be affected by construction of the Project and likely will not be modified. 

• Your comment on Figure 4-24: Plans for new tree plantings will be prepared by a 
landscape architect during Final Design. Details can be found in Section 4.15 of 
the Final EIS. 

• Your comments on Figure 4-25: Your comment is acknowledged. The caption 
has been revised to state, "The guideway will be more visible than the highway in 
the background. It will also noticeably conflict with the views' character." 

• (Your letter states Figure 25 however the language is on Figure 4-28 of the Draft 
EIS) Figure 4-28 of the Draft EIS states, "The Kapalama Station and guideway 
would be dominant features in views along Dillingham Boulevard. The existing 
trees would soften this effect." The statement has been revised as 
follows, "...remaining trees will soften this effect." It is true that some existing 
trees will be removed to build the Project. The Draft EIS states, "effects to trees 
would be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting new ones." Specific 
sites for relocating trees will be considered during Final Design when plans for 
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new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Depending on the 
specific area and the size and type of existing trees, trees will help soften the 
guideway structures in some view planes. Details can be found in Section 4.15.3 
of the Final EIS. 

• Your comment on Figure 4-29: The Alternatives Screening Memorandum 
(DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive areas in Kakaako and Downtown 
Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and Thomas Square/Academy 
of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic resources, visual 
aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 different 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward 
Avenue. Five different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced 
for further analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion 
along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along 
Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through the Capital 
Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, 
reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel 
sections, would cost more than $300 million more than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project will need to carry 
approximately 8,000 passengers by 2030. Moreover, the system can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To preserve a 
comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would 
require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the 
train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with 
transit signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than 
an elevated guideway. The at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to 
the shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained 
and congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations 
(e.g., traffic signals) along with other vehicles, and potential conflicts with other at- 

AR00001690 



Mr. Aaron Erickson 
Page 10 

grade activity such as cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean 
longer travel times and far less reliability than a fully grade-separated system. 
None of these factors affect an elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel 
at its own speed any time of the day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to 
let cross traffic proceed at intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  With the planned three-minute headways, the short 
cycle of traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by 
reducing the headway to 90 seconds. An at-grade system would also require 
removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is 
significant and would exacerbate congestion for those who choose to drive. 
Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment 
but instead would spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the 
Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal, and in fact will reduce 
system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative 
(Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). That is because the elevated guideway will require 
no removal of existing travel lanes, while providing an attractive, reliable travel 
alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the 
elevated rail transit will continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

The at-grade light rail, with its continuous tracks in-street will create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a serious crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed 
to be accommodated, at-grade systems experience significant collision problems. 
In addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be especially high in the Chinatown and Downtown 
neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is very high and the aging 
population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
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disruption to business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

DTS considered your request to revise Figure 4-29. However, it was determined that the 
simulation presented in the Draft EIS adequately represents the Project. The simulations are 
primarily intended to represent the scale and spatial relationships of the project elements to 
other objects. 

• Your comment on Figure 4-36: The structural size depicted is approximately 
correct based on structural load analysis and will be confirmed during Final 
Design. As described in the Draft EIS, the simulations show type, size, and 
location of features, but final finishes have not been determined. 

• Your comment on Page 4-93: Since providing access for maintenance and repair 
could affect system reliability, utilities will not be hung from the structure. 
Structural aesthetic features are still under revision. Tinted concrete is being 
considered and may be used. Column type will not substantially change column 
size. Steel supports would result in a mix of materials between support and 
structure, creating a visual incongruence. 

• Your comment on Page 4-99: The geologic strata are a factor, but since this is 
an elevated system, the only contact with the ground is the support columns; 
therefore, any vibration created by trains is dampened by the support columns 
and not transmitted into the ground. 

Your letter also contained several comments and questions regarding endangered and 
protected waterbirds and their habitats. We are not aware of any studies that investigate the 
impacts of development on waterbirds and their habitats. The Project will not convert waterbird 
habitat, including wetlands, into transportation facilities. The Project will stay within existing 
roadway corridors along most of its route; however, some upland sites are planned for a 
maintenance and storage facility and park-and ride lots, but they are not close to any waterbird 
habitat. 

Although this Project did not monitor the noise intensity, duration, or other environmental 
impacts associated with construction of existing facilities near waterbird habitat, it is expected 
that construction of the Project will be similar and comparable to the construction effects of 
existing facilities, although not equivalent in all aspects at all times. In addition, you are correct 
that there are virtually no areas along the corridor, in proximity to waterbird habitat, where there 
has not been major construction of roads, utility lines, bridges, elevated freeways, buildings, and 
other existing structures. 

The standard error, not the margin of error, of the following parameters was presented in 
the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Ecosystems and Natural Resources  
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Technical Report (RTD 2008j): The average number of individuals of each species per station 
and the average number of species per station or average richness for each corridor segment. 
By providing the standard error of the averages and the sample size, the data provide what is 
conventionally required in the presentation of averages. From these statistics, one can derive 
confidence limits for the estimated population parameter, if desired. 

The accuracy of these parameters cannot be guaranteed nor do they have to be. The 
true values of the population parameters will almost always remain unknown, and therefore, it is 
common to estimate the reliability of the estimated parameter by setting confidence limits to it. 
There is no way to guarantee that the estimate, such as the average number of zebra doves at 
each point count station, is accurate. We can only express the degree of confidence in the 
average as a probability. 

Field surveys were observations conducted while walking or driving around. Confidence 
limits cannot be placed on such observations since the manner in which the observations were 
conducted do not lend themselves to statistical analyses. However, what we say we saw, not 
how many, is accurate. 

How confident we are in the estimate of population parameters has no bearing on 
whether there is a potential for environmental impacts, regardless of species. The design of the 
point counts was to determine what birds were present along the corridor and provide an index 
of abundance. Field surveys were designed to record what species were observed there. 

The Ecosystems and Natural Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008j) states that, 
"White terns may be directly affected by the Project between Kalihi to University and Waikiki 
because this species uses mature canopy trees as roosting and nesting sites almost exclusively. 
These trees could be affected by construction of the fixed guideway system." 

Van derWerf (2003) indicates that while the white tern population on Oahu is still relatively 
small and restricted in range, it is increasing and robust. While white tern habitat is limited to 
large trees in southeastern Oahu, VanderWerf also indicates that if the population grows, they 
may move inland to other coasts of the island and to other islands. While not as 
comprehensive, our tern sightings during observations along the corridor show a similar 
geographic distribution as VanderWerf found in 2001 to 2003. Therefore, we can state that the 
tern population on Oahu still has area to expand (Vanderwerf, E.A. 2003. "Distribution, 
abundance, and breeding biology of white terns on Oahu, Hawaii." Wilson Bull., 115(3):258- 
262). 

The procedures for field surveys were presented in Section 3.12 of the Ecosystems and 
Natural Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008j), which can be found at the Department of 
Transportation Services, City and County of Honolulu offices, and on the project website 
(www.honolulutransit.org). 

Scott, et al., (1986) used an eight-minute count period for their variable circular plot 
method to estimate bird densities in Hawaiian forests. They determined that the interval was 
long enough to allow an observer to accurately record all birds observed. 

The count period was selected as a compromise between efficiency and effectiveness. 
Point counts by Blonde!, et al., (1981) were conducted for 20 minutes, and as the commenter 
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points out, studies by Dettmers, et al., (1999) (not Bartlet, et al.) indicate that 5- or 10-minute 
intervals are adequate (Scott. J.M., S. Mountainspring, F.L. Ramsey, C.B. Cameron. 1986. 
"Forest bird communities of the Hawaiian Islands: Their dynamics, ecology, and conservation." 
Studies in Avian Biology No. 9, Blonde', J., C. Ferry, and B. Frochot. 1981. "Point counts with 
unlimited distance." Studies in Avian Biology No. 6:414-420. Cooper Ornithological Society, 
Dettmers, R., D. A. Buehler, J. G. Bartlett, and N.A. Klaus. 1999. "Influence of point count length 
and repeated visits on habitat model performance." JWM 63(3):815-823. 1999). 

The authors (Dettmers, et al., 1999) did not recommend two visits, but stated that the one 
visit data did not perform as well in their model. Their quote: "The current point count 
recommendations also suggest conducting only 1 visit/point, but we found that models 
developed from 2 visits/point consistently performed somewhat better than single visit models 
across all count durations and species. We concluded that conducting 2 visits/point will likely 
result in habitat models that perform better than models developed from a single visit. However, 
as with count duration, the potential benefits of increased model performance should be weighed 
against the additional costs in time and resources required to complete extra visits to each 
point." 

Regardless, during the alternative routes analyses, each route was surveyed once via 
the modified point-count method using eight-minute count periods. After the Preferred 
Alternative route was selected, this route was re-sampled using the same method giving two 
samples to determine the presence or absence of species and their relative abundance. 

Lastly, point counts were conducted from 7 a.m. to 11 a.m. All birds heard and seen 
were recorded, and no aural stimuli were used. 

The Water Quality Impact Assessment was part of the Water Resources Technical 
Report (RTD 2008k) and is available to the public on the Technical Report CD-ROM that was 
part of the Draft EIS, which is available from DTS, on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org  or at libraries where the Draft EIS was available for public review. A 
Water Quality Impact Assessment was reviewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). Permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) will include vegetated swales, retention 
ponds, and grit removal structures as well as other methods and are discussed in 
Section 4.18.10 of the Final EIS. 

No pollutants will be generated on the guideway as pollutant loading is not typical for 
electrical propulsion transit (APTA 2003). Due to the power requirements of the guideway, 
however, emissions will be generated offsite at the power plant. While these emissions have not 
been quantified, the energy analysis indicates that the Project will require 2 percent less energy 
than the No Build Alternative. This analysis accounts for both roadway vehicle propulsion 
energy and light rail transit power requirements. Based on this, it is expected that the total 
emission burden generated by the Project will be lower than that for the No Build Alternative. 

Yes, floodplains can have other functions besides groundwater recharge and infiltration, 
but in this urban area, these are the major functions. The word "only" was replaced by "major" in 
the Final EIS. 

In addition, the foundations can affect one or both of the groundwater systems on Oahu. 
Most of the foundations and drilled shafts will be completed in the water table aquifer, which is 
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generally non-potable and used for irrigation water or industrial uses. The critical groundwater 
system you are more likely referring to is the Southern Oahu Basal Aquifer, which was 
designated a Sole Source Aquifer by EPA. In order for a federally-funded project to be built 
above a designated Sole Source Aquifer, a Ground Water Impact Assessment must be prepared 
to meet the coordination requirements of Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act. After 
evaluating the Ground Water Impact Assessment completed for this Project, EPA concurred that 
the Project should have no significant impacts on groundwater, either during long-term operation 
of the system or during its construction. The vast majority of the drilled shafts will not penetrate 
the aquifer, and those that do will only penetrate by a few tens of feet. The shafts will be quickly 
filled with concrete to seal off any possible route in which contaminants could enter the 
aquifer. The Ground Water Impact Assessment is available to the public as part of the Water 
Resources Technical Report  (RTD 2008k), which is included on the Technical Report CD-ROM 
that was part of the Draft EIS. Efforts will be made to either reuse the material removed for the 
foundations when possible or properly disposed of it at a site permitted by the Hawaii 
Department of Health. 

This list of methods to limit the volume of hazardous materials used and the extent of 
worker exposure provides examples of how worker exposure will be limited. In addition, the 
Project will comply with applicable rules and regulations, such as those of the U.S. Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration and the Hawaii Occupational Safety and Health Division. 
Workers will be required to comply with material labels. 

To address your next comment, there are no Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) standards for transit systems. Project buildings, such as the maintenance and 
storage facility, will be built considering LEED principles. 

Regarding corrosion, control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed-steel facilities 
and neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. These 
measures include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures. 

• Coating specification for stations. 

• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion. 

• Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others. 

The next concerns in your letter addressed ridership. By City Council's current policy, 
ridership on the entire transit system is expected to pay for between 27 and 33 percent of the 
annual operating and maintenance costs. The City Council will adjust the fare to maintain that 
level of revenue. The balance of the operations costs will be part of the City's annual budget, 
which includes sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding and subsidies from the 
City's General and Highway Funds. 

The amount of service provided will be scaled to generally match demand. If the service 
attracts fewer riders than expected, then less service may be provided by adjusting headways or 
train length, which would result in lower-than-expected operating and maintenance costs. The 
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ridership estimate is presented in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. The forecast is that 
116,000 people will ride the system every day. The anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 
2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast 
of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. This is very high ridership, which further 
indicates how badly needed the system is and will be in the future. 

You also had a question about lanes being taken away during construction. As 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. The contractor 
will develop the MOT Plan, and it must be approved by the City and/or the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will address temporary lane closures and duration for streets 
identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS, Rerouting plans will be included in the MOT Plan. 

The direct comparison of carbon dioxide emissions between automobiles and transit rail 
cannot be made without knowing the energy sources providing the electricity. The utility (HECO) 
that will provide electricity for the Project primarily uses fuel oil to generate electricity, but the 
HECO grid is supplemented with independent power producers that generate electricity through 
renewable resources. As noted in Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in a daily 
reduction of 171 metric tons of carbon dioxide when compared to the No Build Alternative. For 
an at-capacity system, approximately 25 grams of carbon dioxide are emitted per passenger 
mile. Approximately 150 grams of carbon dioxide are consumed per 1/50 Th  of a gallon of 
gasoline consumed. 

As noted in Section 4.11.1 of the Final EIS, an average rail vehicle consumes 
62,700 British thermal unites (BTUs) per vehicle mile of service. A single vehicle has a capacity 
of approximately 160 passengers. Therefore, approximately 390 BTUs are consumed per 
passenger mile at capacity. Consumption of 11501h  of a gallon of gasoline consumes 
2,500 BTUs. 

Lastly, the Project will consume approximately 1 to 2 percent of the total projected 
electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. The planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will 
be sufficient to support the transit system, but the electricity distribution system will require 
various upgrades to support the system. 

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

Enclosure 
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	Original Message 	 
From: Ted,Matley@dot.gov  [rnailto:Tec.I.Matley@dot.govi 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2009 2:34 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) far the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

From: ernst imailto:bternst@hawaiisr.corni  
Sent: Wed 2/4/2009 4:32 PM 
To: wyoshioka@honorulu.gov ; Matley, Ted <FTAP,  
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka and Mr_ Ted Malley: 

I am concerned about the transit choice since ii appears that "Steel wheels on steel rails" was selected by the Mayor 
before any meetings were held or any facts collected from each of the manufacturers of other systems. 

There are other methods that are quieter and cheaper to build. A few, such as "Magley" could be built and the savings 
used for additional miles of track and additional stations for the same overall cost of Steel Wheels on Steel Rails. We 
need a system that serves the University of Hawaii, the International Airport and communities all the way out to the West 
coast of Oahu. The system should be built as a single project, with all of the track and stations in one project, and it 
should be built as quickly as possible rather than a project that takes forever. 

You should use monetary incentives in the contracts that reward construction companies for completing projects ahead of 
schedule. 
Conversely, the same companies should be lined for exceeding projected completion dates on specific portions of the 
project. The construction of the Federal Prison at the Honolulu Airport is a wonderful example of how construction should 
proceed. It was built quickly and went into operation rapidly. 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written solely fore 
steel wheel on steel rail system. There ere other forms of fixed rail that may be better, quieter and more cost-effective 
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than steel wheels. Please rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that 
the city will obtain the best transit system and at the best price. 

Sincerely, 
William L. Ernst 
Miliiani, Hawaii 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768 -8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoluiu.gov  

MUFJ HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298943R 

Mr. William L. Ernst 
bternsthawaii.rr.corn 

Dear Mr. Ernst: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

No comparative project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, no data is available to 
support a cost estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other countries for beam-track vehicles would 
not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller 
structures proposed in the comment result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of 
columns required and the cost to construct both the additional foundations and columns. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www.honclulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the webs ite or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 

Very ul yours, 

WAYNEV. YO—; KA 
Director 
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Email 
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11/03/2008 
I am a support of rail even though I will rarely use it. It Will take time for 
ridership to reach its peak given the fact that builders and businesses 
will adiust to having the rail in Honolulu. However, I see no incentives to 
ride these public transits, including TheBus, even if they are near me. 
Sure, it is less expensive, but its not enough to remind people there are 
alternative ways of travel. 

The City should consider a permit auction or a density compensation fee 
for new cars arriving in Honolulu. Cars arriving to the islands should be 
limited or controlled. A limited number of new car permits should be 
auctioned, and/or fees assessed on each new car sold or arriving in 
Honolulu. A one-time cost of, say $500 or $1000, to each car brought to 
the islands would encourage resell of existing cars, reduce future traffic 
growth, and help encourage those living near the rail syaterns and bus 
systems to use them and dispersing the number of new cars owned by 
everyone else. 
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Ve tru yours, 

WAYCNI -X.—YOSHIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (8013) 768-8305 • Faw (808) 768-4730 • Internet WWW.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

RT8/09-330340 
May 21, 2010 

Mr. William Estep 
diiitulPsahoo.com  

Dear Mr. Estep: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your idea to limit the number of vehicles on Oahu could reduce traffic; however, it is 
outside the MS' authority to implement. in addition, limiting the number of vehicles would not 
meet the Project's stated goals to improve mobility or transportation equity. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at wArw.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoluiu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEIv1ANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333008 

lmoa Faletogo 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear lmoa Faletogo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shaiI identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUM HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332994 

Mr. Moeone Faletogo 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Mr. Faletogo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYN 	SHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 20'10 	 RT9/09-332993 

Ms. Asomaliu Faualo 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. FauaIo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Anal 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332989 

Mr. Manase Faualo 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Mr. Faualo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft BS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative, Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Anal EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vply yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Lir February 3, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3r:d  floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Dillingham restaurant, located at 1210 Dillingham Boulevard, within a 
shopping and business complex. We opened in July 1980 and serve the local 
community through our 24 hour restaurant, fast food operation and bakery. As you may 
know, over the years our establishment has become a favorite spot for residents, 
students and employees of businesses in Kapalama and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits on 
property immediately adjacent to Dillingham Boulevard and the proposed rail 
route, we anticipate being adversely affected by noise and dust, dewatering and 
excavation. We would appreciate information at least 90 days in advance on 
specific construction scheduling, including dates and time of day as well as 
proposed methods to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic. We have entrances off of Dillingham for Koko Head and Ewa 
bound traffic that are critical to our customer flow and must remain unobstructed 
throughout the process. We would also be concerned with any restriction of 
traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Dillingham Boulevard onto Kohou 
Street as well as vehicle and pedestrian access across the bridge over Kapalama 
Stream. As this thoroughfare is already heavily congested during early morning 
and mid afternoon hours, we expect that construction will further impede 
customer access to our store, extend our employees' commute and delay 
deliveries. Advanced information on proposed traffic flow during the various 
stages of construction would be beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the stations, we foresee a need to 
improve the crosswalks across Dillingham Boulevard in consideration of the 
safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station and the 
neighboring businesses. We are particularly concerned for the safety of our 
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employees and customers using the rail during evening and early morning 
periods when proper lighting is essential. 

4. Available Parking_ We understand that the kapalama Station will include 
parking and unless adequate stalls are available, rail user parking may overflow 
into our shopping complex's lot. Specifics on the station, its parking capacity and 
overflow contingency plans would be appreciated. 

5. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we have concerns the visibility of our restaurant and its signage 
from the eastbound lanes and from across the street. We would be interested in 
how this circumstance might be addressed. 

6. RAT Considerations_ We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction and rail operation. In addition, we'd like to know What mechanisms 
might be instituted to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord 
to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service_ 

While we have listed our major concerns please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises, Inc. 

cc: Kamehameha Schools and Bishop Estate 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
PCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Dillingham, 1210 Dillingham Boulevard: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 

The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
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of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). 

Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HDOT The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. The MOT Plan will also address 
the relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. All left -
turns at signalized intersections along Dillingham Boulevard will remain after the 
guideway is in place. 
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Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses several public involvement 
strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

3. Street upgrades 

Over time there could be increased pedestrian traffic around station 
areas. It is expected that transit patrons and other pedestrians will use existing 
signalized crosswalks near the station at Kokea and Kohou Streets. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle mutes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. All stations will have security lighting. 

4. Available parking 

No parking will be provided at the Kapalama Station. Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS discusses measures to address the effects of parking spillover near 
stations. As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS, station areas with the highest 
estimated demands for spillover parking are at West Loch, Pearlridge, Iwllei and 
Ala Moana Center. Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS states that the City will consider 
strategies in coordination with appropriate stakeholders to mitigate any loss of 
parking supply and for increased demand from spillover parking near stations. 

5. Store visibility 

The Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is 
expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS acknowledges that along Dillingham Boulevard, "mauka-makai views 
will be obstructed from various points.., and visual effects will be moderate." 
Note that the guideway will be in the highway median, which is a busy 
thoroughfare comprised of several lanes of traffic, and the support columns will 
be spaced at substantial intervals of 120 to 150 feet. As part of the Final Design 
process, the DTS has developed specifications and design criteria to address the 
City's requirements for the Project, which will include final placement of 
columns. Minimizing effects to adjacent land uses will be a key consideration. 

6. RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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February 4, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3 rd  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr_ Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Peartridge restaurant, located at the Peariridge Center on Kamehameha 
Highway, a major shopping and business complex. We opened in June 1986 and serve 
the local community through our fast food operation and bakery. As you may know, 
over the years Zippys has become a favorite spot for residents and employees of 
businesses in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience_ As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on construction scheduling including dates and time of 
day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact_ 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Kamehameha 
Highway onto Pali Mom' Street which runs adjacent to the mall. The highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswalks across Kamehamelia Highway in consideration of the safety of 
increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station and from the 
businesses on either side of the highway. We are particularly concerned for the 
safety of our employees and customers using the rail during evening and early 
morning periods when proper lighting is critical. 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5. Available Parking. We understand that there may be a private developer 
involved in the Pearlridge station and we'd be interested in the parking capacity 
and proposed inclusions in the facility. Should transportation be provided from 
the station to the mall, and if station parking is inadequate we anticipate 
passengers attempting to use mail parking facilities instead. We'd appreciate 
information on proposed overflow parking contingencies. 

6. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. in addition. we'd like to Mow what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely,  

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shah identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Pearlridge, Pearlridge Center: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 
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The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). 

Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

2. 	Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, an MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HD 071 The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS, The MOT Plan will also address 
The relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. 	left 
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turns at signalized intersections along Kamehameha Highway will remain upon 
completion of the fixed guideway system. 

In addition, Section 4.18.1 of the Final BS discusses several public 
involvement strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

3. Street upgrades 

The nearby Pear/ridge Station will have a concourse connecting both train 
platforms to entrances on each side of Kamehameha Highway. Therefore, it will 
not be necessary for transit patrons to cross the highway at-grade. However, 
over time there could be increased pedestrian traffic around station areas. It is 
expected that pedestrians in this area will use the existing signalized 
crosswalk at Kaonohi Street. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle routes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. All stations will have security lighting. 

4. Store visibility 

Store signage that is below the elevation of the guideway will be visible 
under the guideway to travelers on Kamehameha Highway. 

5. Available parking 

To address your first comment under this heading, a private developer is 
not involved in the Pear/ridge Station. Regarding your second comment, 
Section 3.4.7 of the Final BS identifies potential mitigation approaches for 
parking effects, including spillover parking. As noted in this section, the 
approaches to mitigating effects of spillover parking will be unique to each station 
area. Mitigation strategies will be determined in coordination with appropriate 
stakeholders. 

8. 	RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. Y SHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr_ Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3 id  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Wsimaiu restaurant, located at 93048 Kamehameha Highway, adjacent to a 
shopping and business complex. We opened in April 1972 and we serve the local 
community through our 24 hour fast food operation and bakery. As you may know, over 
the years Zippys has become a favorite spot for residents and employees of businesses 
in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewa taring and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on specific construction schedules, including dates and 
time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Kamehameha 
Highway onto Kanuku Street which runs adjacent to our store. We also have a 
right turn entrance off the highway westbound that is critical to our customer 
traffic and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. As the highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3, Street Upgracies. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
crosswalks across Kamehameha Hig'nway specifically at Kanuku Street in 

consideration of the safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the 
station and from the businesses on either side of the highway. We are 

178.5 SOUTH KING • HONOLULU. ilAWAH 96826 • 'HON F 808 1973.0880 • FAX SOS 973 OSSE • WESSITE WWW.TIPPYS.COM  
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particularly concerned for the safety of our employees and customers using the 
rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is critical_ 

4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested In how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5. Available Parking. We understand that there may be a private developer 
involved in the Peartridge station and we'd be interested in the parking 
requirements as well as the capacity and proposed inclusions in the facility. 

6, RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit wilt bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 

cc: Kanataki Estate 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Waimalu, 98048 Kamehameha Highway: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 

The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HOOT). 
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Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

2. 	Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, an MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HDOT. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. The MOT Plan will also address 
the relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. All left 
turns at signalized intersections along Kamehameha Highway will remain upon 
completion of the fixed guideway system. 

In addition, Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses several public 
involvement strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
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to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle routes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. All stations will have security lighting, 

3. Street upgrades 

The nearby Pear/ridge Station will have a concourse connecting both train 
platforms to entrances on each side of Kamehameha Highway. Therefore, it will 
not be necessary for transit patrons to cross the highway at-grade. However, 
over time there could be increased pedestrian traffic around station areas. It is 
expected that pedestrians in this area will use the existing signalized crosswalk at 
Kanuku Street. 

4. Store visibility 

Store signage that is below the elevation of the guideway will be visible 
under the guideway to travelers on Kamehameha Highway. 

5, Available parking 

A private developer is not involved in the Pear/ridge Station. 

6, RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 

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

try yours, 

WAYN YOSNJOfA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00001730 



February 3, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3 1d  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Waiau restaurant, located at 450 Kamehameha Highway, in a shopping and 
business complex. We Opened In November 1978 and we serve the local community 
through our 24 hour fast food operation, restaurant and bakery. As you may know, over 
the years Zippys has become a favorite gathering spot for residents and employees of 
businesses in Peed City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dew-atering and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling including dates and 
time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction temporary or permanent of the u-turn access both Ewa and Koko 
Head bound through the medial strip on Kamehameha Highway in the store's 
immediate vicinity. Our main entrance is a right turn off of the highway, Ewa 
bound which must remain unobstructed throughout the process. As the highway 
is already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours, we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswalks across Kamehameha Highway in consideration of the safety of 
increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station landings. We are 
particularly concerned for the safety of our employees and customers using the 
rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is critical. 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through' of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for cur store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, 

t.AZ 
Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

Subject: 1--lonoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Waiau, 450 Kamehameha Highway: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.1E1.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 

The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). 
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Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses, 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, an MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HDOT. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. The MOT Plan will also address 
the relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. All left 
turns at signalized intersections along Kamehameha Highway will remain upon 
completion of the fixed guideway system. The U-turns near the Waiau Zippy's 
will be removed permanently. 

In addition, Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses several public 
involvement strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 

AR00001734 



Very LA yours, 

a 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle routes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. All stations will have security lighting. 

3. Street upgrades 

The closest station to this location will be Pearlridge, which will have a 
concourse connecting both train platforms to entrances on each side of 
Kamehameha Highway. Therefore, it will not be necessary for transit patrons to 
cross the highway at-grade. However, over time there could be increased 
pedestrian traffic around station areas. It is expected that pedestrians in this 
area will use the existing signalized crosswalk at Kuleana Road. 

4. Store visibility 

Store signage that is below the elevation of the guideway will be visible 
under the guideway to travelers on Kamehameha Highway. 

5. RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3r6  floor 
Honolulu, lit 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Pearl City restaurant, located at 806 Kamehameha Highway, adjacent to a 
shopping and business complex. We opened in June 1986 and we serve the local 
community through our 24 hour fast food operation, restaurant and bakery. As you may 
know, over the years Zippys has become a favorite gathering spot for residents and 
employees of businesses in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience, As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate specific 
information at least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling 
including dates and time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Karnehameha 
Highway onto Puu Momi Street which serves our complex. We also have a right 
turn entrance off the highway Ewa bound that is critical to our customer traffic 
and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. The highway is already 
heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we expect 
that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend our 
employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on proposed 
traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the stations, we foresee a need to 
improve the crosswalks across Kamehameha Highway in consideration of the 
safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station landings. 
We are particularly concerned for the safety of our employees and customers 
using the rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is 
critical. 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 

support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed, 

5. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to icnow what mechenisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our potions and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises, Inc. 

cc: Weinberg Sstate 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulthgov 

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON AN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Pearl City, 806 Kamehameha Highway: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 

The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
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of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). 

Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

2. 	Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, an MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HDOT. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. The MOT Plan will also address 
the relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. All left 
turns at signalized intersections along Farrington Highway will remain upon 
completion of the fixed guideway system. 

In addition, Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses several public 
involvement strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
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construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle routes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. All stations will have security lighting. 

3. Street Upgrades 

The closest station to this location will be either Pearl Highlands 
or Pear/ridge, and employees and customers will likely take a bus from one of 
these stations to reach this location. It is expected that pedestrians in this 
area will use the existing signalized crosswalk at Puu Momi Street. 

4. Store visibility 

Store signage that is below the elevation of the guideway will be visible 
under the guideway to travelers on Kamehameha Highway. 

5 	RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Anal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3 1'll  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96613 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route this, letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Waipehu restaurant, located at 94-180 Farrington Highway, on the southeast 
comer of a shopping and business complex. We opened in April 1971, renovated in 
2009 and we serve the local community through our 24 hour fast food operation, 
restaurant and bakery. As you may know, over the years Zippy& has become a favorite 
gathering spot for residents and employees of businesses in VVeipahu and its 
surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate specific 
information at least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling 
including dates and time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Farrington Highway 
onto Leoku Street which serves our complex. Our store is also directly accessed 
through a right turn entrance off of the highway, Ewa bound which is our main 
entrance and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. The highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Availability of parking. We understand that the VVaipariu station will include 
parking on the makai side of Farrington Highway which is currently occupied by a 
car lot. We are concerned that unless adequate stalls are available, rail 
passengers are likely to overflow into our complex's parking lot. Westbound rail 

1763 SOUTH KING • HONOLULU. HAWAII 96820 • PHONF. 800lei73•osao • FAx 808 973-0838 • wEnsini www zierys.com  
A DIVISION OF FCH ENTaPRISES, INC. 
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ZippyS 
passengers in particular, WiSti)cl ibt A O afttAmpt this as the s tep down for the 
elevated station lands on our side of the highway. Specifics on the station and its 
parking capacity and overflow contingency plans would be appreciated. 

4. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswalks across Farrington Highway, particularly those closest to the 
Leoku Street in consideration for the safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving 
to and from the station landings. Employees in the area and customers using the 
rail will also increase the traffic on these crosswalks. 

5. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail arid the placement of the 
support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance may be addressed. 

6. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant_ 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above, 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 

cc: Robinson Estate 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-298449R 

Mr. Paul S. Yokota, Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises 
1765 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal for Zippy's Waipahu, 94-180 Farrington Highway: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Construction 

Section 4.16.1 of the Final EIS discusses the effects construction will have 
on businesses. Communication and coordination with businesses will occur 
throughout the construction period. Access to businesses near construction 
activities could be temporarily affected, but access will be maintained. 
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The contractor will be given parameters, such as the number of lanes that 
may be closed and the procedures for closures, and will develop a Maintenance 
of Traffic (MOT) Plan that must be reviewed and approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). 

Proposed mitigation may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns, including signs and lighting, to 
reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses, pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours. 

2. 	Traffic during construction 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, an MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
The contractor will develop the MOT Plan, which will be reviewed and approved 
by the City and/or HDOT. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final BS. The MOT Plan will also address 
the relocation of freight loading zones that could be temporarily affected. All left- 
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turns at signalized intersections along Farrington Highway will remain upon 
completion of the fixed guideway system. 

In addition, Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discusses several public 
involvement strategies that will be used to inform businesses and the public about 
construction activities, including roadway detours. These strategies include a 
public involvement plan developed prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities, public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage, and public information regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities provided in print and on 
television and radio. 

Higher volumes of pedestrians and bicycles are expected near stations. 
DTS will work with other City departments and HDOT to identify and improve key 
pedestrian and bicycle routes to stations and to improve overall safety and 
accessibility near station entrances. Al) stations will have security lighting. 

3. Availability of Parking 

The Waipahu and West Loch Stations are not planned to have park-and-
ride facilities. As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS, station areas with the 
highest estimated demands for spillover parking are at West Loch, Pear/ridge, 
Iwilei, and Ala Moana Center. Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS states that the City 
will consider strategies in coordination with appropriate stakeholders to mitigate 
for any loss of parking supply and for increased demand from spillover parking 
near stations. 

4. Street Upgrades 

The nearby West Loch Station will have a concourse connecting both 
train platforms to entrances on each side of Farrington Highway. Therefore, it will 
not be necessary for transit patrons to cross the highway at-grade. However, 
over time there could be increased pedestrian traffic around station areas. It is 
expected that pedestrians in this area will use the existing signalized crosswalk at 
Leoku Street. 

5. Store visibility 

Store signage that is below the elevation of the guideway will be visible 
under the guideway to travelers on Farrington Highway. Signage may also be 
visible from the guideway itself. 

6. RPT considerations 

The City has not proposed any property tax rate changes or credits 
associated with construction of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO/KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-295994R 

Mr. Steven Fekete 
430 Keoniana Street, Apt. 313 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Fekete: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The conditions between Phoenix and Honolulu are different. The systems are both 
20 miles long, but the Phoenix line is estimated to carry less than half the riders of the Honolulu 
system and take more than twice as long to travel the 20 miles. Moreover, the Phoenix line 
removes two lanes of traffic along most of the route. There are numerous alternative routes 
available for motorists in the Phoenix metro area. The Honolulu Project will not remove any 
travel lanes. It will add to the capacity of the overall transportation system without reducing the 
existing, limited roadway supply. Phoenix did not need to preserve highway capacity; Honolulu 
must. To accomplish that, the system must be elevated (underground is more expensive). The 
cost of an elevated system is higher than an at-grade line such as the recently opened system 
in Phoenix, but the Honolulu system will have a much higher capacity and will be more reliable. 

AR00001748 



Very trul yours, 
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Page 2 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
OtRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-297328R 

Ms. Stephanie Fernandes 
1551 Wilder Avenue 
Apartment 4 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Fernandes: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service for the system 
overall. 

If electrical power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars 
even without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide 
lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the 
public address system and intercom to provide guidance. 
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If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the 
operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency 
walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, such as the 
groups referenced in your letter, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff 
Passengers will be met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency 
responders and city transportation workers. There will be no air conditioning during power 
outages. 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA 
requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes 
responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in 
preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and 
security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that 
were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
enhance safety. 

Lastly, your comments regarding TheBus have been noted. Bus service will continue to 
support the rail system. 

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

Enclosure 
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1127 Wanaka St. Honolulu, N168t8 

December 9, 2008 

Honolulu Hale 
530 S. King Street H.onolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mufi Hannemann, 

The rail system ma.y reduce traffic in the future, and may allow it to build high-density, 
affordable homes so the children and grandchildren will have a place to live within 
walking distance of a rail stop, but if you think about it, it is going to cost the Oahu 
people a whole lot of money. 

The city will have to figure out where to get the millions of dollars it will cost to maintain 
the system_ It looks like we're going to pay a lot more in excise and property taxes. The 
number of people using the system will be minimal. We're going spend billions of 
taxpayer dollars on a system that will be used by only a small part of the population. 
Traffic will still be bad and we'll all have to deal with worse traffic while they build the 
system. Another thing is public has until January 7 th  for a 400 pages report which is 
approximately one month from now. There are two big holidays coming up, even the 
most prepared would find responding thoughtfully a severe burden. With these busy 
events coming up, it would make. the traffic. worst. 

I do hope that you would understand my opinion. The rail is a great system that would 
make our life easier but it's just really not necessary for system that's taking more space 
in Oahu that a small part of population will be using. I would like to here what you have 
to say so please write back. 

aldielyri Fernandez 

Student of Moanaitta High School 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLODR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MUFIHANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT12108-292228R 

Ms. Eddielyn Fernandez 
1127 Wanaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Fernandez: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS_ The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, ridership projections for the forecast year of 
2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which was calibrated and validated 
to current year conditions The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions 
regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the 
model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to 
use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger 
model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations, and recognizing a more 
robust off-peak non-home-based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses funding sources for the capital costs and the 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the Project. City funding for the capital cost of 
implementing the Project is expected to come from the 0.5 percent General Excise and Use Tax 
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surcharge. This surcharge has been in place since January 1, 2007, and will expire 
December 31, 2022. City funding for transit operating and maintenance costs comes from the 
General and Highway Funds, which receive revenue from a variety of currently existing taxes. 
Whether any of these taxes will be raised in the future will be decided as part of the City's annual 
budget process and would most likely be decided on a variety of issues, not just transit costs. 
Fixed guideway operating costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual 
operating budget. 

Regarding whether the Project is needed and who will use the system, no other option 
that has been studied has been able to function as effectively based on the criteria upon which 
the system was selected (i.e., mobility, support of future land use plans, equity, and reliability). 
More specifically, projections are that 116,000 people will use the Project each day. That is 
about the equivalent of half the traffic on the H-1 Freeway. If necessary, the Project can handle 
many more riders than that by reducing headways or adding additional trains. 

The system is built in the median of major roadways and, accordingly, it will not take 
away from existing travel lanes on the roads once in operation; therefore, all the added capacity 
is new. As shown in Table 3-14, roadway congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of delay) 
will decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to without. 

The exact impact of construction activity on traffic is not yet known. As discussed in 
Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed in 
advance by the contractor with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related 
effects on transportation and will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of 
the Final EIS. As stated in Section 4.18_1 of the Final EIS, several public involvement strategies 
will be used to inform businesses and the public about construction activities, including roadway 
detours. 

Lastly, in response to concerns about the length of the review period, the deadline for 
comments on the Draft EIS was extended from January 7 to February 6, 2009. 

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

Very tr ly yours, 

r  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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700 Richards Street, #2103 
Honolulu, HI 96813-4621 
25 November 2008 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
6S0 South King Street, 3rd Fir 
Honolulu, H196813 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

RE: 10 REASONS WHY A TRANSIT STOP IS NOT NEEDED AT THE AIRPORT 

The following is for your consideration: 

1. Most people arriving here by plane are tourists on tour packages; as such, 
both they and their luggage are transported between the airport and their hotel 
by the tour operator. Since most hotels for tourists are in Waikiki, the transit 
system will be of no use to get them from the airport to Waikiki since it 
terminates at Ala Moana Center. 

2. Many visitors from the Orient arrive in the early hours of the morning; 
consequently, their hotel room is not available until after 2:00 PM. Therefore 
they are taken on tour buses to visit various locations on the island then 
delivered to the hotel at the time they can be registered and given a room. 

3. People not on tours, after deplaning must go to baggage claim to retrieve 
their luggage. After getting their luggage, they can not go back into the 
terminal. Consequently, to use the transit system, they will have to find their 
way with their luggage to the transit stop. From the diagram in The Advertise] 
showing only one transit stop, getting there from baggage claim area will be 
very difficult, especially for the elderly or handicapped. 

4. For any traveler with luaaaae usina the transit system for transnortation to 
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their residence will have the problem of getting from a transit station to their 
residence. Again a challenge for the elderly or physically disabled. 

5. Conversely, people wanting to go to the airport will have the problem of 
getting themselves and their luggage to a transit stop. For the elderly and 
physically challenged this may be insurmountable. 

6. Arriving at the airport, getting from the transit stop to a ticketing area of th( 
terminal will be another challenge since airline ticketing is spread from one 
end of the terminal to the other, most of which will not be near the transit stof 
This will be especially true for inter-island travelers. 

7. Flight crews are transported between the airport and their hotel by ground 
transportation provided by the airline for which they work. Again since most 
of them are billeted in Waikiki, the transit system will be of no use to them. 

..! 

8. Other workers in the vicinity of the airport live all over the island, many no 
anywhere near the transit line. Getting to and from work, the transit system 
will be of little use to them. 

9. If such icvorkers were to use the stop at the airport, they will then have the 
problem of getting from there to their work place which may not be nearby. 

10. All of these reasons will work to deter people from using the transit syster 
for transportation to and from the airport. Most people will continue to do 
exactly what they do now, take a taxi, shuttle service or private automobile to 
and from the airport to be delivered to the ticketing area for their departing 
airline, picked up at baggage claim for transportation to their residence or 
going to and from their work place. 
Lastly, have you thought of the absurdity of passengers getting off an airplane 
after an 8-9 hour flight, getting on a train to go to Ala Moana Center? Get 
REAL!! 
Sincerel )y.,  

Charles M. Ferrell 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wmv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-335134 

Mr. Charles M. Ferrell 
700 Richards Street, #2103 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-4621 

Dear Mr. Ferrell: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal in the same manner presented: 

1. and 2. Your comments regarding visitor use of the fixed guideway system have been 
noted. The Airport Alternative primarily serves major employment destinations. Visitor use 
accounts for a smaller percentage of ridership on this alternative. Of the 116,000 daily fixed 
guideway boardings, approximately 1,800 will be visitors traveling to or from the Airport. 
Approximately 8,100 daily fixed guideway boardings will be made by visitors for other uses, such 
as shopping or visiting sites of interest. 

3. The Airport Station is about 800 feet from the Interisland Terminal and about 
600 feet from the Overseas Terminal. Pedestrian paths will be constructed by the Project that 
will connect the overseas Terminal to the concourse level of the rail station. All station facilities, 
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Very truly ours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

Mr. Charles M. Ferrell 
Page 2 

including access routes to the station from the airport terminals, will conform to applicable 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and local regulations. 

4. and 5. Tourists may use rail to transport luggage. Other modes of transportation that 
currently exist are other options. Fixed guideway riders have several options available to travel 
to and from the rail system. As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the Final EIS, bus service will be 
enhanced and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. 
There will also be coordinated transfers between the fixed guideway system and the bus, which 
will minimize wait times. In addition, as stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, sidewalks and 
crosswalks will be available at all station areas and all station facilities will comply with applicable 
ADA and local regulations. 

6. As stated previously, the Airport Station for the fixed guideway will not be significantly 
farther from the terminals than the existing parking garage. 

7. Your comment regarding flight crews has been noted. 

8. and 9. Workers will have several options available when traveling to or from the fixed 
guideway system. As mentioned above, the bus service will be enhanced to coordinate with the 
fixed guideway system, thus minimizing wait times when transferring. Bicycle parking will be 
allowed at all stations, and bicycles will be allowed on the train as regulated by a bicycle policy. 
Park-and-ride facilities will be located at East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and 
Aloha Stadium, allowing people to drive to access the system. Lastly, stations will have spaces 
for passenger drop off (kiss-and-ride). 

10. The Airport Alternative will primarily serve major employment destinations, such as 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base. Visitor travel to and from the Airport accounts for a smaller 
percentage of daily ridership on this alignment. The Project is but one of many transportation 
choices visitors and residents will have available to them. 

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

Enclosure 
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Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. .1rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96513 

CC Mr. Ted rvlatley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

CC Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, 1-11 96813 
CC City Council Members 

Dear Sir or Madam: Fida 

1 have read the Executive Summary of the DEIS on the proposed $4.7 billion rail project and I 
have a few questions. As someone who will !lever live long enough to see it built, would not ride it 
anyway, and knows no one who will; I am most concerned about its cost and its effect upon our economy. 
The advocates of the rail project used my tax dollars to bny votes with one-sided ads that claimed this 
project would create jobs and help the economy. My questions are: 

1. if cost estimates are exceeded (as everyone on Earth expects) or if ridership revenues are less 
than expected (another certainty), where will the government (city or state) get the money? 

2. If you are going to tax the non-riders so that the riders can pay less and be subsidized, will you 
tax other non-users (i.e. the entire state) as well or will you just tax those that can't escape? 

3. If it becomes obvious that rail will not ereato jobs, pay for itself, be affordable, or solve our 
traffic problems, can this project be terminated and the existing columns and pillars be converted to 
tombstones For the politicians responsible for this mess? 

Sincerely, 

 

William H. Follmer 
99- 647 Aiea lieigium Drive 
Alen Hi 96701 

r..) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 76B-4730 • Internet: 1.cww.honolufu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT2/09-298692R 

Mr. William H. Follmer 
99-1647 Aiea Heights Drive 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Follmer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
cornment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Both ridership and financial discussions in the Final EIS address 
concerns about the uncertainties associated with ridership and financial markets. 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used to pay 
for the capital costs of the Project and takes into account the current economic downturn. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use 
Tax (GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
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Mr. Wam H. Fol!mar 
Page 2 

discusses the risks and uncertainties associated with the funding and other sources of 
revenue that could be used if needed. 

In addition, Section 6.4 of the Final BS describes the funding sources to pay for 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting 
transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for 
from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Funding for guideway 
maintenance will be covered in the City's annual budgeting process and amounts to 
between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed 
using the travel demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), which was calibrated 
and validated to current year conditions. The model is based upon a set of realistic input 
assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and 
expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. 
OahuMPO undergoes model updates every five years to reflect land use and 
transportation network changes. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical 
Advisory Committee. Based upon the model and these key input assumptions, 
approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use rapid transit system on an 
average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft BS was published, the travel demand model 
has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model, defining more realistic drive 
access modes to project stations, and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-
based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. An uncertainty analysis evaluates the 
van-ability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership 
projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors 
were considered in the uncertainty analysis. Given all the factors considered, the 
anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 
130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all 
calculations. 

2. Funding sources for the Project, including allowance for contingencies, 
are documented in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The primary funding source for capital 
costs is the County's GET surcharge, which applies to Oahu only. 

3. Overall, the Project is projected to increase jobs during the nine years of 
construction to 7,500 in total (see Table 4-34 in the Final BS). The financial plan is 
balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in which only a portion of 
the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources will be 
considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. Islandwide congestion (as measured by vehicle 
hours of delay) will decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to the No Build 
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Very tr y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. William H. Follmer 
Page 3 

Alternative (see Table 3-14 of the Final BS). Column size and location make them 
impractical for use as tombstones. 

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

Enclosure 
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January 29, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaisi 96813 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Honolulu High-Capaeity Transit Corridor 
Project, Island of Cr ahu 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above document. Ford Island 
Properties LLC ("Fir) presently controls several properties in the 'Ewa District that likely will 
be impacted by the proposed transit corridor project. FIP leases from the United States Navy the 
400 sere residential area along the 'Ewa coastline known as the Waterfront at Pu'uloa (tbrmerly 
the Iroquois Point Naval Housing area), which contains 1, 461 single-family and townhorne 
residential dwellings. In addition, PIP recently negotiated the lease of approximately 498 acres 
of property situated along Roosevelt Avenue within Kaiaeloa (formerly known as Naval Air 
Station Barbers Point). FIP owns an additional 53 acres of land in Kalaeloa, adjacent to the 
abovementioned 498 acres. In total PIP controls 550 acres of land in Kalaeloa. FIP's Kalaeloa 
properties currently comprise a mix of vacant land, occupied buildings and older vacant 
buildings. FIP acquired its leasehold interest in the Kalaeloa lands for their potential for 
redevelopment to higher and better uses. 

As a landowner/lessee with a significant property interest in the 'Ewa region, we offer the 
following comments. 

We note that the Draft EIS identifies the preferred alternative as a transit corridor 
extending from East Kapolei to the University of Hawaini at Manoa. However; Figure 2- 
5 indicates a planned extension of the transit corridor linking the proposed East KapoIei 
Transit Station to an eventual transit station in West Kapolei near KaIaeloa Boulevard. 
Figure 2-5 depicts the alignment of the planned extension in a manner that is generally 
consistent with the transit route alignment depicted in the aforementioned Kalaeloa 
Master Plan. We note that the proposed planned extension through Kalaeloa, as shown in 
the current Draft EIS, could impact the development potential o f approximately ten (10) 
parcels of FIP's lands in Kalaeloa. As such, while we recognize that the planned 
extension is beyond the scope of the Draft EIS, we respectfully request that PIP be 
included in any discussions concerning the eventual implementation of the planned 
extension as it may have a significant impact upon FIP's Kalaeloa properties. 

2. As a landowner and lessee in the K.alaeloa area, we wish to point out that Kalaeloa will 
eventually emerge as a significant development area in the 'Ewa region, and as such, 
should be referenced and acknowledged in transit planning. While the text on page 2-14 
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Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Page 2 of 2 
January 29, 2009 

acknowledges that the proposed East Kapolei transit station will serve local and express 
transit commuters from 'Ewa, 'Ewa Beach, Kapolei and Kalaeloa, we note a general 
omission and/or inaccuracy among the figures in the Draft EIS with regard to its 
references to Kalaeloa. Figure 1-3 inciudes the labels "ICapolei, Kalaeloa, 'Ewa, and Ewa 
Beach. Figure 1-4, entitled Major Activity Centers, identifies "KAlaeloa Industrial Park" 
as site number 5 and locates it roughly in the area where Fort Barrette Road enters 
Kalaeloa and intersects with Roosevelt Avenue and Saratoga Road. However, we are not 
aware of any existing or planned development called the Kalaeloa Industrial Park in this 
region. Figures 1-5, 1-6, 2-5, 4-14 and 4-39 only reference Kapotei and 'Ewa. Figure 2- 
38 references Kapolei, East Kapolei, 'Ewa and 'Ewa Beach. Figure 3-7 references 
Kapolei and Ewa. Figure 4-2, which identifies land uses in the region, depicts no 
industrial land use in the location of the Kalaeloa Industrial Park identified in Figure 1-4. 
Figure 4-3 only references East Kapolet. Figure 4-43 references Kapotei, 'ENV9-, and `Ewa 
Beach We request that the various figures be corrected to accurately and uniformly 
reference major place names in the 'Ewa region, including Kalaeloa. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. We look forward to 
receiving a copy of the Final EIS upon its completion. Should you have any questions regarding 
our comments, please contact me at (808) 585-7900. 

Very truly yours, 
Ford Island Properties, LLC 

Steve Colon 
Vice President 

Ce: Mr. Ted Maticy 
FTA Region LX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 744-3133 

Office of Environmental Quality Control 
235 S. Beretania St., Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
(808) 768-8303 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFF HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-297502R 

Mr. Steve Colon, Vice President 
Ford Island Properties, LLC 
737 Bishop Street 
Mauka Tower, Suite 2750 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Colon: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While the study corridor included in the Draft and Final EISs extends from Kapolei to UN 
Manoa and Waikiki, the Project includes the construction of a fixed guideway system from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport. The Project has logical termini and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of the Project; 
thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes 
and NEPA. Under NEP,4, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed 
action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
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Very tr) ly yours, 

WAYNEY. YQZH 
Director 

Mr. Steve Colon 
Page 2 

implementation at this time they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Ford Island properties would be consulted when the extensions are evaluated. 

In addition, maps have been clarified in the Final EIS. For maps that pertain only to the 
Project rather than the entire study corridor, detail has not been added for Kalaeloa. The label in 
Figure 1-4 has been revised to say "Kalaeloa." 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final ES, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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February 4,2009 

Mr.Wityrie 

I)ircrtor Dept. of 'RIMS. Services 

(;ity CounEy or Honolulu. 

6.50 S Xing iiLre•tF. 

1 roitoitilu,11:1 flti1413 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

C.; mgotycgOl'et 

fi90 

1:7> 

2i. 'er:1108 6370387 

brgregory@hawaiii:Ipii&liet 

co.) 

Tiunik you and the project learn for sending i .ne a copy or ihe Draft Crivirormiel Ind impart Suiteintint for die 

ttigh Capacity'Iransit Corridor Project. and inviting ineto subraii: (aim/news Ain't it_ As oni± who has iiad 

• some studies hi lainiscapC archiceettlra ;nal urban planning while in college just over 30 years ago, and 

having ail ongoing inuaest in public transportation planning it is apvreciated_ was not td In Tend the 

entire document. thoroughly and will not be able to comment as much as E wish so I will try In be brief on 

the topit:s I want to mnItt writ and MTV:51.11w nto;:t. 

iiñimmmd hm plain lees and !hose who prepared dm dectiment roe it very the csci.Ii comprehensive acid 

well haianced andy. Well done. 

Page 	Mitigatiovo I holme clii arebiteawouikl he involved in help blend dm Stilt oil desigil at Chit/411'one 

and DIM:011431VE I. Also to o1 on the eireels where si mrld le beam (anodyne( ion similes shawl on 4 434. - 

Page 4-10 I; Noimi Ii art Mitigation:I did not find any indication of hoWnisi. the i rains %milk; be (Ftle3'atilig 

in the areas identified as having moderate use impact. *oat the maps 1. figure I lint as many or these areas 
a re  ;0 a  highly  u rban area, in (dose pia,cimii. ii cm S1i/60a, the tochis will normalEy be operatiiii; slower thait 

in the MOW. open WMICV11 portions atilt; route. I ;Inric:i pate that in the Kaltaako area (curves) mid Pearl 

Highland area (Station ;cutlet] /1'0) Ilie iraii1S may be averaging only 30 niph or less. If noise is still a mblein 

at. those speeds, inay have to consider higl ler !wise reducing baffles along to side of the guideway diet laces 

die high rises in (dose pmximilY. 

MairaftilalICCiStarrap area: My preference is for the spoi. between Waipahn and Leeward Comm. College. it 

is a MOM C.MILVal location for MUM efficient staging.  u-ai..nw: tkwpili s4(.. I., extra noii-revenne 

intekage required to ;icta.:_ss it and two crossings or Farrington tiwy_The eastern. crossing looks •awkward 

ViSilidly because of I it: acute angle of inssing. 

Plaits and Pmiti les in Appeodes A: I . imdersiand lhome is a master plan al matly lou Jiut th,010 1 ,,,../. 
Ploopili and dim; East Kapolei ama. It would lie very heiplitt to sho w  what the adjacent street patterns 

alongside and muter the guideway would he like. Otherwise having an eltwated guideway in tot riprit 

mieve loped area would no, make serise.The ROW meld he fenced orf and any math; needing to cross 

WO uld gre OVO the 'Ana by overpass. 

Construction Phasing: Page 2-:0, 2-40: For an openii ig segment, it is host to have a segmein long enough 

and serv .iiig 011i5tigh residetires and businesses to encourage use and appear useful-Ibis encourages 

uumuiiiciised public support_ E would tainsider a West loch 10 MON{ SlaCiiiisit to he a superior opening segment 

titan the Kapolei to Pearl Highlands segment, even though die opening date may be later: Having air 

inainninanee area by Leeward Comm. Coils-4{4.Ra crossovers itiready planned 'war the West.] nab and 
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Aloha Stadium stations woirld allow this. While emu iqg a spur :snd incentive foe tiernitspi lig of Kast Napolei 
is st goal Or the projeut. I sec.  movuIg people beiwecn three communities, i.kiea. 	CWaipalito with a 

adium and and shupping center to he a bigp.s' s  'big Int rry is for aboni (lois tg 
East Kapolui first, IL ean ye:Cline piojeeted ultrisis oriented development will he slow to iake place until the 
ionic gets past Vearl City or retichtis West Kapnlei. 

En;e1 though The city conned has already chosen the AirportAliernative and f was not ;this: ID 101.1.01ft 

the earlier public presentations of ilut alternatives, wanted to be on vecord as preferring the Salt Lakt 
LV1'f gaiVe. It is Iwssed on the lower oveyall cost and he pt-esetice of the Isiv,11 density residential area then., 

Such is rout.ecciiigee:tily improve public transportation service Isetwocia Sall. Lake and Aica and points west 

whiels eswrens.iy is slow and is Klisect.. I am somcsrhat skeptical of he extent p 	ry areas creating transit 
demand as C131111vimnt centers nlien ILickani wilt Lint be &met serted ariti most of the Pemi I:larbor 

employment areas tins a long walk or rent/ 41: a comseding shattla 1 thought the Salt I,ake Alternative 
suffered from Instil sg only one station of i/s own along its stretch. I wonder, iii station is being !planned for 

the Lagoon De area, why could there not be a station dose to Nusiost Rd serving that intlust vial area phis a 
neighhodutod close,  hy. I wotdd also have snrivet1 dte. Aloha Stadium slasioss doser to 'Aldan -a Stream on thit 
sopth edge of 13)c parking area to strike a balance of serving tile residential area along 1-falawa Stream istsd 
the Stad.inin Martattplacv. IneLsinesses as well as the ssatlinm.The waking distance front the park and vide lot 
would not he. mods longer Hum nest in Llso 	and conneethig !misses have it better route to Ahatimattn 
and Halawst neighbodtood.s. 'fiscse. would have increased iiddrship. 

While living and ic'kiuiji Waialoa mans lien I will he using the trains n say seldom, I am tacking formsrd 
LIS IIIC projeet's  imp/mei nation. 

Sincerely yosi n;, 

Grepry Form.• 
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MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoIulu_gov 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298702R 

Mr. Gregory Foret 
P.O. Box 490 
Waialua, Hawaii 96791 

Dear Mr. Foret: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

Comment regarding page 4-93 of the Draft EIS: As part of Final Design, DTS developed design 
criteria to address the City and County of Honolulu's requirements for the Project. In addition, the ongoing 
station area planning process involves numerous aspects of transit system design. The process 
addresses design and planning issues in an integrated manner and focuses on the characteristics and 
preferences of the communities adjacent to each station. Guideway and column materials and surface 
textures, including straddle-bents, will be selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural 
principles to achieve effected integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. 
Architects will be among the team members working on the Final Design. 

Comment regarding page 4-101 of the Draft EIS: Noise levels were modeled with the train at the 
top run speed proposed between stations: 45 miles per hour (mph) for stations less 
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than one-half mile apart, 50 mph for stations between one-half mile and 1 mile apart, and 55 mph for 
stations 1 or more miles apart. Noise levels may be less in areas where the train speed is slower, such as 
near stations and curves. The approach taken in the Final EIS is a conservative one so that all potential 
impacts are considered. 

Comment regarding maintenance/storage area of the Draft EIS: As described in Section 2.5.8 of 
the Final EIS, the site near Leeward Community College has been identified as the preferred location for 
the maintenance and storage facility. 

Comment regarding plans and profiles in Appendix A of the Draft EIS: At this time, developments 
in East Kapolei and Hoopili are speculative since they have not been zoned, subdivided, permitted, or 
undergone right-of-way acquisitions. Accordingly, their roadway networks will not be incorporated in 
Appendix A of the Final EIS. At-grade operation with roadway overpasses would be possible in the East 
Kapolei and Hoopili area; however, it would result in substantially less usable land and disrupt future 
connectivity. 

Comment regarding construction phasing: As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to 
support phased opening of the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance 
and storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to 
the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire Project and 
the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without access to it. No location 
has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko Head. 
Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, 
resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted Koko Head 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. 
Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It 
will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
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environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported 
the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in terms of their costs, 
benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis involved a presentation of the 
viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies and officials to receive comments on the 
Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process 
that provides for a culling of alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping 
process initiated for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway 
options for consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, less 
environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously studied and 
eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria was a fixed-guideway 
alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable alternatives that emerged from these 
processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency 
coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how 
comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and mitigation commitments. 

The feasibility of a station in the Mapunapuna area was explored. There is a considerable 
elevation difference between the Salt Lake community and Mapunapuna requiring a 4 percent grade on 
the alignment crossing Puuloa Road. This is too steep a grade for locating a station. Further, once the 4 
percent grade is achieved, the alignment enters a horizontal curve as it crosses Moanalua Stream, which 
also does not allow for a station. The first location where the horizontal and vertical alignments would 
permit a station is within Fort Shafter. Here a station is precluded because of military security reasons. 

Station placement for the Salt Lake Alternative had considered several trade-offs. The Aloha 
Stadium Station was located in coordination with the stadium's owner to provide optimal access to the 
stadium for events and to the park-and-ride and bus users that will comprise the majority of the station's 
users. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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December 29, 2008 

Robert Fowler 
750 Amana Street 4801 
Honolulu, 1-11 96814 

Dept of Transportation 
650 S. King St. 3 r1  Fl 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am concerned about your ambitious timetable regarding the mil transit system. I 
believe you should conduct a more in depth study on alternate transit such as elevated toll 
highway lanes and a more expansive bus system. I am also concerned about burial 
grounds, historical sites and the loss of pristine views of this island that is too small for a 
fixed rail system. You have done studies in other counties on their rail systems but it 
doesn't compare with Honolulu because of our size, were just too small, The future of 
this island is to move toward a green economy like eleetric cars because once the rail is 
built it will continue to draw power and require unwanted maintenance and when the 
power goes out so does the rail. It seems that Mayor Mei Hannernatm is trying to push 
this project through before he leaves office and isn't telling us everything about the 
ultimate costs, so slow down before you jump to the wrong conclusions. 

Respectfully, 
Copy to: Charles Djou 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet; www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-293447R 

Mr. Robert Fowler 
750 Amana Street, #801 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Fowler: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. To address your first concern, we would like to direct 
you to the project schedule, which is illustrated in Figure 2-42 of the Final EIS. 

In addition, the Managed Lane and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives have been previously 
evaluated and eliminated. In "Chapter 2 of the Alternative Analysis and Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. two options were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative—Two-direction and 
Reversible. This alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between 
Waipahu and Downtown, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit 
and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs)." The Two-direction Option would have served express 
buses operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the 
Two-direction Option, it may have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of 
HOVs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would have been 
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allowed to use the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have had 
to pay a toll. The Reversible Option was found to be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed 
Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to 
mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in system-wide congestion (Table 2-2, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of transit-
user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times higher than 
that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the TSM Alternative, the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have substantially improved service or access to transit for transit-
dependent communities. No funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. 
Toll revenues from the Managed Lane Alternative would pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance while remaining revenues would be used to repay debt incurred to construct the 
system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted 
in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. Because 
the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor, it would 
have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, cultural, 
and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative 
would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a 
shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, 
with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than that of the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative studied during the 
Alternatives Analysis increased bus service. The alternative included express bus service that 
operated as bus rapid transit in existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased 
during peak periods to provide improved service for work-related trips, particularly from develop-
ing areas. The bus fleet was assumed to increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride 
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Ve tru yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOS IOKA 
Director 

Mr. Robert Fowler 
Page 3 

lots were assumed at West Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM 
Alternative would have improved transit travel times, but it would have done little to improve 
corridor mobility and travel reliability. Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. 

Consultation in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
continued through development of a Programmatic Agreement during completion of the Final 
EIS. Because of comments received about Section 106 resources during the Draft EIS 
comment period, effects to historic resources, including indirect and cumulative effects, were 
reevaluated. A final finding of effects summary has been presented in Section 4.16 of the Final 
EIS, and the Section 4(t) analysis presented in Chapter 5 has been updated to reflect these 
changes. Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIS indicated that the Project will use a phased approach 
to identify subsurface archaeological sites and burials. Toward that end, the Project is 
developing an agreement with the State Historic Preservation Division and other consulting 
parties to guide that effort and to mitigate potential adverse effects, including visual. In the Final 
EIS, visual effects of the Project are described in Table 4-9. The effectiveness of rail transit is 
closely linked to the population density of the area served. As described in Chapter 1 of the 
Final EIS, the majority of the population on Oahu is located in a narrow corridor, which supports 
rail transit. 

Lastly, according to information provided by the Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO), 
transportation accounts for 63 percent of Hawaii's imported oil while electrical generation 
consumes only 30 percent of imported oil. The transit system will allow for a decrease in 
automobile use, thereby reducing the amount of oil required for transportation while only using 
about 1 or 2 percent of the existing electrical generating capacity. As discussed in 
Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce daily transportation energy demand by 
3 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. HECO is moving toward renewable energy 
generation. As that happens, the fixed guideway will also benefit from such new sources of 
energy. 

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

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/6/2009 

David 
Friar 

44-141 Hake St #5 

Kaneohe 
HI 
96744 
davidfriar@hawaii.rr_com 

Both 
Website 

02/06/2009 
I am against the rail project. It will be noisy and disruptive, not nearly 
flexible enough if needs change (unlike buses) and way too expensive at 
a time when basic services are being cut. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (8.08) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-337452 

Mr. David Friar 
44-141 Hako Street, #5 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Friar: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to the Project has been noted. Noise effects from the Project are 
detailed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS. The Project will cause no severe noise impacts. Three 
receptors will experience moderate impacts that will occur on the fifth through ninth floors of 
residential buildings. The Project includes several features to reduce noise from the system, 
including an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway structure that 
extends three feet above the top of the rail and a system specification for vehicles with wheel 
skirts. Wheel skirts on trains will also increase the benefit of the parapet wall at locations above 
the elevation of the track. In addition, the use of sound-absorptive material under the tracks in 
the three areas with moderate impacts will reduce the project noise exposure at upper floors to 
below the moderate noise impact threshold. With mitigation, the Project will not generate any 
noise impacts. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS states that adding substantial passenger capacity in 2030 with 
more buses is not feasible in some key locations along the system because of roadway capacity 
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constraints. Increasing frequency would require headways at five minutes or less. Further, the 
Downtown street network cannot support the number of buses that would be required to meet 
projected demand. As a result of growth in traffic congestion and the lack of exclusive right-of-
way for transit vehicles, bus speeds have gradually declined over the past several years and 
would continue to decline under the No Build Alternative. 

In addition, the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative studied during the 
Alternatives Analysis increased bus service. The alternative included express bus service that 
operated as bus rapid transit in existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased 
during peak periods to provide improved service for work-related trips, particularly from develop-
ing areas. The bus fleet was assumed to increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride 
lots were assumed at West Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM 
Alternative would have improved transit travel times, but it would have done little to improve 
corridor mobility and travel reliability. Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. 

With the Project, bus service will be enhanced and the bus network will be modified to 
coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes, including peak-period 
express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the 
fixed guideway system. Buses removed from service in the study corridor will be shifted to 
service in other parts of Oahu, resulting in improved transit service islandwide. Certain local 
routes will be rerouted or reclassified as feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. Bus routes and frequencies with the Project 
are shown in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Lastly, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be 
needed to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of ETA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and the 
General Excise and Use Tax surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus, Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the General and Highway 
Funds. These funding assumptions are subject to a number of risks and uncertainties, as 
described in Section 6.6. 

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

Ve trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00001780 



From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 6:00 PM 
To: Yadao, Elise; Nishioka, Edward M. 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thom, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: FW: Honolulu Transit Project DES 
Importance: High 

Aloha aulnalai 

Another comment for the DEIS. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

. 	' 
From: Cinnie Frith fmailto:cfrith@flpsmgt.corni  
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 5:48 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Transit Project DEIS 

I would like to comment on a few of my many concerns about this project that are not covered to my satisfaction 
in the DEIS, My two main concerns have always centered around cost as it pertains to projected usage and 
available jobs for Hawaiian workers. 

As to costs, touched upon in Chapter 1, what if we go over budget" or we don't receive the federal money as 
expected? What if the increased GET tax is not enough to pay for the citizen's portion of the project? What if 
ridership does not materialize as anticipated? What if all of your mitigation efforts, which are very poorly explained 
throughout the report, do not work well enough to "mitigate'? 

AR00001781 



In Chapter 2 of the report on page 5 you state-"The managed lane alternative would not have supported the 
planned concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of 
transit service that would serve as a nucleus for TOO". This statement reminds me of the tail waging the dog, in 
that I was under the distinct impression that this project was to relieve traffic congestion, and not the other way 
around! What is the source used for stating that there are "no funding sources" for this alternative? 

On page 13 of Chapter 2, you telk about "committed congestion- a relief project in the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030. Can you expand on the meaning of this project? Did I also read correctly that there was 
need for a traction power substation EVERY MILE? On page 38 they talk about the provision for vehicular 
propulsion and auxiiliary power to be housed in a steel "box" with dimensions of 40'Iong by 16'wide by 12"wide! 
Were will they be located and how will they be protected as they will contain transformers, rectifiers, batteries and 
ventilation-all connected to an existing electrical grid? 

On page 39 of Chapter 2, you do address use of the "local" work force, stating that one of the reasons for the 
phase approach to the entire project is to"match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with the local 
workforce and resources". Can you elaborate on the skill level needed for much of this project and if the work 
force has the capacity to take on such e huge and daunting task? Again, I sense the tail is wagging the dog! 

On to Chapter 3 page 2-What is an on board transit survey? It appears that one was Completed and became part 
of the OMPO travel demand forecasting model which was used to "predict future traffic conditions and Transit 
ridership. Then on page 26 it is stated that "under any build alternative average travel time on transit would 
improve dramatically, enhancing overall mobility and accessibility". is this statement inclusive of all time getting 
from point A(initial departure) to point B(final destination)? Then you go on to say,"in some cases, transit travel 
times would be 1/2 of today's time". Could you give a specific example? 

Page 28-table 3-5 really has me confused! Station to station travel times with down time are clearly stated in 
columns, but two of the columns are missing 7 stats/times and the other two are missing 5stats/times. How can 
you come up with a realistic total when you're missing so much information? I must also slate that I have never 
believed for one moment that the down time at each station was realistic to what is needed for people to get on 
and off any form of public transportation SAFELY. 

Chapter 3 page 37 states that there will be no reduction of the number of roadway lanes upon completion of the 
project (table 3-21), but as I continued through this section to page 43 I was alarmed to realize that some areas 
would loose their 4' bike lanes and have to co-mingle. with traffic on a shared lane that was now downsized to 14' 
wide_ Other areas would see more nerrow sidewalks with pedestrians having less space. It would appear we're 
robbing Peter(The people) to pay PaulThe train), and it feels like a very slippery slope for public safety. 

Finally-pages 48-50 talk about a Traffic Plan on how you minimize construction effects, but is there a plan in 
place? The same question is asked about a Transit Mitigation Plan-is there one in place? 

My concerns do continue, especially where the esthetics of this project are concerned. In your initial summary on 
page 6 you talk about this project as "trying to enhance the visual and esthetic opportunities that it creates". 
Looking beyond the horrendous cost and all the political wheeling and dealing, I hate to see this beautiful 
island blighted with this "steel elephant" and our grandchildren choked with a financial burden they do not deserve 
nor can ill afford. 

Cynthia Frith 
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June 11. 2010 	 RT2/09-299113R 

Ms. Cynthia Frith 
cfrithIbsmdt.corn 

Dear Ms. Frith: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Recognizing that costs are a constant variable and ridership forecasting is subject to 
uncertainties. the ETA requires that both be developed according to procedures defined over the 
past three decades of experience with ti us type of project. The capital plan for the Project is 
presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which includes a description of the amount of funding 
anticipated from various sources. The capital plan takes the current economic downturn into 
account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these 
funding assumptions. The financial plan is a dynamic document that will be updated as 
conditions warrant. If the Project is over budget, other sources of revenue have been identified 
in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS to cover such shortfalls; however, 30 percent of the Project 
budget is contingency for just such eventualities. 

Regarding ridership projections, the Project is one of the first in the country to design and 
undertake an uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis 
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evaluates the variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of 
ridership projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors 
were considered in the uncertainty analysis, including the following: 

• Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution patterns of future 
growth in the Ewa end of the corridor 

• The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure 

• The expected frequency of service provided by the Project 

• Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place 

• The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities provided by the 
new guideway vehicles 

Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is 
expected to be between 105,000 and 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 
116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

As far as mitigation, the proposed measures are based on what has worked on other 
projects and the need for specific improvements as a result of the Project. 

As described in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS, one purpose of the Project is to support 
planned development. Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIS explains that the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have qualified for local excise and use tax surcharge funding. Because 
single-occupant vehicles would have been permitted, even if tolled, Federal New Starts funding 
could not have been used. 

The Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP) is a long-term vision document that 
outlines transportation goals, objectives, and policies for Oahu. The ORTP guides future 
development of the major surface transportation facilities and programs. Projects in the ORTP 
are broken down into several categories, including island-wide, transit, and congestion relief. 
Congestion-relief projects are roadway projects that increase roadway capacity. Table 2-4 of the 
Final EIS lists congestion-relief projects included in the 2030 ORTP. These projects were 
included in all 2030 model projections conducted for the Project. The Project is included as a 
transit project in the ORTP. Additional details may be found in that plan. As described in 
Chapter 2, traction power substations will be located approximately every mile. They will be 
enclosed and locked. Their locations are shown in Figures 2-8 through 2-11 of the Final EIS. 

Construction activities for the majority of the transit system are similar to roadway and 
building construction. Appendix E of the Final EIS details construction methods that are used for 
both rail transit and elevated highway construction and were employed on the H-3 freeway. 
Experienced labor is locally available. A limited number of specialists will be needed to work 
with locally available labor in certain areas, such as transit power and signaling specialists 
working with local electricians to install system equipment. 
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An on-board survey was provided to bus riders to obtain ridership information for bus 
routes, including boardings and alightings. The survey was also used to collect information 
about ridership during different times of the day. The results of the survey were then 
incorporated into the travel demand forecasting model. Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS shows am. 
peak-period transit travel times for 2007 and 2030 with and without the Project. As shown in this 
figure, travel times are shorter with the fixed guideway. For instance, travel time from Kapolei to 
Pearl Harbor is approximately 100 minutes under No Build conditions but 45 minutes with the 
Project. These transit travel times include walking, possible bus travel to the stations, and other 
components of the entire trip. 

Table 3-15 of the Draft EIS shows station-to-station travel time for each alternative,' 
however, not every station is served by each of the alternatives studied in the Draft EIS, For 
instance, the Airport Alternative will serve stations on Kamehameha Highway (Pearl Harbor, 
Airport, and Lagoon Drive). The Airport Alternative will not serve stations along Salt Lake 
Boulevard, such as Ala Lilikoi, and accordingly, travel times are not applicable (represented by 
the n/a on the table) for this station. In addition, there are two potential sites being considered 
for the Aloha Stadium Station; the location varies based on the alternative. Accordingly, the 
information is not missing; it just does not apply to that station. 

Regarding dwell time, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS indicated that trains will be capable 
of reaching 50 miles per hour or faster, and will achieve an average, including dwell times at 
stations, of 30 miles per hour or faster. The estimated dwell time at stations is based on 
experience with other rail systems that operate multi-car trains with each car having multiple 
doorways to allow quick and safe passenger access and egress. 

In a few cases, narrow rights-of-way make it necessary to reduce the width of travel 
lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalks to accommodate the guideway support columns. This was 
done to minimize impacts to existing buildings and property. Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) requirements and local regulations for sidewalk widths are being followed throughout the 
Project. As shown in Table 3-25 of the Final EIS, bicycle lanes will not be taken away as a result 
of the Project. 

The Maintenance of Traffic Plan and Transit Mitigation Plan will be developed by the 
contractor with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation prior to 
starting construction. These plans cannot be created until Final Design is completed for the 
system. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Weanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
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generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

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

WAYN Y. YO HIOKA 
Director 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/6/2009 

William 
Froelich 

Colliers 
2572 LEMON ROAD 

1105 
Honolulu 
Hi 

96815 
wIroelich@hotmail.com  

Both 
Website 

01/06/2009 
Is there any info available on what areas may be subiect to a zoning 
change? I have a home near a planed rail area and would like to know. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332729 

Mr. William Froelich 
2572 Lemon Road 
Apartment 1105 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Froelich: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (ES) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) is 
expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. Planning and 
zoning around station areas will be conducted and established by the City's Department of 
Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance 09-4. It is 
likely that the City will adopt zoning rules that will allow more dense development near transit 
stations. However, changes in zoning are not a part of this Project. 

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

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
It/20/2008 

Kathleen 
Fung 

Airport 

HI 
96816 

None 
Website 

11/20/2008 
: I am pro the airport route as opposed to Salt Lake. Having grown up in 

New York and Connecticut, with rail the primary method of public 
transportation, 1 walked to the train station, about 2 miles. Its just easier 
than driving and finding and paying for parking in New York City. Salt 
Lake residents can walk, bus, bike or drive to pick up the train at the 
Lagoon station (be sure there is free parking). We have good weather 
here! Not sleet, freezing rain and snow. Be smart! Put it where it will 
get the most use and decrease the most traffic. People will adjust to 
anything that makes their life cheaper and easier_ The Salt Lake 
residents will adjust to picking up their train a lew miles away, Adult 
commuters where I grew up, took their ''station car, a cheap, get around 
car, 15 - 20 minutes to the station, picked up the train for the 60 minute 
ride to New York, and walked to their offices. It's what you do when you 
live or work in a crowded city. We are no different. Its just not yet 
second nature to us. The airport route has the potential to service a 
much wider population. 
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Ms. Kathleen Fung 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Ms. Fung: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
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completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honoluIutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours;  

WAYNE . YO§HIOKA 
Director 
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Mi Ya--26 /  
REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRO MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  

TO: MR. WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Dept, of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 

From: Mrs. Leatrice rung 
3088 La Pietra Circle 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

am very much against the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Deis) for the following 
reasons: 

• Rail is completely dependent on fossil fuel (much of it foreign fossil fuel) throughout 
it's life. This is exactly the opposite of what we should be doing. We should be reducing 
our dependency on fossil fuels. Vehicle energy is moving away from fossil fuels, Every 
few years there is an improvement away from fossil fuels. Rail is the worse climate warmer. 

• The need to replace our sewer system is much more important than building the 
rail system. Our untreated sewage leaking, discharging, or gushing out of our sewage 
pipes is not only hygienically unsafe but disgusting and repulsive. The accident on McCully 
last month was unnecessary and shameful. 

• The visual blight of elevated rail lines throughout town will be an eye sore 
wherever it goes. Imagine the height of the rail around Nordstrom being 145' above 
ground. 

• The noise blight of the rail system 79db at 50 ft will cause nerves to fray, the 
gradual deterioration of the neighborhoods accompanied with economic costs, and reduced 
property taxes. 

- 
-Frail will create increased traffic congestion in town as supporting pillors take away 

valuable road space. 

. • Hot lanes provide cheaper/better solutions to our traffic problems so why not save 
the money? Our state budget is over $1bilfion in debt this year before we even start. 

Sincerely yours, 

C4e  
F pz 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-335129 

Mr. Lawrence and Mrs. Leatrice Fung 
3088 La Pietra Circle 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Fung: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the No Build Alternative has been noted. The No Budd Alternative 
does not address the Project's needs or meet its purpose as established in Sections 1.7 and 1.8 
of the Draft EIS. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs 
between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the 
greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide 
access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build 
Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to 
the natural and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
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supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

Regarding your comment on fossil fuels, the Project will consume approximately 1 to 
2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. HECO is moving toward 
renewable energy generation. As that happens, the fixed guideway will also benefit from such 
new sources of energy. In addition, the integration of photovoltaic cells into stations and other 
project features could reduce net project electricity demand. 

Per your next comment, the enabling legislation for the General Excise and Use Tax 
(GET) surcharge precludes the use of the collected funds for the wastewater system. 

The Project has evaluated visual blight issues. Near Ala Moana Center, the guideway 
will be approximately 30 feet above the existing ground. There is no proposal to construct any 
portion of the Project or potential future extensions 145 feet above the ground. Section 4.8 of 
the Final EIS addresses the visual effects of the Project. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Waranae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
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(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the 
guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will 
mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Without mitigation, moderate impacts would occur at upper floors of a few high-
rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With mitigation in place (sound 
absorbing material, parapet wall and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new 
noise generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

In addition, as seen in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations 
is higher than for properties that are distant from the system. In addition, other development, 
including retail, businesses, schools, etc., could occur near transit stations. 

The Airport Alternative will not result in any lanes being taken away. Some lane widths 
will be reduced to accommodate column placement; however, this will not affect roadway 
capacity. Table 3-21 of the Final EIS presents information regarding the effects of column 
placement on streets and highways. As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, project-related 
traffic will affect six intersections in either the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours. At these 
intersections (one near East Kapolei Station, one near UH West Oahu Station, three near the 
Pearl Highlands Station, and one near Ala Moana Center Station), traffic volumes under the 
Project will increase delay compared to the No Build Alternative. The Project will include 
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Very uly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

p 

Mr. Lawrence and Mrs. Leatrice Fung 
Page 4 

measures to mitigate impacts at these intersections. Mitigation measures are discussed in 
Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS. 

Lastly, your preference for HOT lanes is noted. In Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, as well as 
in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives Analysis, the total capital costs for the Managed Lane Alternative 
would range between $3.6 and $4.7 billion, of which $2.6 to $3.8 billion would be for construction 
of the managed lanes. The transit operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative would 
range between approximately $251 and $261 million because of additional buses that would be 
put in service under that alternative. These costs do not include the cost of maintaining the 
managed lane facility. In Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, the capital costs of the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative, including bus system costs, will be $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars for the East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana Center Airport Alignment. Total operating costs for the Project, including TheBus, 
TheHandi-Van, and the fixed guideway, will be approximately $298 million. 

The Fixed Guideway will be more cost-effective over the long-term. Funding sources for 
the capital investments include a State GET surcharge, City General Obligation bonds, and FTA 
funds. Only the Fixed Guideway Alternative could be funded with the GET surcharge. The GET 
is expected to generate $3.5 billion through 2022 and the FTA's agreement to consider at least 
$1.55 billion for Federal contribution to the Project through the New Starts program for the Fixed 
Guideway. No funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. Toll revenues 
from the Managed Lane Alternative would pay for ongoing operations and maintenance while 
remaining revenues would be used to repay debt incurred to construct the system. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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First Name : 
	

Dexter 
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Furuhashi 
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Submission Method : 

	
Website 

Submission Content/Notes : For the proposed transit centers and park n' rides, what is the noise and 
traffic impact radius indicated and what document discusses such 
impact ? 

Is there a conceptual drawing of a transit center or park n' ride located 
on line ? 

Reply Requested : 
	

Yes 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: ww.y.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331313 

Mr. Dexter Furuhashi 
1564 North King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Furuhashi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ES. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Noise measurement locations and results are shown in Figures 4-53 through 4-56 in 
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. As discussed in this chapter, park-and-ride lots are located in 
undeveloped or commercial areas. The nearest distance from a residential use to a park-and-
ride lot will be more than 1,000 feet. There are no noise impacts regarding park-and-ride lots for 
the Project due to their distance from sensitive noise receptors. Traffic impacts related to park-
and-ride lots are described in Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS. Intersections near each park-and-
ride lot were analyzed to determine potential effects from park-and-ride traffic. Conceptual 
layouts of transit centers and park-and-ride facilities are provided in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 
Appendix B, Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles, in the Final EIS also shows the 
relationship of each facility with nearby surroundings. These documents are located on the 
project website at: www.honolulutransitorg  under the "Library" tab. 
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Mr. Dexter Furuhashi 
Page 2 

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

Vetr ly yours, /iry 

WAYN Y. Y SHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 3:04 PM 
To: Yadao, Elise; Nishioka, Edward M. 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thom, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: FW: Comments on EIS for Honolulu Fixed Guideway Mass Transit System 
Importance: High 

Aloha kakou! 

Another DEIS comment. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: Alan Gano [mailto:gerneaux@hawalisr.corril  
Sent Friday, February 06, 2009 256 PM 
To: Ted.Matley©dot,gov 
Cc: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject Comments on EIS for Honolulu Fixed Guideway Mass Transit System 

have not even bothered to read the ES, primarily because I earned from my previous participation in testifying 
before the Honolulu City Council and it's Transportation Committee, attending, speaking at, and asking questions 
at numerous public "rais"information meetings and other public forums: that the complete process has been co-
opted by the Mayor, certain City Councilpersons, [ITS and the contractors, Parsons Brinckerhoff and 
InfraConsult, with apparent collusion or at least acquiesence by DTA officials and members of the Hawaii 
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Congressional delegation. 

I have consistently supported a fair and competitive bidding process for the selection of both the technology and 
the vendor (which is allegedly the FTA policy), but with the elimination of the HSST Maglev, we have lost the 
environmental wer in the transportation arena since the environmental footprint of the proposed steel wheel on 
steel rail system, will dwarf that of the HSST Maglev, including guideway size/width, air pollution, noise pollution, 
esthetics and cost. 

It is a sad day for the mis-informed citizens and taxpayers of Honolulu; when their Mayor and other public officials 
can lie to them and cheat them, and the local print and broadcast media as well as our federal officials do not hold 
them accountable. 

Alan R. Gano 
P.O. Box 29521 
Honolulu, HI 96820-1921 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wwvv honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299101R 

Mr. Alan R. Gano 
P.O. Box 29521 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820-1921 

Dear Mr. Gana 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 
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Mr. Alan R. Gano 
Page 2 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

There is one operating urban magnetic levitation system in the world, and it has less than 
five years of operating record. Maglev would likely require more energy than the steel wheel on 
steel rail system, thus having a greater affect on air pollution. While the system is quieter, other 
systems may be designed to match the noise level of magnetic levitation when in operation. The 
assumed visual benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of 
requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. In addition, the smaller structures 
proposed in the comment result in shorter span lengths, which increases the number of columns 
required and the percentage of views blocked by the support structure, which would result in 
higher costs. 

In addition, the magnetic levitation system would not provide a net benefit or proven cost 
savings and would not change the selected alternative. In fact, the operators of the High Speed 
Surface Transport system have declined to make operating expenses available. No 
comparative maglev project has ever been built in the U.S. Therefore, no data are available to 
support a cost estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other countries for beam-track 
vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress 
walkway. In addition, shorter span lengths increase the number of columns required, and thus 
the cost to construct both the additional foundations and columns. With no comparative data 
available to support an operating cost estimate, there are no means to verify the statement 
regarding maglev's operating and maintenance costs compared to a steel wheel system. 

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

Very tru / yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO 'OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/10/2008 

Ginalynn 
Garces 
Student 
215 n king at 

1608 
honolulu 
HI 
96817 
gina08garces@yahoo.com  
2067346501 

Both 
Website 

11/10/2008 
Hi this is Ginalynn. I had just moved here about a year ago. I have family 
in Kapolei. At times, I spend the night at family member's house in the 
westside of Oahu and i feel that something should be done with the 
traffic in the mornings, it is horrible, the rail in fact is a good start in 
helping reduce the traffic flow. It takes me about 2 or 3 hours to get to 
china town in the early mornings. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: vony.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330414 

Ms. Ginalynn Garces 
215 North King Street 
Apartment 1608 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. Garces: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Anal EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
BS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Ms. Ginalynn Garces 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
BS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

As shown in Figure 3-7 in the Final BS, transit travel time from Kapolei to Downtown in 
2030 will take approximately 55 minutes with the Project compared to approximately 90 minutes 
under No Build conditions. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Ve7i)rul yours, ,. 

..: 

WAYNE YOSH'IOKA 
Director 
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DEC 29 ma v-zs- 

Pr3 AMERICAS, INC. 
I HQUQWW. RAAH  

The City Council, which earlier this year indicated it would play a major role in selection of the 
transit system technology, has basically "taken a back seat" to the city administration in recent 
months. It was unable to pass a resolution for the proper ballot question for November, to have a 
transit authority—which the city wanted—develop a fixed guideway transit system. Instead, it 
accepted the wording of a transit foe and we were left with the steel wheels question. The city, 
for its part, ignored the council and apparently went ahead with this EIS long before the ballot 
question was approved by the council. Approval of steel wheels On the ballot does not eliminate 
other suppliers from the competition, but the . EIS basically just "brushes off" three other 
technologies by using a recommendation from a highly suspect (so-called) expert panel. This 
limiting of alternatives was referred to in the state's review of the EIS as "troubling." 

aApV) 
Rosex,V216A- 

Rep* 
Comments on Draft EIS 

4.1 Oerfi 

I am not here to support two of those eliminated technologies, and intend to speak only as a 
proponent of the HSST elevated urban magnetic levitation system. Chapter 02 of the EIS covers 
Alternatives Considered. In Section 2.1.3, magnetic levitation is listed as a proprietary syste.m 
unproven in the U.S. I3ecause it is not in the U.S. does not make it unproven. Using this 
rationale would leave us still traveling in covered wagons. In fact, the Federal Transit 
Administration has called the HSST a mature technology, and the system has been in revenue 
service in Nagoya, Japan since early 2005 with a reliability rating of well over 99 percent, 

The section goes on to state that "none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail." 
Concerning the .HSST, that statement is not only misleading but is patently false. Compared to 
steel wheel systems, the IISST mag-lev is faster, much quieter, and safer (because of its wrap-
around-the-beam configuration). Its guideway also is not only less obtrusive but will be at least 
20 percent cheaper to build. This is extremely important When one examines guideway length 
for the three alternatives and compares associated costs given in Chapter 06 with expected 
sources of finds. 

The city has funding for a 20-mile minimum operable segment (or MOS) hut includes an 
alternative in Section 2.2.2 that shows a combined airport and Salt Lake alternative of 25 miles. 
Not only does this alternative place the project over even projected budgets but it excludes any 
extension to the UH-Manoa campus. Personally, I strongly favor the airport and military base 
routing over one on Salt Lake Boulevard. If, however, the HSST were allowed to compete, and 
were to win the transit competition, it might be possible to satisfy most of the interested parties. 

If the amount of labor and materials planned for the MOS were applied to FissT development, 
an additional five miles of guideway could be constructed within the MOS budget and timelines. 
This would accommodate the airport alignment, extension to UHNIanoa, and spurs into the Salt 
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Lake area as well as Waikiki. The only way to take advantage of the costs savings associated 
with the mag-lcv is to ensure that guideway specifications are left open to suppliers in the 
Request for Proposals (or RFP). In. Figure 2-9, the Draft EIS shows a guideway of 28-32 feet, as 
well as a parapet wall (for noise mitigation). This solid structure bridge is much larger than what 
is needed for the 1-ISST, two beams with open space between the beams and a cross-section of 21 
feet—with no need for noise mitigation wails. The narrower profile of the mag-lev guideway, 
coupled with the much lower sound level of the system, also will result in less impact on homes, 
businesses, and other facilities along the transit route. Obviously, if the Figure 2-9 chart 
becomes the specification in the RFP, the mag-lev cost advantage is negated. I will be 
submitting a comment that this chart be deleted, or shown as an example applicable only for steel 
wheel system. 

Finally, the costs for operations and maintenance shown in Table 6-3 reflect steel wheel on steel 
rail amounts anywhere from $12-18 million more per year than would be needed for the mag-lev.. 
Despite an extra ten percent in electricity to levitate its train cars, the HSST's virtually 
frictionless running results in lowered costs along with a smoother ride. Over 30 years of 
operations, that equates to $360-540 million in savings to island taxpayers. 

The bottom line is precisely that: Prevent the HSST mag-lev from competing and we pay more 
money for what may be an inferior system. If the city is so certain that steel wheel on steel rail is 
superior, modify this EIS appropriately, keep the REP specifications general enough to enable all 
suppliers to have a chance, and allow the HSST to compete. After testifying at the City Council 
the other day. I had a discussion with a steel wheels supporter outside the chamber. He told me 
that adding evaluations of other technologies in the EIS would cost an additional $1.5 million. 
Let us place that expenditure in perspective. Compared to the 5.4 billion year-of-expenditure 
dollars for an airport alignment, it is .0000277 percent; or one 36,000th of the cost. This would 
certainly be money well spent. Take the delay, spend the money, really open the competition, 
and do something positive for this island's taxpayers and commuters. 

IvIahalo 
0.7  

Frank Genadio 
92-1370 - Kikaha Street 
Kapoiei, HI 96707 

2 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

&nun HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-335706 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Genadio: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Fin& EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in paralle/ with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber- 
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV). The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 
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Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. The public meetings 
were coordinated with the NEPA process as required by 23 CFR § 771.125 (1). By a four-to-one 
vote, the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was 
considered safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in 
the panels report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology 
Selection Panel Report". 

There is one operating urban magnetic levitation system in the world, and it has less 
than five years of operating record. The single operating system has a maximum speed of 100 
kilometers per hour (62 miles per hour), which is similar to the maximum operating speeds of 50 
to 60 miles per hour common for steel wheel systems. While the system is quieter, other 
systems may be designed to match the noise level of magnetic levitation when in operation. 
The Final EIS documents in Section 4.10 that with Project mitigation, no noise impacts to 
residents or businesses will occur based on FTA criteria. There are no specific safety 
improvements from the traction design. The assumed visual benefits for beam-track vehicles 
would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. 
In addition, the smaller structures proposed in the comment result in shorter span lengths, which 
increases the number of columns required and the percentage of views blocked by the support 
structure, which would result in higher costs. 

In addition, the magnetic levitation system would not provide a net benefit or proven cost 
savings. To date, the High Speed Surface Transport system operators have declined to make 
operating expenses available. No comparative maglev project has ever been built within the 
U.S. Therefore, no data are available to support a cost estimate. Some of the savings 
recognized in other countries for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of 
requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller structures proposed 
in the comment result in shorter span-length, which increases the number of columns required 
and thus the cost to construct both the additional foundations and columns. With no 
comparative data available to support an operating cost estimate, there are no means to verify 
this statement regarding maglev's operating and maintenance costs compared to a steel wheel 
system. The demonstrated operating speed of 100 kilometers per hour for urban magnetic 
levitation is similar to that of steel wheel systems. 

Magnetic levitation requires a different guideway design that would have different 
impacts from a steel-wheel system, as presented in the previous responses above. The 
guideway design is being completed only for the technology that will be used for the Project. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
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Ver'truly yours, 

i 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
Page 3 

and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft BS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIS. The discussion of alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS 
and the Aftematives Analysis. As provided in Chapter 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 daily trips 
in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative will also 
result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay when compared to other 
alternatives evaluated, as well as provide access to major employment areas including the 
Honolulu International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than other 
alternatives considered. 

Additionally, with this Project, additional extensions are possible in the future. 23 CFR 
771.11109 states "The action evaluated in each BS. ..shall not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for any other reasonable foreseeable transportation improvements". Future transit 
improvements, including an extension to the U.N. Manoa campus will not be precluded by the 
implementation of the Project. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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cw767 
Mr_ Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

January 31, 2009 

Mr. Yoshioka: 

Attachments to this letter contain three pages of general comments and ten pages of specific 
comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement produced by the City and County of 
Honolulu for its High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. I believe that you and Mayor 
Hannemann still have time to correct your current direction toward holding a steel wheel on steel 
rail-only competition, and hope that you seriously consider "reversing course." 

am sure that your department and the contractor team are aware of persistent critical comments 
in letters and postings to online newspaper articles concerning the transit project. There are the 
obvious postings from the Stop Rail Now group, but there also are a number of people (aside 
from me) who want transit but do not like the obvious attempts by the city to limit the 
competition. 

Whether or not members of the State Legislature are serious about making an attempt to seize or 
delay the surcharge collections going into the special fund for transit, there is little doubt that 
transit foes are continuing to look for ways to end the project. I recommend that the city make 
an announcement that there will, indeed, be a fair and open competition for both the guideway 
development and the transit technology. ft would not only deflect a considerable amount of 
criticism but may return some previous supporters to full backing for the project. Aloha. 

  

 

Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, HI 96707 
(808) 672-9170 
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General Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Provided by: Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, HI 96707 
(808) 672-9170 

It is necessary to preface my general and specific comments to the draft EIS because, although 
remain a strong supporter of fixed-rail, I have become disillusioned by the way in which the 
project has been handled by the administration of the City and County of Honolulu (the City) and 
the Honolulu City Council. I am a former member of the Committee for Balanced 
Transportation (CBT), which was formed as a non-partisan tax-exempt group to foster education 
for integrated transportation and advocate for a rapid transit system for the island of O'ahu. To 
assist with that goal, a small grant was received a few years ago from the American Public 
Transportation Association and (perhaps) $2,000 remained as of mid-2003. I terminated my 
CBT membership when I Ieanaed in December through a newspaper article that more than 
$342,000 (from "contributions" made by transit contractors and their employees and Outrigger 
Enterprises Inc.) had been "ftumeled through" the CBT in its "Go Rail Go" guise to back the 
City's steel wheel on steel rail (SWSR) advocacy. I also was (perhaps I still am) a member of 
the Transit Solutions Advisory Committee (TSAC; now known as the Transit Advisory 
Committee) formed by Mayor Mufi Hannematm. There have been no TSAC meetings in the 
past several months or, if there have been meetings, I have not received an invitation_ While a 
member of the CDT, I also served as a CBT representative to the Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) of the O'alut Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

As much as I would have liked to continue my (completely voluntary) effort as a member of the 
City's team, the change in my status stems from my public support for a fair and open 
competition among all transit system suppliers that qualified, based on the City's own criteria in 
its Request for Information. I believe that the HSST urban magnetic levitation (mag-lev) system 
currently operating in Nagoya. Japan would be a strong competitor—if allowed to compete. It 
also is necessary for me to state that I have no formal connection with the HSST's supplier, 
Mitsubishi-Itechu, and have not and will not receive any compensation from their companies. 
My sole intention is seeing Honolulu obtain the best transit system at the best price. 

Presumably, the City is meeting all of the legal requirements of the Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) before it pursues federal funding for the transit project. It is, however, 
apparently ignoring the "spirit" of PTA guidelines while following a course of action that is not 
in the best interests of O'ahu taxpayers and commuters. The EIS must be modified to cover all 
qualifying rail systems—even if it means additional expenditure of planning and analysis funds 

Frank Genadio 
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and a delay in the document's completion. (Personally,! feel that the contracted analytical team 
should have produced a comprehensive product with funding allocated to date.) One has to be 
impressed by the number of analysts who have worked on this project and their levels of 
education and experience (as given in the draft EIS)—but one also has to wonder at the seeming 
lack of imagination and vision shown by the city. Based on what is contained in the draft EIS, 
particularly in documents from two to three years ago, it appears that the whole process was used 
to orchestrate for an SWSR system. 

My support for the IISST actually stems from a trip to Japan made by Mayor flannernann and 
three members of the City Council in 2005. They praised the ITSST and were even pictured 
demonstrating how little effort it took to move the (levitated) 52-ton train (Honolulu Star-
Bulletin, October 2005). I then started research into learning more about an urban mag-Iev, 
leading to my advocacy. Both high-speed and urban rnag-lcv systems operate or are under 
development in several nations and will undoubtedly continue to proliferate. The Maglev 2008 
Conference in San Diego in December demonstrated the level of interest in modernizing U.S. 
transportation systems. Critics of the mag-lev cite the thousands of miles of steel rail tracks 
throughout the continental United States that would no longer be of use, leading to the extra 
expense of building mag-lev guideways. There is DD such concern on the island of O'ahu, where 
we will "start from scratch." Implementation of a modem mag-lev system in Honolulu would 
not only be effective but would, in fact, be an attraction for this tourism-oriented city. 

Concerning the document, a general statement on property acquisition is needed. The tables and 
paragraphs in Chapter 4 are all based solely on an SWSR system. The numbers would probably 
apply as well to a rubber tire on concrete rail system but would likely be lower for both monorail 
and mag-lev systems, which require less space along their guideways. 

The discussions in Chapter 5 concerning acquisition of properties, including some of historical 
significance, are all applicable only to SWSR systems. Analysis of impacts on these properties 
must be made for each of the other forms of fixed-rail. In the cases of the monorail and mag-lev, 
the impact would certainly be lessened because of the (relatively) narrower width of their 
guideways. 

The discussion on costs in Chapter 6 applies only to SWSR systems. Rather than comment 
specifically on each section of the chapter as well as the costs given elsewhere in the document, 
the following is a summation of the major costs associated with implementation of the HSST 
urban mag-lev system. (NOTE: I did not find detailed costs for the Hitachi monorail—and will 
leave any justification for that system up to its supplier. The costs for the HSST are based on 
presentations made by Itochu representatives to the Honolulu City Council.) 

Frank Genadio Page 2 
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The draft EIS lists costs for the (now selected) Airport Alternative at $5A33 billion. A steel 
wheels bridge construction (using 49 percent of total cost) would be $2.662 billion, or a cost per 
mile of $133 million. The IISST supplier estimates construction for the mag-lev guideway 
would be $570 million less, or $2.092 billion, resulting in a cost per mile of $105 million. Using 
the steel wheels budget of $2.662 billion, at least 25 miles of !nag-ley guideway could be built 
(i.e., enough to reach the campus of the University of Hawaii [U1-1] in Manoa, an important link 
for ridership, with spurs to the Salt Lake Shopping Center and Waikiki). 

Operations and maintenance (O&M) costs also will be cheaper using the HSST. Despite a need 
for about ten percent additional electricity to levitate the train, the virtually frictionless naming 
of the mag-Iev is estimated at 20 to 30 percent less (than an SWSR system) per year. Enormous 
savings would be realized over 30 years, considerably easing the burden on taxpayers' funding 
for the transit subsidy. O&M cost comparisons arc given on page 8 of the specific comments, 
for EIS page 6-7. O&M costs savings alone would enable guideway extension into Central 
O'ahu, a major ridership area. Given the significant savings that can be realized with the IISST, 
how is it possible for the City to justify limiting the competition to SWSR systems? 

The City's plan also is disappointing in its lack of any foresight for some form of express 
service, which would be likely to create a significant boost in ridership—particularly from West 
0' ahu into Downtown Honolulu and (eventually) till and Waikiki. The EIS mentions more than 
once the possibility of having train operators. Any modern system should be capable of fully 
automated operations controlled from the transit operations center, and an operator would do 
nothing more than add to O&M costs. 

I remain hopeful that the City will realize that the present course of action is detrimental to the 
best interests of the taxpayers and commuters of O'alm, and will pursue a fair and open 
competition among all qualified transit system suppliers. This can be accomplished by not 
"tailoring" the specifications (particularly for the guideway) to favor SWSR systems, and by 
placing a statement prominently up front in any Request for Proposals that states something like 
"All guideway developers and transit system suppliers that qualified under the City's Request for 
Information are invited to bid." 

IT IS TIME FOR A 21ST CENTURY SOLUTION! 

I will end my general comments with the following extract from President Barack Obama's 
Inaugural Address: "And those of us who manage the public's dollars will be held to account, to 
spend wisely, reform bad habits, and do our business in the light of day, because only then can 
we restore the vital trust between a people and their government." 

Frank Genadio 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

7 	Purpose of the Draft EIS 	 Notice of Intent published in federal register 
The actual statement in the Notice of Intent is pertinent to my criticism of the city's 

actions to date. It states that "The draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light rail 
transit, rapid rail transit, rubber-tired guided vehicles, a magnetic levitation system, and a monorail 
system." The EIS does not come close to anything resembling a consideration of technologies other than 
steel wheels on steel rails (SWSR), presumably fitting into the first category above (since it is not planned 
as being "rapid"). 

3 	Purpose of the Draft EIS 	 ...core 19-mile alignment... 
...along Salt Lake Boulevard... first 

City Council action has changed the alignment; change "19-mile" to "20-mile" and 
change "along Salt Lake Boulevard" to "along a route by Honolulu International Airport" 

8-4 	Alternatives Considered 	 "The panel's report resulted in the City establishing 
steel wheel operating on steel rail as the technology... 
This eliminated the other technologies from further 
consideration." 

This statement should be removed because several meetings of the City Council followed 
the technology panel meetings, which were—to say the least—incomplete because of the requirements of 
the "Sunshine Law." The council never did pass a bill concerning technology and the panel's 
recommended SWSR system never received more than four (of nine) positive votes in any committee or 
full council meeting. It took a while to realize that the panel was, in fact, an SWSR "set-up" with four of 
five members having either no or very little knowledge of non-SWSR systems. The fifth member, 
Professor Panos D. Prevedouros (with whom I seldom agree but did in this case), criticized its 
proceedings extensively in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin's April 17. 2008 edition, in a column titled "Transit 
panel selection was case study in manipulation." The EIS seems to "downplay" the impact the panel's 
selection had on subsequent events; for example, it does not provide the names of panel members. The 
names of the other four panelists must be added so that FTA and U.S. Department of Transportation 
officials can determine for themselves whether or not this group was objective—or was, in fact, made up 
of men with little knowledge of non-SWSR systems. Recommend the addition of their names: Chair 
Ron Tober, Ken Knight, Henry Kolesar, Steve Barsony, and Patios Prevedouros. 

S-7 	Noise and Vibration 	 A solid parapet wail.. .to reduce noise levels. 
Change "...noise levels." to "...noise levels if a steel-wheel-on-steel-rail system is 

selected." Parapet walls and wheel skirts would not be required for the HSST urban magnetic levitation 
(mag-lev) system because of its much lower noise level. (I do not have noise data on the conventional 
monorail but it is also likely that such mitigation measures would not be needed.) It also should be noted 
that the City has never indicated what the (added) costs might be for mitigation measures. 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

2-3 	2.1.1 Screening of a Broad Range... 	Emerging rail concepts were eliminated because 
they have never been proven in real-world use and 
would not meet the rapid implementation schedule 
for the project. 

This statement should be reworded for clarity to "Emerging rail concepts, other than 
fixed guideway, were eliminated,.." Emerging rail concepts are not defined. 

2-7 	Table 2-2 Alternatives... Rejected 	Last three rows under technologies. 
Those three rows need to be removed because of the extremely weak rationale for 

rejection given in the table. There probably are proprietary aspects of every system being considered for 
Honolulu's transit project. Suppliers of these three rail technologies, if allowed to compote, would 
undoubtedly work with City officials to ease any proprietary concerns. The added statement for Magnetic 
Levitation, "unproven in U.S.," is ridiculous. The first use of a steam locomotive was in the United 
Kingdom in 1804, and the first commercial use in the United States was in 1829. If anything unproven in 
the U.S. cannot be considered, we would still be moving people and cargo in covered wagons. It should 
be noted that the Mitsubishi-ltochu IISST urban mag-lev is now approaching four years of extremely high 
reliability revenue service in Nagoya, Japan. 

2-8 	2.1.3 Alternatives Consideration... 	Statement in discussion of panel selection that 
ends with "...none of the proprietary technologies 
offered substantial proven performance, cost, and 
reliability benefits compared to steel wheel 
operating on steel rail." 

This is just another attempt in the document to justify SWSR systems, and is patently 
false concerning the HSST mag-lev. Compared to any steel wheels system's performance, the HSST is 
faster (at 62.5 miles per hour compared to 55), much quieter (in the range of an average television level in 
a home, or at least twice as quiet as noise-mitigated SWSR), and smoother riding because it is levitated 
above its guideway beam. As of late last year the HSST had carried more than 30 million passengers with 
a reliability rating of more than 99.9 percent can any SWSR system match that? As for cost, the IISST 
supplier estimates that, at current costs, the 20-mile minimum operable segment (MOS) guideway could 
be built for $570 million less than SWSR. For operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, despite about 
ten percent electricity (needed to levitate the train), the !BST O&M costs would be considerably less per 
year than SWSR (see details for page 6-7 comment). These benefits are indeed substantial, and indicate 
that the panel's goal was to justify the City's choice, not perform a real evaluation of each of the suppliers 
that met the criteria in the Request for Information (RFD. The irrelevancy of the panel makes the 
remainder of the If ES incomplete because all of its analyses are based solely on SWSR systems. The last 
two paragraphs of this section (2.1.3) should be removed as the first step in the necessary re-write of this 
EIS. 

2 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement Frank Genadio - 
Page Paograph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

2-9 	2.2 Alternatives Evaluated in.. £15 	Last paragraph on "A connection to..," 
Based on City Council action, reword this sentence to "A connection to a station along 

Salt Lake Boulevard could be built as a phasing option 	and Ala Moana Center along the route 
servicing the Honolulu International Airport." A global search of the document is recommended to 
change to the new primary option of servicing the airport. 

2-9 	2.2 Build Alternatives 	 Sentence that states "The system would use steel 
wheel on steel rail technology." 

Based on discussions above, change sentence to read "The system would use a form of 
fixed-rail technology?' A "global" change throughout the document from "steel wheel on steel rail" to 
"fixed-rail" is recommended. 

2-9 	2.2.2 13uild Alternatives 	 Sentence that states "All parts of the guideway 
would be elevated, except near Leeward 
Community College, where it would be in 
exclusive right-of-way." 

This presumes that it has already been determined that the maintenance and storage 
facility will be at LCC. Earlier in .  thedocument, it is indicated that the facility may instead be sited along 
Farrington Highway. A change from "Leeward Cormiumity College" to "the system's maintenance and 
storage facility" is suggested. A better solution might be a short extension (eventually part of the West 
Kapolei line) from the westernmost terminus of the MOS into Kalaeloa that could accommodate a facility 
sited on the flat land that is being acquired by the state. This could be cheaper to build and sooner to be in 
operation than a facility near LCC. 

2-19 End of second paragraph on left 	Change "assumed in to be place" to "assumed to be 
in place" 

Self-explanatory. 

2,-19 Transit Technology 	 Replace first sentence with more general wording. 
Recommend that first sentence read "The selected transit system will be a form of fixed-

rail powered by electricity (Figures 2-9A through 2-9C depict the type of guideway required for each rail 
technology)." 

2-20 Figure 2-9 	 Example Vehicle on Elevated Guideway 
This figure's title should be changed to "Example Steel Wheel on Steel Rail or Rubber 

Tire on Concrete Vehicle on Elevated Guideway" and the graphic listed as Figure 2-9A. Figures 2-9B 
and 2-9C should be added and show the guideways for Conventional Monorail and Elevated Magnetic 
Levitation systems. If the EIS is left as is, and this graphic becomes part of the specifications in any bid 
or Request for Proposals—leaving suppliers required to build an elevated guideway of 28-32 feet wide-- 
the monorail and mag-lev cast advantages are negated. These two systems are capable of operating on 
much narrower (and, therefore, less costly and obtrusive) guideways. 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadlo 
Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based  

Comment and Rationale 

2-38 Vehicle Maint. and Storage Facility 	Discussion of LCC site. 
It needs to be pointed out that a considerable amount of leveling is required to flatten the 

ground for a site adjacent to Leeward Community College. It should be noted that this will add to overall 
system costs. 

3-27 Figure 3-9 	 A.M. Peak-Period Transit Travel Times 
The figure reflects times based on local operations (i.e., stops at every station). There 

must be thought given to some form of express service, and this must be done before the start of 
construction for the first segment of the MOS. Station bypasses by express trains, which would increase 
costs, are the best type of express service; however, consideration should at least be given to skip-station 
operations during rush hours. Every effort should be made to halve rush hour transit times in 2030 
between West O'ahu and destinations in Downtown and Waikiki, to ensure that commuters will see 
substantial gains from transit use (including time from home to departure station and arrival station to 
destination) over operation of their privately owned vehicles. 

3-39 Table 3-21 	 Column Placement Effects on Streets and Highways 
The figure title should be changed to "Column Placement Effects on Streets and 

Highways for the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Bridge" and additional tables should be made for other rail 
forms. The summary is likely to be different, particularly for monorail and mag-ley guideways. 

3-42 Table 3-23 	 Potential Effects on Parking due to Fixed 
Guideway Column Placement 

The figure title should be changed to "Potential Effects on Parking due to Fixed 
Guideway Column Placement for the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Bridge" and additional tables should be 
made for other rail forms. The summary is likely to be different, particularly for monorail and mag-lev 
guideways. 

3-50 Construction Phasing 	 Wording on phasing of construction 
Reword to indicate airport routing first, based on City Council route change. 

4-5 	Table 4-1 	 Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations 
Identify this table as applying to SWSR. systems, and add tables reflecting what the 

acquisitions and displacements numbers would be for other forms of rail. 

4-5 	Table 4-1 	 Community Services and Facilities 
Identify this table as applying to SWSR systems, and add tables reflecting what the 

partial acquisitions and displacements numbers would be for other forms of rail. 

4-8 	Table 4-1 	 Noise and Vibration 
Identify this table as applying only to SWSR and rubber tire on concrete systems, and 

make a statement that noise mitigation measures are not necessary for monorail and mag-lev systems. 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale  

4-9 	Table 4-1 	 Street Trees 
Identify the numbers in this table as applying only to SWSR and rubber tire on concrete 

systems, and provide new calculations (which are likely to be fewer) for monorail and mag-lcv systems. 

4-33 Cemeteries 	 Typo in second sentence. 
Change "...Stadium-Cand.." to "...Stadium and..." 

4-36 Airport Alternative 	 Change "Airforce" to "Air Force" 
Proper usage, 

4-39 4.5,2 	 Affected Environment -.Neighborhoods 
In second paragraph, second sentence, change "White" to "Caucasian" as better usage. 

4-42 Table 4-8 	 Year 2000 Demographic Characteristics... 
Suggest heading changes from "White" to "Caucasian" and "Black" to "African-

American" as better usage in table and accompanying text on page. 

4-45 Ala Moana-Kaka'ako 	 Change "...(TOD) is..." to "...(TOD) are..." 
Self-explanatory. 

4-47 	Regulatory Context 	 Change "...statues,..." to "...statutes,..." 
Self-explanatory. 

4-47 	Defining Environmental Justice Areas Change "...Black,.,.." to "...African-American,..." 
Sec above on usage; note how it fits better with other terms. 

4-51 Table 4-9 	 Demographic Characteristics of 0' ahuMPO... 
Suggest heading changes from "White" to "Caucasian" and "Black" to "African-

American" as better usage. 

4-65 Figure 4-17 Viewpoint 1; and 
4-66 Figure 4-18 Viewpoint 2; and 
4-72 Figure 4-24 Viewpoint 8; and 
4-75 Figure 4-27 Viewpoint 11; and 
4-76 Figure 4-28 Viewpoint 12; and 
4-80 Figure 4-32 Viewpoint 16; and 
4-84 Figure 4-36 Viewpoint 20 

These conceptual graphics do not appear to be in scale with the graphic in Figure 2-9, 
which indicates that the SWSR bridge will be 28-32 feet wide. These figures scorn to indicate a guideway 
only slightly wider than the (5400t wide) vehicles below. Note the relatively narrow shadow of the 
guideway in Figure 4-27. Viewpoint 20 seems a little closer to what is expected to be the guideway's 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental 'Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
Page. Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

width, but still appears too narrow based on its shadow against the length of the vehicle below. These 
conceptudi graphics need to bc redone to more accurately reflect the width of the guideway; the addition 
of overhead views is suggested. Similar renderings will be needed for monorail and mag-lev guideways. 

4-91 	Salt Lake Alternative 	 First MI paragraph on right 
Change "...views along the steam..." to "...views along the stream..." 

4-95 4.8.2 	 Last two sentences of last paragraph. 
Should "...Improvement Plan..." be "...Improvement Program...?" 

4-97 Figure 4-37 	 Typical Sound Levels 
The term "rail" in two places should be changed to "steel wheels on steel rails" and 50- 

foot readings Should be added for the other three rail systems; rubber tires on concrete, monorail, and 
magnetic levitation. Discussion of the noise levels of these technologies should be added throughout the 
Section 4.9.1 discussion. 

4-100 Table 4-15 	 Number of Residential Buildings, Parks, and Schools 
with Noise Impacts; and 

4-101 Table 4-16 	 Noise Impacts 
The term "Created by Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Systems" should be added to the title of 

both tables, as well as Figures 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, and 4-42 on subsequent pages. Further study should be 
initiated to create tables and figures for the other three rail technologies, 

4-108 Electric and Magnetic Fields 	Effect of HESST mag-lev needs to be evaluated 
Since magnetism is used to levitate the train, effects of the IISST mag-icy should be 

included in this specific area. The HSST supplier has testified to the Honolulu City Council that the 
system has no effect on passengers with pacemakers, so minirnal impact is anticipated. 

4-137 Table 4-29 	 Summary of Street Tree Effects/Transplanting... 
The number of trees requiring removal or transplanting might be considerably less for the 

much narrower guideways needed for monorail and mag-lev systems; added tables are needed. 

4-149 Table 4-32 	 Airport Alternative grouping; and 
4-150 Table 4-32 	 Airport & Salt Lake Alternative grouping 

Change "C1NCPACFLT" and "C1NCPAC" to "COMPACFUr and "PACFLT" 
respectively in both places. The Commander of the U.S. Pacific Fleet is no longer referred to as a 
Commander in Chief. 

4-166 4.18.2 	 Station Area Development 
The first sentence needs to be updated relative to TOD ordinance in 2008. 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
Page Paragraph Title abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is 13ased 

Comment and Rationale 

4-166 4.18.2 	 'Ewa Plain, East Kapolei, UEI West O'ahu, and Ho'opili 
The Hunt Development Group may have pulled out of its agreement with UH; paragraph 

needs update. 

4-171 Table 4-36 	 First entry: Ka Makana Ali' i 
May need an update; is DeBartolo still involved in this development? 

5-3 	5.2 	 Description of the Project 
Change "...steel-wheel-steel-rail..." in the last sentence of the first paragraph to 

"...fixed-rail..." to ensure that a subsequent competition remains open to suppliers of all forms of rail that 
met the City's criteria in the RH. 

5-3 	5.3 	 Next to last line on right side of page. 
Change "...affects..." to "...effects..." 

5-8 	Table 5-2 
	

Airport Alternative grouping; and 
5-9 	Table 5-2 
	

Airport & Salt Lake Alternative grouping 
Change "CINCPACFLT" and "CINCPAC" to "COMPACFLT" and "PACFLT" 

respectively in both places. The Commander of the U.S. Pacific Fleet is no longer referred to as a 
Commander in Chief. 

5.24 Measures to Minimize Harm 	Guideway design as narrow as possible., 
This statement must be challenged because earlier in the document it is specifically 

shown as 28-32 feet across. The City is well aware that narrower guideways can be used for both the 
monorail and mag-Iev systems. Since width is a concern, the City must allow suppliers of all forms of 
fixed-rail to compete. This comment also applies to paragraphs of the same name on pages 5-25, 5-26, 
and 5-28. 

6-3 	Table 6-1 	 Capital Cost Estimates for the Build Alternatives... 
This table, in fact, this whole chapter and tables reflect costs associated only with SWSR 

systems. Similar tables, along with discussion, must be developed for the other forms of fixed-rail transit. 

6-4 	General Excise and Use Surcharge 	Discussion of 0.5 percent surcharge 
A sentence needs to be added at the end of this paragraph: "The amount collected 

through the GET surcharge currently is reduced by ten percent, which goes into the general fund handled 
by the State Legislature." No relief is anticipated; in fact, the legislature may consider moving all 
surcharge collections into the general fund for a period of time. 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental impact Statement 	 Frank (enai io  

Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 
Comment and Rationale 

6-7 	Fare Revenues 	 Fare box recovery ratio 
Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs for the FISST mag-lev are estimated to be 

considerably Icss than any SWSR system. Based on the City Council resolution for revenues to be 
maintained between 27 and 33 percent of annual O&M costs, the average fare for passengers will be less 
with the HSST. Conversely, increasing the percentage from the fare revenues—based on use of the 
HSST—to equal what would have been required with an SWSR system would reduce the transit subsidy. 
It should be noted that City O&M estimates seem to have increased considerably from earlier figures. 
The City's "Honolulu Rail Transit" brochure distributed throughout the (voting) community in 2008 
indicated O&M at "about $60 million per year in today's dollars?' Table 6-3 shows the following: for 
Salt Lake routing - $63 million in 2007, $123 million in YOE; for Airport routing - $68 million in 2007, 
$133 million in YOE; and for a combined Airport and Salt Lake alignment - $96 million in 2007, $187 
million in YOB. HSST O&M is estimated between 20 and 30 percent less per year than SWSR; using 25 
percent as an average, its advantage is as follows: for Salt Lake routing $47.25 million in 2007, $92.25 
million in YOE; for Airport routing - $51 million in 2007, $99.75 million in YOE; and for a combined 
Airport and Salt Lake alignment - $72 million in 2007, $140.25 million in YOE. Using YOE dollars for 
the now-selected Airport routing, 30-year savings with the HSST would be $997.5 million, If a dual 
Airport and Salt Lake alignment materializes, use of the IISST would save $1.4025 billion. O&M costs 
savings alone would enable guideway extension into Central O'ahu, a major ridership area, 

6-11 System Operation 	 Project costs based on train operators 
Perhaps all project costs should be recalculated based on fully automated train operations. 

No modern train system should be considered that requires train operators; there are enough necessary 
expenses, so the unnecessary expenses should be eliminated up front. Train operators in a grade-
separated urban rail transit system are redundant in the 21st Century. 

7-11 Important Trade-offs 	 Last paragraph 
Needs to be rewritten, based on City Council action on the alignment. 

541 	Appendix C 	 Construction Process 
This appendix needs to be rewritten to include construction processes for the non-SWSR 

fixed-rail systems. 

596 	Comment Sheet 	 From Hawaii Department of Transportation (DOT) 
I strongly support DOT Comment Number 2 that elimination due to proprietary 

technology is not sufficient reason to eliminate alternatives to SWSR systems. 

1045 D.R. Horton Schuler 	 Comments on scoping meetings. 
The comment that "....Magley systems are not only extravagantly expensive and untested 

in real-world public transit operational settings." is incorrect. Perhaps Mike Jones was referring to the 
high-speed mag-lev. The HSST urban nag-lev, compared to SWSR systems, is not only less expensive 
to build but also less expensive to operate and maintain. It also has been thoroughly tested in revenue 
service in Nagoya, Japan for almost four years. Renderings of the proposed Ho'opili development in 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genndio 
Page Paragraph Title (abbreviated) 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

West Oia.fin show a train station inside a public (retail?) building. This is possible with the quiet mag-lev, 
but 1 would not recommend it for any SWSR system. Mr. Jones should reconsider his earlier comment. 

1.160 Frank Genadio 	 Start of my comments during seoping meetings. 
I see nothing in these comments, covering the next three pages, that is contradictory to my current 

position on each subject. I see that at least a couple of state legislators recently brought up the issue of 
possibly taking a look at nuclear power. It is about time, and all forms of alternative energy should be 
"on the table" for powering the transit system. 

1494 Fixed Guideway Alternatives 	"Comments on reducing the range of technologies 
under consideration are encouraged." 

Seeing this statement again, after reading through the comments in the se.oping meetings, 
makes one believe that the City really had little interest in public input. Despite the supposed restriction 
on not expressing preferences, I noticed that a number of people mentioned technology and advocated 
monorail and mag-lev—but there was not much mention of SWSR systems. Several people stressed 
limiting system noise. I even noticed (early) preference for monorail or mag-lcv from a couple of people 
who seem to have changed their minds later, probably to keep their jobs (i.e., after the City administration 
decided that SWSR is the system of choice). If public comments are really to be considered in malcing 
transit decisions, why is it not even possible for the non-SWSR systems to compete? 

1502 Project Alternatives Analysis Report 	"No information was received that would eliminate one 
or more of the transit technologies currently under 
consideration." 

The statement above, in a report dated May 30, 2007, followed City policy throughout 
the years of 2005-2007. Within the first two months of 2008, this policy disappeared as the City pressed 
for selection of a SWSR system, even including the "charade" of the (so-called) expert panel of four steel 
wheels advocates. 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force 	"...structure for the fixed guideway would be only 26 
feet wide,..." 

Two points to note from the guideway width given as 26 feet in this paper: 1) The EIS 
graphic mentioned above indicates an SWSR guideway of at least 28 feet; and 2) The guideway for the 
'BST mag-lev would be only 21 feet wide—including open space between the beams. (NOTE: I have 
no information for conventional monorail; presumably, its guideway also would be narrower than the 
steel wheels bridge.) 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force 	Costs for the guideway 
Apparently, the task force received data from the city to determine costs for extensions of 

the system. These costs are obviously based on SWSR systems—and are considerably higher than what 
would be needed for the lEISST mag-lev guideway. Since the date of this report is December I I,  2006, 
why did this task force only show costs for SWSR, or why did DTS provide only such data? 
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Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 	 Frank Genadio 
.Psge Paragraph Title (abbreviated. l 	Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

1715 Transit Souping Meeting Comments 	My personal comments 
Pages 1715 (A210)-1718 (A213) are comments I made on the stx)ping meetings. At that 

time, { was fully supportive of the City's transit project and fully expected to see a fair and open 
competition among all forms of fixed-rail. Other than my disappointment at the City's (apparent) refusal 
to open the competition—with closing it obviously making my advocacy for the mag-lev irrelevant---I see 
nothing that I would wish to change in my comments. With added park-and-ride lot surface, the amount 
of solar power generated can be even greater than stated in these older comments. 

App. E City Correspondence 	 Letters to those who commented. 
The City's standard response in letters to those who commented on technology during the 

scoping process states the following: "Vehicle and system technologies will not be selected prior to the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement. Comments about issues related to vehicle and system 
technologies will be considered when specifications are developed." Each of these letters was signed by 
Melvin N. Kaku, Director (at that time) of the Department of Transportation Services. En effect, the City 
has contradicted its own statements made in 2006 by eliminating non-SWSR system technologies tong 
before publication of the draft EIS. If this does not violate the letter of ETA guidelines, it certainly 
violates the spirit. Basically, the City deferred any discussion relative to technology through 2007 as 
being too early for analysis. It then quickly convened an uncalled for (so-called) expert panel, which 
selected SWSR as the technology in a week that included only two public meetings, and then treated 
SWSR as the only technology to be considered—even though it never received snore than four positive 
(of nine possible) votes in any meeting of the Honolulu City Council. The whole process has been tainted 
by maneuvering and insincerity by the City administration—and must be re-accomplished. 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT2/09-297854R 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Genadio: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft DS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 22.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process that included the opportunity for public 
comment was used in parallel with the alignment analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses coveting all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. Rubber tire on concrete systems, such as the Phileas system, were 
evaluated by a five-member panel appointed by the City Council that considered the 
performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. The panel accepted public 
comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel chose a steel wheel 
operating on steel rail system. The four panel members selected steel-wheel technology 
because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary 
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technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future purchases of 
vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because none of the 
proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 
compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail Selecting a proprietary technology also would 
have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 
The panel's findings were summarized in a report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008. 

Magnetic levitation and monorail require a different guideway design that would have 
different impacts from a steel wheel on steel rail system. The guideway design and the impact 
analysis are being completed for the steel wheel on steel rail technology that will be used for the 
Project. As previously stated, other forms of fixed rail were eliminated in the scoping process 
and analysis of impacts to properties has been conducted for the steel wheel on steel rail 
technology chosen for the Project. 

No comparative magnetic levitation project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, 
no data is available to support a cost estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other 
countries for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include 
an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller structures proposed in the comment result in 
shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to construct 
both the additional foundations and columns. 

The HSST system operators have declined to make operating expenses available. 
Thus, with no comparative data available to support an operating cost estimate, there is no 
means to verify this statement regarding maglev's operating and maintenance costs compared 
to steel wheel. 

There is no plan to implement express service, but if future operations indicate that it 
would be beneficial, the system could operate in skip-stop service. With the Project, trains will 
operate every 3 minutes in each direction during peak periods. Once on the system, it will take 
42 minutes to travel from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center Skip-stop service could decrease 
travel time by a few minutes. The system will be capable of fully automated operation. 

The following paragraphs address your Specific Comments on the Draft EIS: 

7 Purpose of the Draft EIS: DTS and FTA requested information during scoping that 
would inform the technology selection process. No new meaningful information was received. 
As discussed previously, an open technology selection process was conducted during 
development of the Draft EIS in February 2008 and multiple panel meetings were held that were 
open for public comment as part of the review. The Final EIS documented the selection in 
Section 2.2.3. 

8 Purpose of the Draft EIS: The Final as has been revised to address the identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative, in particular see Section 2.4, Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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5-4 Alternatives Considered: The City Council never enacted a technology selection bill 
resulting in the City accepting the findings of the panel. The suggested text edit in this comment 
has not been deleted from the Final EIS. 

5-7 Noise and Vibration: Noise impacts and mitigation are evaluated for the steel wheel 
on steel rail technology. Parapet walls, wheels skirts, and sound absorptive materials are 
included in the project costs in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The suggested text edit in this 
comment has not been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

2-32.1.1 Screening: Fixed guideway is not an emerging rail concept. The proposed 
language was not added because it does not provide any additional clarity regarding the 
guideway as a rail concept. 

2-7 Table 2-2 Alternatives: As stated previously, proprietary technologies, meaning that 
selecting one of those technologies would require all future purchases of vehicles or equipment 
to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated for good cause. These were eliminated 
because none of the proprietary technologies offered proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel on steel rail. The text has not been revised in the Final BS. 

2-8 2.1.3 Alternatives Consideration: The single operating urban magnetic levitation 
system has a maximum speed of 100 kilometers per hour (62 miles per hour) which is similar to 
the maximum operating speeds of 50 to 60 miles per hour for steel wheel on steel rail systems. 
While the system is quieter, other systems may be designed to match the noise level of 
magnetic levitation when in operation. There is no safely improvement from the traction design. 
The assumed visual and cost savings benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the 
U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller 
structures result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and 
the percentage of views blocked by support structure. In addition, the greater number of 
columns required increases the cost to construct both the additional foundations and columns. 
No comparative project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, no data is available to 
support a cost estimate. With no comparative data available to support an operating cost 
estimate, there is no means to verify this statement. The FISST system operators have declined 
to make operating expenses available. Thus, with no comparative data available to support an 
operating cost estimate, there is no means to verify this statement. 

2-9 2.2 Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS: The Final EIS has been revised to reflect the 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. 

2-9 2.2 Build Alternatives: The system will use steel wheel on steel rail technology. 
Therefore, the BS will not be revised as requested. 

2-9 2.2.2 Build Alternatives: The Leeward Community College Station will be at-grade 
independent of where the maintenance and storage facility site constructed. 

2-19 End of second paragraph on left: The correction has been made in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIS and the sentence now reads "...assumed to be in place...". 
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2-19 Transit Technology:  The suggested wording was not changed because the steel 
wheel on steel rail is the technology analyzed in the Final EIS. 

2-20 Figure 2-9:  The suggested changes were not made because the steel wheel on 
steel rail is the technology analyzed in the Final EIS. 

2-38 Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility:  Earthwork is included in the project cost 
estimate that is in the basis for Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 

3-27 Figure 3-9:  This figure has been revised and now appears as Figure 3-7, AM. 
Peak-Period Transit Travel Times by Travel Market—Existing Conditions, No Build Alternative, 
and the Project, in this Final EIS. This figure shows that the fixed guideway system will provide 
travel time benefits during the am. two-hour peak period. This figure represents travel times 
from origin to destination. Station-to-station travel time is provided in Table 3-16, Fixed 
Guideway Station-to-Station Travel Times, in this Final EIS. Trains will operate every 3 minutes 
in each direction during peak periods. Once on the system, it will take 42 minutes to travel from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. All trains are anticipated to stop at all stations. Skip-stop 
service would not provide substantially improved travel times for most users and could be a 
source of confusion for some riders; however, skip-stop service could be implemented if 
warranted. 

3-39 Table 3-21:  The suggested changes for Table 3-21, Column Placement Effects on 
Streets and Highways, were not made because the steel wheel on steel rail is the technology 
analyzed in this Final EIS. 

3-42 Table 3-23:  The suggested changes for Table 3-23, Effects on Traffic near Park-
and-Ride Facilities and Bus Transit Centers—Existing Conditions, No Build Alternative, and the 
Project (without and with mitigation), were not made because The steel wheel on steel rail is the 
technology analyzed in this Final BS. 

3-50 Construction Phasing:  Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of Construction-Related Effects, 
was revised in the Final DS to reflect the identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

4-5 Table 4-1:  The suggested changes for acquisitions, displacements, and relocations 
(Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, 
Minimize, or Reduce Impacts) were not made because the steel wheel on steel rail is the 
technology analyzed in this Final EIS. 

4-5 Table 4-1:  The impacts to community services and facilities were only analyzed for 
the technology of steel on steel rail. The suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, 
Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or 
Reduce Impacts. 

4-8 Table 4-1:  The noise and vibration analysis conducted for this project only applies to 
steel on steel rail and were not conducted, nor will be conducted for other types of rail. The 
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suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and 
Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Reduce Impacts. 

4-9 Table 4-1:  Steel on steel technology is the chosen technology for this project 
Impacts to street trees were only analyzed regarding the impacts from this technology. The 
suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and 
Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Reduce Impacts. 

4-33 Cemetenes:  The sentence under the Cemeteries heading in Section 4.5.2, Affected 
Environment [Community Services and Facilities] has been revised in this Final EIS to correctly 
state, "One cemetery near Aloha Stadium and one near Waimano Home Road are adjacent to 
the project alignment." 

4-36 Airport Alternative:  The correction for Hickam Air Force Base has been made in 
Section 4.5.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Community Services and Facilities] 
of this Final EIS. 

4-39 4.5.2:  The term "White" is used in the Final EIS, which is consistent with usage by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U.S. Census Bureau. 

4-42 Table 4-8:  The terms used in this Final BS are consistent with usage by the U. S. 
Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U.S. Census Bureau. 

4-45 Ala Moana-Kakaako:  The sentence under Ala Moana-Kakaako heading in 
Section 4.6.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Neighborhoods], of this Final EIS 
has been revised to state, "kakaako has been designated a redevelopment area, which may 
result in a change in character along the Project alignment. However, substantial development 
has recently occurred in the neighborhood; several high-rise condominium developments have 
been built, and additional residential and commercial developments are planned. The elevated 
transit structure will not create a barrier to pedestrian or other modes of travel." 

4-47 Regulatory Context:  In Section 4.7.1, Background and Methodology [Environmental 
Justice] of this Final EIS, under the heading Regulatory Context, the sentence has been revised 
to state, "Additional laws, statutes, guidelines, and regulations that relate to EJ issues include 
the following..." 

4-47 Defining Environmental Justice Areas:  The term "Black" is used, which 
is consistent with usage by the U.S. Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U.S. 
Census Bureau. 

4-51 Table 4-9:  The terms used in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS are consistent with 
those defined by the U.S. Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U.S_ Census 
Bureau. 

As stated in Section 4.8, Visual and Aesthetic Conditions, of this Final EIS, the 
simulations are intended to represent the scale and spatial relationships of project elements to 
other objects. These simulations serve several purposes: they were used to evaluate visual 
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and aesthetic consequences, demonstrate the potential for mitigation, and provide a means of 
communicating the findings of the analysis. The simulations generally depict that the guideway 
(technology) would have a comparatively greater visual effect on the visual environment. 
The stations that were simulated for the visual assessment generally depict those that are 
expected to have a comparatively greater visual effect (see Figure 4-31 for the Chinatown 
Station and Figure 4-34 for the Downtown Station). Figure 2.12, Example Vehicle on Elevated 
Guideway (Cross-section) in this Final EIS, Section 2.5,2, Transit Technology, is a cross-section 
view that is intended to more accurately show the guideway dimensions. DTS has considered 
your request for additional station simulations. However, it was determined that the existing 
simulations presented in the Final EIS adequately represent the Project. 

4-91 Salt Lake Alternative:  The text related to views along Moanalua Stream does not 
require a change in the Final EIS since the Salt Lake Boulevard Alternative is not discussed in 
the Final BS. 

4-95 4.8.2:  In regards to Section 4.9.2, Affected Environment [Air Quality], in the Final 
EIS, "Transportation Improvement Plan" is appropriate because it is in reference to the plan and 
the text will not be revised to "Program" in the Final BS. 

4-97 Figure 4-37:  Noise impacts and mitigation were evaluated for the technology of 
steel wheel on steel rail. Because this is the transit technology analyzed in the document, it is 
appropriate to use the term "Rail" in Figure 4-51 Typical Sound Levels in the Final EIS. 

4-100 and 4-101 Tables 4-15 and 4-16:  The other three rail technologies are not being 
studied in the Draft or Final BS. Related tables and figures have not been revised. 

4-108 Electric and Magnetic Fields:  Because magnetic levitation technology is not being 
considered as part of the Draft or Final BSs, the suggested changes have not been 
incorporated into the document, 

4-137 Table 4-29:  Magnetic levitation and monorail require a different guideway design 
that would have different impacts from a steel wheel on steel rail system. The guideway design 
and the impact analysis are being completed only for the steel wheel on steel rail technology that 
will be used for the project. 

4-149 and 4-150 Table 4-32:  Property names in this table refer to the names of historic 
properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Resources Technical 
Report  (RTD 2008o). Names used to identify historic properties in the National Register or in 
Section 106 documentation may not correlate with current names. Names may reflect previous 
uses and/or owners, or may relate to the property's historic significance, such as the CINCPAC 
Headquarters building. Accordingly, neither edit has been made to this Final BS. 

4-166 4.18.2:  The Final BS has been updated to include the recent changes in the TOD 
ordinance. The TOD ordinance is discussed in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, of this Final EIS. 
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4-1664.18.2: Hunt Development Group was deleted from Section 4.19.2, Indirect 
Effects, of this Final EIS. 

4-171 Table 4-36: Upon verification, Table 4-39, Planned and Foreseeable Actions in 
the Study Corridor, in the Final EIS has been updated and the reference DeBartolo has been 
deleted. 

5-3 5.2:  Section 2.1.3 of the Draft EIS explains that steel wheel on steel rail was the 
technology chosen for analysis. No other forms of rail are being analyzed in the Draft or Final 
EISs. 

5-3 5.3:  "Affects" has been changed to "effects" in the Final EIS, Section 5.4. The 
sentence now states, "....presents effects to these 81 historic resources, as established by 
current consultation." 

5-8 and 5-9 Table 5-2:  As discussed above, property names in this table refer to the 
names of historic properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. "CINPACFLT" refers to the historic landmark While the Commander may no 
longer be called, "Commander in Chief", the National Historic Landmark is listed as "CINCPAC". 

5-24 Measures to Minimize Harm: The smaller structures proposed in the comment 
result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to 
construct both the additional foundations and columns. The proposed 120 to 150 foot span 
lengths would require a larger structure, similar to the steel wheel on steel rail system. 

6-3 Table 6-1: Other technologies are not being studied in the Draft or Final EISs. 
Chapter 6 has not been revised to reflect other technologies. 

6-4 General Excise and Use Surcharge: The amount of County General Excise and Use 
Tax (GET) Surcharge revenues withheld by the State has not been included in the revenue 
estimates. The surcharge collections are not being re-directed by the State. The Final EIS 
presents only information on funding that will go towards the Project. 

6-7 Fare Revenues: The HSST technology was evaluated and rejected as expensive to 
build and costly to operate by a technical panel of experts in transit systems, as noted in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft BS. The claims in the comment have not been substantiated by any 
revenue service operation. There are still too many elements of I-ISST technology that are not 
sufficiently developed or understood for the Honolulu community to adopt it as a primary 
transportation system. By contrast, steel wheel on steel rail technology is proven and cost-
effective in today's transit industry. 

6-11 System Operation: Comment noted. All operating costs include a driver, though 
the system will be designed to allow for automation. The decision to use an operator or not will 
be made at a later date. 

7-11 Important Trade-offs: The chapter has been revised to reflect selection of the 
Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative. 

AR00001833 



Mr. Frank Ge.nadio 
Page 8 

541 Appendix C:  The suggested changes were not made to Draft EIS Appendix C, 
Construction Approach (Final EIS Appendix E Construction Approach) because steel wheel on 
steel rail is the selected technology that is being analyzed in the Draft and Final as. 

596 Comment Sheet: The comment from the Hawaii State Department of Transportation 
(HOOT) was in reference to phrasing in an early administrative draft of the EIS, which was 
changed in the Draft EIS. HOOT did not comment on the selection of a technology. As 
discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Final BS, a five-member panel appointed by the City Council 
and Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies_ By a 
four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating on steel rail as the technology for the 
Project because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Technologies other than steel wheel on steel rail were eliminated for because they are 
proprietary technologies, meaning that selection of one of those technologies would require all 
future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer. These were 
eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel on steel rail. 

1045 D.R. Horton Schuler: There is a single operating urban magnetic levitation system 
in the world, in Japan, and having opened for operation in 2004, has only five years of operating 
record. The technology is unproven. 

1160 Frank Genadio: The energy mix for electricity generation of the system will depend 
on HECO's power production. As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.11.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation [Energy and Electric and Magnetic Fields], the Project will 
consume approximately 1 to 2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu in 
2030. The planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will be sufficient to support the 
transit system, but the electricity distribution system will require various updates to support the 
system. Integration of photo-voltaic cells into project features could reduce net project electricity 
demand. 

1494 Fixed Guideway Alternatives: DTS and FTA requested information during scoping 
that would inform the technology selection process_ The information submitted was reviewed 
and incorporated into the selection process. 

1502 Project Alternatives Analysis Report: Comments regarding the technology 
selection history are noted. 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force: The smaller structures proposed result in shorter 
span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to construct both 
the additional foundations and columns. To match the Project's 120 to 150 foot span lengths 
and other requirements, such as an emergency walkway, the structure would be of similar size 
to the Project's. 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force: Comments regarding magnetic levitation are noted. 
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Very tiuly yours, 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
Page 9 

1715 Transit Scoping Meeting Comments: Surface park-and-ride lots could include 
covers that could be used for photovoltaic cells. This will be considered during final design of 
the Project. 

Appendix E City Correspondence: Scoping for the Draft EIS in March of 2007 requested 
comments on technologies. Selection of technology occurred during the Draft EIS process; the 
selection was conducted as an open process with multiple panel meetings open to the public 
during February 2008, and the Draft EIS documented the selection. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Sincerely, 

n Yokota 
Vice President-Development. H Regi% 

71 r 
• • 

AIII Generai Growth Properties, Inc. 

December 3, 2008 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

Dear Mr. Matiey and Mr. Yoshioka, 

General Growth Properties (GGP) has begun its review of the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation and is aware of the request for comments by January 7, 2009. 

GGP's properties at Ward Centers and Ala Moana Center will both be impacted 
by the transit project. We request an extension of the comment deadline to allow us to 
fully study the impacts. An extension is needed to allow sufficient time to review all of 
the documents and secure the assistance of any necessary consultants. The current 
tirnefranie for review runs through a very busy holiday period, which will make it 
difficult for affected businesses and residents to provide meaningful input. 

We respectfully request that the deadline for comments be extended by an 
additional 75 days to March 23, 2009. Thank you for your consideration of this request 

Limited Parmership 

1441 Kapialani alvd.. Sie 202 

HOnOlulu. Hawaii 3881 4 

Development Design 

& Can etreic-lian 

liawell Region 

Phone 1308•947 -3788 

Fax SOS-947-3980 

www. p .cdo 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305- Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoltAigov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TOFtU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-290456R 

Ms. Jan Yokota 
General Growth Properties 
1441 Kapiolani Boulevard 
Suite 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The comment period duration was extended by 30 days to a total duration of 75 days. The 
regulations at 23 CFR 771.123(1) mandate a comment period of not less than 45 days. The 75-day period 
was longer than the 45- to 60-day periods typical for U.S. DOT Draft EIS documents and mandated 
regulations. 

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

Veryl y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOS !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00001837 



CR General Growth Properties, Inc. 

Limited Partaersaip 

1588 Kap.,Inni Blvd. Sta 8001 

Honolulu, Hawafl 96814 

novoloomont Design 

& Conattuallon 

RowoR RogIon 

Phono 808 —946.2811 

Fax 808 —948•226i 

www.9gp.cfam 

February 5, 2009 

Via Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested and Commercial Delivery Service 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai `i 96813 

Re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the above Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement ("EIS"). These comments are being submitted to you by General 
Growth Properties, Inc., on behalf of its affiliates with an ownership interest in property 
proposed to be included in or affected by the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project. These properties include Ala Moana Center, Ala Moana Plaza, Ala fvfosna 
Building, Ala Moans Pacific Center and the Ward properties. 

First, we would appreciate copies of the following documents and reserve the right to 
submit further comments based upon these materials: 

• The Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan described on page S-6 of the 
Executive Summary of the EIS; and 

• More detailed plans relating to the proposed Kakeako (Ward) and Ala Moana 
Stations. 

We have the following comments with respect to the plans labeled as follows: 

• Appendix A - Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles, Plan and Profile, Sta 
1340+00 to Sta 1370+00 (Sheet 25 of 32) 

• Appendix A — Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles, Plan and Profile, Sta 
1370+00 to Sta 1401+26 (Sheet 26 of 32) 

• Appendix B — Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans, Right-of Way Plan & Property 
Tabulation, Sta 1338+00 to Sta 1362+00 (Sheet 45 of 59) 
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Dept. of Transportation Services 
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• Appendix B — Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans, Right-of-Way Plan 8r. Property 
Tabulation, Sta 1362+00 to Sta 1386+00 (Sheet 46 of 59) 

• Appendix B — Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans, Right-of-Way Plan St Property 
Tabulation, Sta 1386+00 to Sta 1401+26 (Sheet 47 of 59) 

Based upon our review of the above plans, we believe that there will be significant 
impacts to our properties. These include, but are not limited to: 

• the loss of a material number of parking stalls, which would affect the parking 
requirements in the real estate agreements with a number of tenants and could result 
in lease terrninations and/or significant expenditures to replace this parking, if it can 
be replaced; 

• complete or partial loss of the use of several buildings and parking structures, with 
the attendant loss in gross leasable area and net operating income; 

• the loss of several driveways leading to Queen Street; 

• the loss of the mechanical room that services the building that houses Ross Dress 
for Less, The Sports Authority, Marukai 99 Cent Store and Pictures Plus; and 

• impacts to the future development potential of our properties. 

In addition, it appears that a vertical circulation system may be needed through several 
levels of the Ala Moana Center parking deck for access to the transit line, Please 
confirm if this is the case. If so, there may be additional costs to GOP for security, 
custodial, maintenance and other expenses associated with the operation of the Ala 
Moana station. 

It also appears that columns required to support the transit line are proposed to be built 
through a number of buildings on our Ward properties, at Ala Moana Center and the 
recently built expansion area, the Ala Moana Center parking deck, and the Ala Moaria 
Building parking deck. 

As a general observation, as previously discussed with the City, our traffic consultants 
have proposed other alternative routes in the area that would better serve the totality of 
Kakeako and reduce the economic impact to our properties, as well as reduce the 
number of businesses affected. We would be pleased to share these plans with yon and 
discuss them at your convenience. 

Lirallad Partnership 

1605 Kapio!anl Blvd, Ste 600 

Honolulu, HdyFJ 96514 

Dovolopmont Design 

& ConOUtIclion 

Hawaii flgon 

Phone 808 946.2811 

Fox 808 —946.2216 

yorw.ggp.eorn 

The EIS indicates that plans are conceptual and subject to change. Accordingly, our 
comments are also of a general nature and subject to amendment as the plans are 
finalized. In addition, we would appreciate the opportunity to work with you with 
respect to the methods of construction, the construction timeline, staging areas, utility 
relocation and related matters so that the impact upon our properties and the business 
conducted thereon is minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
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Sincerely, 

n S 
Vice President — Development, Hawai' i Region 

Dept. of Transportation Services 
February 5, 2009 
Page 3 

We also have the following specific comments, 

• Table 4-20 on page 4-114 of Chapter 04 of the EIS indicates that there is an 
unidentified above ground storage tank (AST) at 404 Ward Avenue (TMK no. 
21050062), which is slated for full acquisition. Please note that the tank is a grease 
receptor for the restaurant, which is regularly emptied and maintained. Therefore, 
this site should not be considered a hazardous materials site. Please amend this 
table in the EIS accordingly. 

• Table 4-31 on page 4-145 of Chapter 04 of the EIS titled "Potential Long-term 
Adverse Effects on Cultural Resources Related to Act 50" indicates that practices 
at Tio's (which is now Kanpai Bar and Grill) and California Rock-N-Sushi 
restaurants will be displaced. Please explain the type of practices that you 
anticipate will be displaced. 

• Table 4-32 on page 4-149 of Chapter 04 of the EIS and Table 5-2 on page 5-8 of 
Chapter 05 of the EIS indicate that the Ala Moana Building (TMK no. 23039001) is 
a historic building. All references to this historic designation should be deleted 
unless you can provide verification that this designation has been properly granted. 

• Sheet 45 of 59 of Exhibit B lists the TMK for 534 Ko`ula Street as 2-1-52:16. Our 
records indicate that the correct number is 2-1-53:16, 

• Sheet 46 of 59 of Exhibit B lists the TMK for 335, 345 Karrtakee Street as 2-3- 
5:23. Our records indicate that the correct number is 2-3-005:13. 

• Sheet 46 of 59 of Exhibit B lists the uses for 1020, 1030, 1044 and 1060 Kamakee 
Street as commercial. There is a mix of commercial and industrial uses, 

Please note that the tenants and other occupants of our properties may have comments 
as well and we do not purport to speak on their behalf. 

Finally, the purpose of this letter is to comment upon the EIS in general terms. We 
have not attempted to outline all of the effects that the proposed project will or may 
have upon our properties, both current and future uses, such as those envisioned in the 
recently approved Master Plan for the Ward properties. We also note that the EIS does 
not adequately detail the measures, if any, proposed to minimize adverse impacts of the 
project on the properties and businesses affected. We reserve all of our rights and 
remedies, at law and in equity, in connection with the project and its effect upon our 
properties and the .businesses conducted therein. 

Limitad ParInotr,hip 

1585 KaplolaniNvd. SIG 800 

Honolulu, 11awa4 06814 

0ovolopment Dosign , 

& Corwin ction 

mawail Raglan 

Phone 808 - 946-2811 

Fax 808 - 846-2216 

vamw.ggp cam 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We look forward 
to meeting with you to discuss our comments in greater detail. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIREC roR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2109-299170R 

Ms. Jan Yokota 
General Growth Properties, Inc. 
1585 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 800 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Yokota: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 7T1.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Ward Avenue 

It is acknowledged that General Growth has significant plans for redevelopment of properties in 
the Ward Properties area. The City has discussed the Project with General Growth and will continue to 
work with General Growth as the Project moves forward. To a substantial degree, coordination of the 
General Growth plans with the Project on affected properties could help mitigate parking and access 
concerns in the vicinity of the Kakaako Station. Mitigation measures related to acquisitions, 
displacements, and relocations are presented in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS and for parking in 
Section 3.4.7. For partial acquisitions, defined in Section 4.4.1 of the Final EIS, For commercial 
properties, including situations where the commercial property could lose its function, full acquisition will 
be considered." The City's right-of-way managers will work with individual property owners to provide 
relocation services, "...to all affected business and residential property owners and tenants without 
discrimination; persons, businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be 
treated fairly and equitably" in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Section 4.4.3). 
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Ms. Jan Yokota 
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Regarding development potential of General Growth properties, the implementation of the Project is likely 
to have a positive effect by coordinating the General Growth plans and the rail project. The likely effect of 
the Project on economic activity near the stations is positive based on the experience in other cities. 
Table 4-38 in the Final EIS shows the effect of rail on property values in various U.S. cities related to rail. 
The key to success is to coordinate the plans for both the development and the Project so they work 
together. 

Ala Moana Center 

Vertical circulation elements will be needed for a station entrance through the parking deck of the 
Ala Moana Center, as shown on Drawing No. RP024 of Appendix B of the Final EIS. The station will be at 
about 35 feet above Kona Street. As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination 
efforts with the public will help develop design measures that will enhance the interface between the 
transit system and the surrounding community. The City will meet with property owners to discuss 
concerns that arise from the process. 

It is possible that columns could affect existing buildings in the Ward properties area. Given the changes 
General Growth has proposed for that area, the Project team will work closely with General Growth to 
ensure the best possible coordination of design of the guideway and future 
Ward Neighborhood Master Plan development. 

Construction planning and phasing will be coordinated with nearby property owners and 
businesses. The Project will continue its public involvement and education programs throughout 
construction. Project representatives will work with businesses that will be affected during design and 
construction, as well as ensure that businesses and the general public are fully informed of current and 
upcoming activities. 

Storage Tank 

Thank you for providing this information. Site No. 7, Tio's Mexican Restaurant, has been 
removed from Table 4-22 in the Final EIS. 

Cultural/Historic Resources 

The properties referenced in your letter (Tio's and California Rock-and-Sushi) are no longer 
identified in the Final EIS as traditional cultural practices. 

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended), the effects of Federal 
undertakings to historic properties must be considered by the lead Federal agency. Historic properties 
are properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The 
Ala Moana Building was determined eligible for listing in the National Register during consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) and was documented as such in revised material for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Proiect Historic Resources Technical Report. It is worth noting 
that eligibility does not mean the resource will be listed. (Please see regulation 36 CFR 60 which 
authorizes the NHRP and regulation 36 CFR 63 which discusses determination of historic places.) 
Potential project impacts to the Ala Moana Building were re-evaluated in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Proiect Historic Effects Report (April 2009). in this report, no adverse effects to the Ala 
Moana Building were identified. Following consultation, the SHPD concurred with this finding. These 
determinations of effect and the SHPD's concurrence are documented in Section 4.15 of the Final EIS. 
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Rights-of-Way 

According to the City and County of Honolulu's property tax records, the TMK for Koula Street 
(2-1-52:16)/s correct as shown in the Draft EIS. There was no record of 2-1-53:16 in the City's records 
as of February 24, 2010. 

The parcel number for 335, 345 Kamakee Street has been corrected to 2-3-005:13 in Appendix C 
of the Final BS on Sheet 48 of 48. 

The use of 1023, 1030, 1044, and 1060 Auahi Street has been updated to state 
"commercial/industrial" use in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

The existing land uses were determined through a windshield survey of the project corridor and 
verification of the City and County of Honolulu's property tax records in February 2010. The right-of-way 
plans were revised and included in the Final EIS. 

Mitigation measures related to acquisitions, displacements, and relocations are presented in 
Section 4,4.3 of the Final EIS. As stated previously in this response, the City's right-of-way managers will 
work with individual property owners to provide relocation services to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants. Specific mitigation measures for individual properties and businesses will 
be developed on a case-by-case basis as the design progresses and the number of partial and full 
acquisitions is refined. All acquisitions will follow the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the USDOT's implementing 
regulations of 49 CFR Part 24. 

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

Very t ly yours, 

WAY 	Y SHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : COMMENTS OF MELISSA GOO 
REPRESENTING THE MOANALUA HIGH SCHOOL 
SCHOOL COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR THE HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
January 13, 2008 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project. 

My name is Melissa Goo. I chair and am speaking on behalf of the 
Moanalua High School (MoHS) School Community Council (SCC). 
MoHS is located in the Salt Lake neighborhood of urban Honolulu at 
2825 Ala Ilima Street, Honolulu, HI 96818. The school was established 
in 1972 and serves approximately 2,000 students in grades 9 through 
12. 

The MoHS SCC was established pursuant to Act 51, Session Laws of 
the State of Hawaii 2004, also known as the Reinventing Education Act 
of 2004. The MoHS SCC enables Moanalua High Schooi 
administrators, teachers, parents, students and representatives of the 
surrounding neighborhood to participate in the decision-making 
processes of the school. It is comprised of individuals elected by their 
peers to represent the school community in the interest of improving 
student achievement. The roles and responsibilities of the SCC include 
defining the school's vision and mission, reviewing and evaluating the 
school's Academic and Financial Plans (AFP), requesting waivers as 
appropriate from policies of the Hawaii State Board of Education (BOE) 
and Department of Education (DOE), participating in the selection and 
evaluation of principals, and playing a role in the development and 
revision of school policies. Finally, the SCC reports to the community 
and gathers feedback at forums held twice during the school year. 

With respect to the DEIS for the transit project, the SCC has identified 
several benefits to the Moanalua High School community of building the 
transit system along the proposed Salt Lake Boulevard alignment. In 
conjunction with its responsibility to report to the community, the SCC is 
communicating these benefits to the Department of Transportation 
Services for potential inclusion in the final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The benefits are as follows: 

• Students with geographic exemptions, who comprise approximately 
20% of the student body, could ride transit to school and back home 
each day. 
• Teachers and administrators who reside close to a transit station could 
ride transit back and forth to work each day. 
• Transit could provide a cost-effective means of transporting students on 
field trips to locations of educational interest, e.g. museums and 
historical sites downtown. 
• Students qualified to take college-level courses could use transit to 
travel to Leeward Community College, Honolulu Community College, 
Hawaii Pacific University, UH West Oahu, and eventually UH Manoa. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: +rdvord.honolulu.gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-334297 

Ms. Melissa Goo 
2894 Ala !lima Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Goo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative [mm East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft BS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very truimours, 

14 

WAYNE Yt.-YOSIIIIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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"Not by might, nor by power but by my Spirit" 
Saith the Lord of hosts, 	Zechariah 4:6 
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GOOD SAMARITAN CHURCH - MEMBER 	JAN 8, 2009 

1. Pastor Isakara 'Ike Sataraka 
2. Elizabeth Sataraka 
3. Tanu Sataraka 
4. 'Uracle Sakaraka 
5. Andrew Sataraka 
6. Isaac Sataraka 
7. Toreka Sataraka 
8. Nathan Sataraka 
9. Veronica Sataraka 
10. Shekinah Sataraka 
11. Zion Sataraka 
12. Patboone Anderson 
13. Lynnette Talaimatai 
14. Troy Talaimatai 
15. Shalom Tataimatai 
16. Shadracc Talaimatai 
17. - Fen-ance Sataraka 
18. Petina Sataraka 
19. Telika Sataraka 
20. Sabine Sataraka 
21. Truce Sataraka 
22. ihuddes Sataraka 
23. Silafaga Faleaflne 
24. Sam Tapasa 
25. Miriam Tapasa 
26. Summer Tapasa 
27. Shiloh Tapasa 
28. Sbaddai Tapasa 
29, 	Miriam Faaliga 
30. Glassy Faraliga 
31. Leauma lauiu 
32. Fuaao Laulu 
33. Lcauma Laulu Jr. 
34. Simaevaga Laulu 
35. Sakiasi Laulu 
36. Daisy Laulu 
37. Deborah Latdu 
38. Sila Laulu 
39. Faaotb Laulu 
40. Zianna Laulu 
41. Stephen Laulu 
42. Rebecca Laulu 
43. Penaia Lautu 
44. Atimua Tuumalo 
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45. Pogisa Tuumalo 
46. Taulagi Leano 
47. Naoia Leano 
48. Faanati Leano 
49. FideIlia Leano 
50. Felicidee Leano 
51. Faith Lean° 
52, 	Pone Tula 
53. Veronica Tuia 
54. Johnny Tula 
55. Taimane Tula 
56. Dora Leano 
57, 	Molimau Leano 
58. Pepe Iviaulupe 
59. Lance Maulupe 
60. Olive Maulupe 
61. Asi ani Ivlaulupe 
62. Arnani Maulupe 
63. Vaovai Sua 
64. Maio Sun 
65, 	Melina Sua 
66. 	Kalala Sua 
67, 	Puleao Lemau 
68. Talaleu Lemau 
69. Sam bane 
70. Silaraga Inane 
71. Flans Sun 
72. Gloria Sua 
73. Kingsten Stia 
74. Kobe Sua 
75. Kaleb Sua 
76. Piliota Failatiga 
77. Liii Tula 
78. Laavale Maulupc 
79, 	Violini Maulupe 
80. Maria Tuaoa 
81. Shadrrac Maulupe 
89. 	Manase Faualo 
83. Esther Faualo 
84. Margaret l'aualo 
85. Maverick Faualo 
86. Emmanuel Faualo 
87. Faausu Maeva 
88, 	Jane Maeva 
89. Lance Lagafuaina 
90. Samson Maeva 

AR00001851 



137. Fia jennings 
138. Wanda Jennings 
139. Faileaso Jennings 
140. lakopo Maileoi 
141. Anita Maileoi 
142. Richard Maileoi 
143. Kiwi Mailcoi 
144. Ryan Maileoi 
145. Alavina Mailcoi 
146. Patboone Anderson 
147. Susana Anderson 
148. Diana Anderson 
149. Sanele Anderson 
150. Kaiserlyn Anderson 
151. Faleniu Anderson 
152. Rhonda Anderson 
153. Bernadine Anderson 
154, Ainie Anderson 
155. Elizabeth Anderson 
156. Tauvavae Noa 
157. Victoria Non 
158. Lucy Non 
159, Vai Lualernaga 
160. Evelyn T.,ualemaga 
161. Ritnoni Tuiasosopo 
162. Ionatana Pei 
163. Elizabeth Pei 
164. Eliana Pei 
165. Eleanor Pei 
166. Ezra Pei 
167. Eisha Pei 
168. Ethen Pei 
169. Tirnoteo Pei 
170. Shari Pei 
171. Skyson Pei 
172. Tisha Pei 
173. Crystal Scanlan* 
174. Tofiga Pei 
175. Malaea Pei 
176. Teuila Fitiausi 
177. Jr. Fitiausi 
178. Cornelius Fitiausi 
179. Courtney Fitiausi 
180. Cartessa Fitiatisi 
181. Corianne Fitiausi 
182. Corey Fitiausi 
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le Auala U'amea o se ala maualuga lea e fesdotdi ai le 
situ i Sisifo a Oahu ma le taulaga I Honolulu faapea le 

fefaratauaiga I Ala Moana. Mao aoga net 

• a le a fa•aleleio ai ala a temalagalina 
• e fdaitlitia ai le tale naunau a ta'avale 

• o le a fa'apu'upu'uina ai tairni o fernalagalga 

• ma lagolagoina ai le fa'aopoopoina pea o tagatanu'u i 

Oahu net 

E mafai and aun-lai sou finagalo lie An-lataga a 
Fuafuaga o le Sl'osi'orniaga 
0 lemasinco Novema 21, 2008, e cmata ai one talla aloaia ai 
finagalo lautele a tagatanu'u e le City ma le County o Honolulu 

faapea le Ofisa o le Feterale, 0 le a tagal lelei cite aofiaga a le (Asa 
lea ua ta'ua o le Draft EIS (e pei ona ta'ua i luga) o fee le tulaga e 

manuia ai ala ice tolu ua tuafuaina. Tatala atu le avanaa e talia ai 
sau fautuaga mo le 45 aso, amata ia Navema 21, 2008, ae fdagata ia 

lanuari 7, 2009. 

o fea e maua di sa`u pepaikopi a ia aiaiga (Draft EIS) 
le gagana Peretania? 

E rnaua i sob se faletusi a le Setete pdo le City, sob se Univesete, 

Ofisa o Femalagaina o lo'ci i le 650 South King St, togafale tolu, ado 
le internet lIe website www.hanolulutransit.org . 

E metal 	one maua too sau DVD, pe faatonu sau pepa/kopi 
tusltusia lelei i le $59 i le gagana Peretania lava. Valarau le telefoni 

(808) 566-2299 pdo le Internet fol, website e pei one taua i Juga. 
la tau ai lou suafa, tuatusi, lau telefoni, ma le gagana a lo'o 

rnandomia. 

AUALA U'AMEA MO HONOLUL 
Matou te manaomia sou manatu i le Alaia o 
Amataga o le Fuafuaina a le Laufanua ma or 
Sromiaga mo le Auala U'amea i Honolulu n€ 

2) E metal one fa'aleo sou manatuitaofi i se ilolloga a le aotelega 

le a saunia lea e ie City. 0 aso a ia fono Die a fa'asilasila atu 
Honolulu Advertiser ma le Honolulu Star Bulletin, ma luga o 

lnernet lie www.honolulutransit.org  

3) Va'ai le Internet lena i le website www.honolulutransit.org  

E mafai ona ou vala'auina se tasi e fa'aliliu upui 
gagana i totonu o Fona a le aatelega a tagatanu'u? 
foe. Vala'au le terefoni (808) 566- 2299 i le ono aso co le'i 00 l Ie 
iloiloga.Ta•u i al lou suafa, terefoni rna le gagana e mandomia at le 

fesoasoani. 

Draft EIS Public Hearing Schedule 

	

Ka poi ei 
	

Kapolei Hale 

1 000 Ulu'ohia St 

Ala Mbaria/ igaisclell-Hawaii Suite 

	

IVIcully 	7.71 Ward Ave 

	

Salt Lake 
	

Sall Lake District Park 

1 1 59 Ala Lilikoi Pi 

	

678:pm Waipahu 
	

The :Filipino CommuniEy. C 
94-42 8 Mbl<VOlo St 

Saturday, Dec 6 

Monday; Dec 

Tuesday, Dec 9 

Wednesday, Dec .10 

0-11 

am 

6-8 pm 

6-8 pm 

E fa'apefea ona fai sa'u rnanatu I lea tulaga 
fa'ata'atia? 
F rnAfp■ i nriA fAIA fA'Ar1PA• 

Thursday, Dec it 6-8 pm Kalihi Bishop Museum 

1 525 Bernice St 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulugov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332979 

Ms. Elizabeth Sataraka 
Good Samaritan Church of Jesus Christ 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Ms. Sataraka: 

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

The US. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

. YOSHIOKA 

Ms. Elizabeth Sataraka 
Page 2 

EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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Creation Date : 	 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Malo 
Last Name : 	 Sua 
Business/Organization : 	Good Samaritan Church 
Address : 	 P.O Box 31029 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 	 Honolulu 
State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96820 
Email : 

Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Standard 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 
Submission Content/Notes : Thank you for thinking ahead to give the people a choice. Traffic is very 

bad from the Waianae Coast to Town. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8306 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gay 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-297988R 

Mr. Maio A. Sua 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820-1029 

Dear Mr. Sua: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Anal 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Mr. Malo A. Sua 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Ve)I tr y yours, ( 

C 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 2/9/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Jamie 
Last Name : 	 Story 
Business/Organization : 	Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 
Address : 	 1314 South King Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 	 Suite 1163 
City : 	 Honolulu 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96814 
Email : 	 jamie@grassrootinstitute.org  
Telephone : 	 808-591-9193 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	None 
Submission Method : 	Letter 
Other Submission Method : DART #1/09-295335 
Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 
Submission Content/Notes: 
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2)3'  

From: Jamie Story [mailto:jamesue©clearwire.netj 
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2009 12:00 AM 
To: sfosNoka, Wayne; ted.matley@fta.dot.gov  
Cc: Governor,Lingle@hawaii.gov ; Apo, Todd K; Deta Cruz, Donovan M; Marshall, Barbara; Djou, Charles; 
Bainum, Duke; Tam, Rod; Cachola, Rorny; Okino, Gary; Garcia, Nestor 
Subject: Grassroot Institute response to DEIS 

Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Motley, 

Attached is the Grassroot Institute of Hawaii's response to the DEIS for the proposed 
Honoluiu rail transit system. Please contact me if you have any follow-up questions. 
Thank you for your time! 

Sincerely, 

Jamie 

Jamie Story, President 
Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 
jamie@arassrootinstitute.ora 
{808) 591-9193 

The mission of the Grassroot Institute of Hawaii is to promote individual liberty, free 
market economic pnhcip)es and limited, more accountable government. Please visit 
our website to make a tax-deductible donation or to learn more. 
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GRASS root 
I:itute y  1 -1r.wa1i 

January 7, 2009 

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

Mr. Ted Motley 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Motley, 

I am writing this letter out of concern regarding the proposed Honolulu rail transit system 
and the related Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

Throughout 2008, the City and County of Honolulu made a number of claims, many of 
which are included in the DEIS, which cannot be substantiated by existing data. Our 
policy report, Debunking Myths of Honolulu Rail Transit, refutes many of these claims in 
detail, Below are 'just a few af these claims, along with brief explanations of the facts. 

Clctirn: Public transit ridership will increase with the addition of rail transit. 
Truth: Since 1960, Denver is the only city that has held onto a slight percentage increase 
in transit ridership after building rail. In metropolitan areas with high public transportation 
usage (Boston, Chicago, New York, and San Francisco), percentage at public 
transportation usage has decreased in all the cities following the implementation of rail 
systems. The same pattern is occurring for metropolitan areas with second tier public 
transportation usage (Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Phoenix, Portland, Sacramento, San 
Juan, San Diega), contrary to what the city's radio and TV ads would have one believe. 
(Decennial Census 1960-2000 and American Community Survey for 2007. US Census Bureau. 
h11P://facIfinder.census.goviserviet/DatasetMainPageServlet?lang=en&is=240267317805&,,ds_ 
name=ACS_2006._EST__G0O...kprogram) 

Claim: Rail systems in cities such as Vancouver, Salt Lake City, Portland, and 
Washington. DC have been vital in reducing traffic. 
Truth: According to the Texas Transportation Institute's 2007 Urban Mobility Report, none 
of these cities have experienced a reduction in traffic, and traveling times far 
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commuters have increased even in spite of rail. 
(http://mobility.tamu.eciu/ums/congestion_data/tables/national/tabte  jt,pdf) 

Claim: Rail uses less energy than automobiles or other commute options. 
Truth: According to the US Department of Energy, energy use per passenger mile (Btu) is 
3,512 for cars, 4,235 for buses, and 2,784 for roil. Motorcycles clock in much lower at 
1,855, while the Toyota Prius clocks in at only 1,659 (Transportation Data 3ook, Chapter 2, 
Table 2.12 Passenger Travel and Energy Use. 2006, US Department of Energy. www-
cta.ornl.gov/data/chapter2.shtml;  Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Passenger Mile, Public 
Transport & Personal Mobility in USA in 2005. www.demographia.com/db-ghg-carstr.pdf) . Given 
rail transit's declining ridership and permanent dependence on fuel, the increasing 
popularity of fuel-efficient cars such as the Prius and newer models mean that energy 
efficiency is increasing for cars while it decreases for rail, Furthermore, the energy 
necessary to build a rail system offsets any estimoted energy savings. Portland's 
environmental impoct statements estimates the system would need 172 years of 
savings—moving commuters from cars to rail—in order to make up for construction. 

Claim: Rail reduces carbon emissions. 
Truth: The CO2 output of the light and heavy rail, buses and the average car are 
presently very neorly the same. With the advent of hybrid and other more efficient cars 
and the high turnover of cars, the average car will soon surpass all other commute 
options, including heavy rail. This argues for transit systems that allow for large numbers 
of increasingly energy efficient cars—not fixed rail systems that will soon become a 
thing of the past, 

Claim: A $6.5 billion train is cost-effective. 
Truth: According to the DEIS, the proposed rail system with both Airport and Salt Lake 
routes will cost $6.5 billion in capital costs alone, or more than $6,000 per Oahu resident. 
These numbers are excessively large, especially when more cost-effective traffic 
solutions exist. For exomple, the construction of HOT Lanes would cost just $0.9 billion, 
while shaving 40 minutes off of the commute time from Kapolei to Downtown as 
compared to roil. ("Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic Congestions 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" directed by Professor Panos D. Prevedouros, of the 
University of Hawaii at Manoa.) 

Thank you so much for taking the time to understand these concerns as expressed by 
the Grassroot Institute of Hawaii. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you need any 
further information. 

Sincerely, 

Jamie Story 
President 
Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 
1314 S. King St. Suite 1163 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 
(808) 591-9193 
www.grassrootinstitute.org  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • internet: le.ww.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DE PU FY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-295335R 

Ms. Jamie Story 
Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 
1314 South King Street, Suite 1163 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Story: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft DS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Aiternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Public transit ridership 

Table 3-18 of the Final EIS details the total 2030 weekday transit hoardings for the 
Project at over 450,000 (bus and rail). This will be an increase of 80 percent over the 2007 
reported weekday transit hoardings for the 23-year period. This is a reasonable expectation 
given the substantially higher level of service to be provided with the Project. It is also on track 
with other locations that have implemented rail in critical travel corridors. Portland, OR, for 
example, experienced an increase in transit ridership of over 90 percent between 1987 and 
2007 after the rail line was built. Overall transit boardings have increased 33 percent between 
1999 and 2009 (TriMet Service and Ridership Information). Valley Metro ridership in Phoenix 
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Ms. Jamie Story 
Page 2 

increased 15 percent in one year following the opening of the rail line (Valley Metro press 
release, July 2009) 

In addition, national trends show increasing transit ridership. 2008 recorded the highest 
demand for public transportation in 52 years (APTA 2008 Ridership Report). It is anticipated this 
demand for public transportation will increase in Honolulu. It is misleading to use "metro area" 
public transportation usage data over a time span of many decades since "metro area" has been 
redefined and enlarged in each census period to include low-density outer areas not served by 
rail, or even bus transit in some cases. 

As noted above, in the 20-year period between 1987 and 2007, ridership grew 95.5 
percent for the Tr-Met system in Portland, Oregon, as measured by annual unlinked passenger 
trips. In that same 20-year period, the transit system in Phoenix experienced 189.4 percent 
growth in passenger trips; Sacramento experienced 131.9 percent growth and San Diego's 
growth was 119.6 percent in unlinked passenger trips. Other systems, including those serving 
Houston, Los Angeles, Boston, New York, and San Francisco, have all experienced varying 
rates of growth as measured by unlinked passenger trips (APTA 2008 Ridership Report). 

Traffic 

In analyzing future traffic congestion and the impact of the Project, the key is to 
understand how bad traffic would be without rail. If all the people using the rail lines in those 
cities drove, conditions would be dramatically worse. A travel forecasting model was used to 
determine transit ridership and roadway conditions in 2030 with and without the Project. This 
model is used by the Oahu Metropolitan Transportation Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan 2030. The model is updated approximately every five years to 
reflect changes in land use socio-economic conditions, and transportation network 
improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. The 
OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. The model is 
consistent with consultation with FTA and required to meet FTA standards to qualify the Project 
for federal funding under the New Starts program. As stated in Table 3-14 of Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS, the travel forecasting model predicts that Honolulu traffic in 2030 will be 18 percent 
better (in terms of delay) with the Project, compared to the No Build Alternative. Rail also 
provides a reliable, consistent alternative to the uncertainty of highway congestion. 

Energy 

Your comment correctly identifies the energy consumption use for the various modes of 
transportation, with rail being the most efficient of the major modes listed, as calculated for data 
collected for the year 2006. The same report referenced shows that between 1970 and 2006, 
highway transportation energy consumption has been growing at a rate of 1.8 percent per year. 
The assertion that highway transportation energy consumption will stop growing on an annual 
basis is not supported by data collected over the past 36 years. 
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Carbon emissions 

Future analysis can only consider what is currently regulated. This includes future 
vehicle mix and available technologies. The analysis does not assume that future technologies 
will only affect private automobiles and not affect mass transit vehicles. 

In addition, the direct comparison of carbon dioxide emissions between automobiles and 
transit rail cannot be made without knowing the energy sources providing the electricity. The 
utility (HECO) that will provide electricity for the Project primarily uses fuel oil to generate 
electricity, but the HECO grid is supplemented with independent power producers that generate 
electricity through renewable resources. As the percentage of energy produced from renewable 
resources increases over time, the electrically powered rail system will allow less of the island's 
transportation system to rely on oil. As noted in Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will 
result in a daily reduction of 171 metric tons of carbon dioxide when compared to the No Build 
Alternative. For an at-capacity system, approximately 25 grams of carbon dioxide are emitted 
per passenger mile. Approximately 150 grams of carbon dioxide are produced per 1150 th  of a 
gallon of gasoline consumed. 

As noted in Section 4.11.1 of the Final EIS, an average rail vehicle consumes 
62,700 BTUs per vehicle mile of service. A single vehicle has a capacity of approximately 
160 passengers. Therefore, approximately 390 BTUs are consumed per passenger mile at 
capacity. Consumption of 1150Th  of a gallon of gasoline consumes 2,500 BTUs. 

Cost-effectiveness 

The cost of the Project is $5.5 billion in year of expenditure dollars. The cost-
effectiveness index (CE!) calculation defined by FTA under the New Starts program requires that 
a project show that the CEI is less than a $24.99 per new rider threshold to qualify for federal 
funding. The Project CE! is $16.24 per rider, well below the threshold. Comments about the 
costs and effectiveness of HOT lanes are not consistent with the findings in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The Alternatives Analysis showed that the cost of the Managed Lane facility would 
have been at/east $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars and the benefits in terms of reducing congestion 
would have been only slightly better than the No Build Alternative and substantially worse than 
the Fixed Guideway alternative. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Last Name : 	 groothuis 
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State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96706 
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Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	None 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 11/20/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : It is important to route the rail through the airport up to University of 

Hawaii. As Tourism is one of the largest industries in Hawaii, the rail will 
reduce traffic and provide transportation for both visitors and 
residents/employees (of the airport). Also important is to route to UH. 
As a resident from the Leeward side of the island, I can confirm that 
traffic is alleviated when school is out of session. Therefore, I 
SUPPORT THE ROUTE TO THE AIRPORT. I don't believe there's 
enough demand to travel through Salt Lake. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330562 

Ms. Krista Groothuis 
91 -1 052 Aeae Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Groothuis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (ES) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Finai EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft DS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Bus service between Ala Moana Center and UN Manoa and Waikiki will be enhanced until 
those extensions are built. 

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

p ly yours, 

WAYN 	Y SHICI A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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I fully support and accept this EIS. I prefer the airport route over the Salt 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331289 

Mr. Gene Grounds 
245 Mahimahi Place 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821 

Dear Mr. Grounds: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Anal EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above 
referenced submittal. 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very uly yours, 

Al 71  d 	(- 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332263 

Mr. James Ha 
1201 Liliha Street 
Apartment 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Ha: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Anal EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your request for a station near Liliha Street has been noted. As illustrated in Figure 2-32 of 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Iwilei Station is located at Kaaahi Street and Dillingham Boulevard, one 
block from Liliha Street. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final 65 by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE; YOS OK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHI KA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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DIRECTDR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr, James Ha 
1201 Liliha Street, #202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Ha: 

February 16, 2010 RT9/09-334420 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comment has been noted. As illustrated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Iwilei 
Station is located at Kaaahi Street and Dillingham Boulevard, one block from Liliha Street. 

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

Enclosure 
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NOTHING TO EASE TRAFFIC. 
PLUS, THE WORST PART OF THE WHOLE THING IS THAT THE 
PROJECT IS UNAFFORDABLE. THE PEOPLE THAT MIGHT RIDE 
THE PROJECT ARE NOT THE ONES WHO WILL END OF PAYING 
FOR IT. BOTH YOU AND I KNOW THAT PROPERTY TAX PAYERS 
WILL END UP SHOULDERING A HUGE PERCENTAGE OF THE 
TOTAL COST. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338268 

Mr. John Hackney 
JHACKNEYaCARLSONSATOTRAVEL.COM  

Dear Mr. Hackney: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This fetter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

First, your opposition to the Project is rioted. 

With the Project, transportation benefits are expected to occur that will affect traffic 
conditions on Oahu. A Travel Demand Forecasting Model, based on guidelines established by 
the Federal Transit Administration, was used to determine traffic volumes in 2030 with and 
without the Project. With the fixed guideway system, total islandwide congestion (as measured 
by vehicle hours of delay) would decrease by 18 percent, compared to the No Build Alternative 
(Table 3-14 of the Final BS). In addition, traffic volumes were studied at various screenlines in 
the study corridor, as shown in Tables 3-9 arid 3-10 in the Final EIS. Analysis revealed that 
traffic volumes at these screenlines would decrease with the Project. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used to pay 
for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital 
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costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination 
of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
the revenues from the General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge revenues levied from 2007 
through 2022. Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing 
operations and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in 
state of good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources 
currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's 
General and Highway Funds. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honoluIutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

0 
 lif 

ti< 

WAYNE VYOS4OKA 
Director 
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and UH Manoa in the future. Thanks for letting us input our comments 
for the rail system. Cary 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330796 

Mr. Cary Haitsuka 
95-1174 Anuanu Street 
MiIiIani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Haitsuka: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Anal EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft BS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft BS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft FIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the. decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

UH Manoa and Waikiki will be served by enhanced bus service. Future bus routes, 
including frequencies, are shown in Appendix D of the Final F1S. The Project has logical termini 
at Fast Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. The proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, 
Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
this Final EIS. Other extensions, such as Central Oahu, have been considered and may be 
undertaken at some point after the current Project. The future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

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

V7/fru y yours, 

WAYNE' YoS'14IoK... 
Director 

Enclosure 
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	Original Message 	 
From: Teri.Matley@dot.gov  (mailto:Ted.Matley@dot,gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:40 PM 
To: MiNamoto, Faith 
Subject: PR: Rail 

	Original Message 	 
From: Sally Hall tmai1to:HALLS011@flAWAII.RR.00M3 
Sent: Tuesday, December 23, 200B 7:54 PM 
To: wyoshiokaOhonolulu.gov  
Cc: Matley, Ted <FT.A›; governor.lingle@hawaii.gov  
Subject: Rail . 

Government by the People, for the 
People? 

"Our government should work for us, not against us, help us, not hurt 
us." These words spoken by Barack Obama at the Democratic Natiouel 
Convention ring with truth. Unfortunately, though, in Honolulu they 
no not reflect the reality of city government. Our city officials, 
under the leadership of Mayor Mufi Nannemann, are refusing to stop a 
train that will carry us head on into economic and environmental 
disaster. 

Trade unions and businesses which stand to benefit from the steel on 
steel rail support it, as do many city bureaucrats dependent on Mufi 
for their jobs. But there are 35,000 or 45,000 or 49,000 voters, 
depending on how one defines voter, who want alternatives. Their 
concerns Should not be dismissed. Only after a protracted struggle by 
citizen groups did the city agree to a City and County of Honolulu 
question on the November 4th ballot asking, "Should the city build a 
steel wheel on steel rail transit system?" Nearly half of the 
citizens of Hawaii fully understood the dire consequences of such a 
system, and voted "Not" 

The proposed steel on steel rail will be an elevated 20 to 40 foot 
high cement structure climbing to 70 feet at U.H. Manoa and 125 feet 
at Ala Moane Center, stretching from Kapolei to Ala Moana and U.H. 
Manoa with spurs to the airport and along the Ala Wat. On Nimitz 
Avenue between ;Sarai Street, Bishop Street, and Halekauwila, the 20 
foot elevation will run along the water. Stations will be 
strategically placed at 32 sites, one 5 stories high across from Aloha 
Tower and one 12 stories tall at Ala Moana Center. No one along this 
route will be able to escape the racket of steel on steel trains 
roaring by. No one will be able to escape the blight on the eine. 

The costs to the taxpayer are staggering. Some states here no sales 
tax; others have no property tax; some have no tax on food or 
medications; still other states have no income tax. But in Rawaii we 
have them all, except in place of a sales tax we have a more insidious 
tax, a 4% excise tax, a tax on business transactions at every level 
which Is passed on to the consumer. Haanemann added a °county 
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surcharge" of .5 9,5 to the excise tax to help finance the rail, giving 
us a rate of 4.S%. If businesses choose to pass on their excise tax 
liability to the consumer, this tax can be as high as 4.712%. 

Add this to our high cost of living, and the financial burden becomes 
untenable. The cost of the steel on steel rail, with inflation and 
cost overruns, is now projected to be about 7 billion dollars. With 
the burden of maintaining a corrosion prone steel on steel system, an 
impractical choice for an island surrounded by ocean, the costs go 
even higher. We will pay, our children will pay, and our 
grandchildren will pay for a system that with rapidly advancing 
technology will  become obsolete as fast as it is built. 

By act presenting alternatives to steel on steel rail technology, the 
mayor leads many voters to think the choice is rail or nothing. Yet 
there are alternatives to steel on steel rail, well integrated and 
carefully thought out systems that would ease the traffic nightmare at 
a fraction of the cost and environmental destruction. The coordination 
of ferries, high occupancy toll lanes, fleets of mini buses, traffic 
lights, contra flow lanes, bicycle routes, and the use of new 
underpasses while encouraging telecommunication and staggered work 
hours would be less invasive, less costly, and more flexible than a 
steel on steel rail System. There may even be another less invasive, 
less costly, and more flexible rapid transit system that would work 
for Oahu commuters. 

Honolulu needs a mayor who works for all the people, not just those 
who contribute to his campaign or who will profit from the steel on 
steel rail system. An honest reappraisal of the rail issue would help 
citizens tel their government is working for them. An honest and 
effective mayor would look at the current economic recession and have 
the integrity to scrap a rail system that will bankrupt the future, 
become obsolete before it in finished, and wreak havoc on Oahu's 
fragile ecosystem. 

2 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

WEI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-292998R 

Ms. Sally Hall 
halls011(Cvhawail.mcom 

Dear Ms. Hall: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the fixed 
guideway system will travel from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport. The Project 
has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any 
extensions that may be constructed in the future. The planned extensions are included in the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan as illustrative projects and are anticipated to be completed 
at some time prior to 2030. The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, 
Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
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they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the extensions are 
proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (parapet wall, sound 
absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated 
by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that will experience 
moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors to below the 
impact level. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm 
that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the WaVanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
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• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital 
costs, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA 
Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts funds from the Federal government and the 
County General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. 
Operating and maintenance costs include costs associated with maintaining the transit system in 
a state of good repair and will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: 
Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

The Mayor did not add a "county surcharge." The decision to add the GET surcharge of 
0.5 percent was made by the City Council after authorization by the State legislature. The cost 
of the Project, with inflation, is forecast to be $5.5 billion, including finance charges. The steel 
used in rail systems is not prone to corrosion. With minimal maintenance, steel rails can last for 
decades. 

Lastly, to address your comments regarding the alternatives evaluated for the Project, 
the Alternatives Analysis fairly addressed the types of alternatives presented in the comment. 
They did not perform at the level of the fixed guideway and were eliminated from further 
consideration, as noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, 
the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on five transit technologies. A technical review 
process included the opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the 
alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for 
information that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 
12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent five-
member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic 
appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas 
bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tired technology), 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation 
(MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed 
technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Ms. Sally Hall 
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report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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From Ted.Matley@dot.gov  [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.goyi  
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:39 PM 
To; Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: RN: Honolulu Rail System 

From: Gerhard C. Hamm [mailto:gch.hawali@hawaiianteLnetj  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 2:36 PM 
To Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Honolulu Rail System 

.Tanuary 6, 2009 
Dear Mr. Maley, 

Phoenix just opened a new 20 mile light-rail train built for $1.4 billion. 

Why does our Honolulu government project $5.3 billion for our 20 mile system? Are the 
Phoenicians that much smarter than us to elect a government that provides them with the same length systern 
for almost $4 billion (Four Billion Dollars) less? Wow! 

What could we taxpayers do with $4 billion in our own pockets? Think about it, seriously. Perhaps 
for the billion-dollar EPA-required sewage upgrade, and still have a few billions left? 

Sincerely, 
Gerhard C. Hamm 
1930 Alaweo St. 
tionolulu. HI 96821-.1304 
(808) 3734930 
GCH.Hawail@Hawaliantel.net  

1/23/2009 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (BOO 768-4730 • Internet: www.horiolutu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT9/09-334331 

Mr. Gerhard C. Hamm 
1930 Alaweo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821-1304 

Dear Mr. Hamm: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The conditions between Phoenix and Honolulu are different. The systems are both 
20 miles long, but the Phoenix line is estimated to carry less than half the riders of the Honolulu 
system and take more than twice as long to travel the 20 miles. Moreover, the Phoenix line 
removes two lanes of traffic along most of the route. There are numerous alternative routes 
available for motorists in the Phoenix metro area. The Honolulu Project will not remove any 
travel lanes. It will add to the capacity of the overall transportation system without reducing the 
existing, limited roadway supply. Phoenix did not need to preserve highway capacity; Honolulu 
must. To accomplish that, the system must be elevated (underground is more expensive). The 
cost of an elevated system is higher than an at-grade line such as the recently opened system 
in Phoenix, but the Honolulu service will have a much higher capacity and will be more reliable. 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Gerhard C. Hamm 
Page 2 
February 16, 2010 

Lastly, the proposed capital funding sources for the Project cannot be used for non-
public transportation projects such as a secondary wastewater treatment plant. Enabling 
legislation for the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge and Ordinance 07-001 
preclude the use of the collected funds for purposes other than a fixed-guideway transit system. 

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

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 11/20/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 	 cameron 
Last Name : 	 hamp 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 

State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96789 
Email : 	 cameron41085@yahoo.com  
Telephone 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Email 
Submission Method : 	Website  
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 11/20/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I have a few questions the first being, 

What kind of security will be provided at the parking lots at the rail 
stops? 

If current "road work" creates congestion now, how much more would a 
full scale project affect traffic? And what hours would the labor be done? 

I have seen State "pro)ects" and generally they take 2-3 more years than 
originally planned and fail to meet the budget consistently. Are there any 
guarantees that this project timeline would be met? 

All of this is built on the assumption that the train would be full? Again 
are there any guarantees, or incentives to use the train, otherwise I say 
this, oh someone else is going to take it I can drive. The idea that other 
people will say will someone else will do it similar to the philosophy of 
recycling. if i dont do it someone else will. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4739 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN TFIOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330572 

Mr. Cameron Hamp 
cameron41085yahoo.com  

Dear Mr. Hamp: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Regarding your question about how security will be provided at parking lots and stations, 
DTS, with assistance from the Honolulu Police Department, is developing a security plan for 
transit facilities, including park-and-ride lots. As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety 
and Security Measures, a project-specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been 
developed in accordance with FTA requirements to define the safety and security activities and 
methods for identifying, evaluating, and resolving potential safety hazards and security 
vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes responsibility and accountability for safety and 
security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, construction, testing, and start-up 
phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the 
Honolulu Department of Emergency Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services 
Department have been involved in preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan 
addresses public safety and security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with 
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the Project, specific issues that were identified through community outreach efforts, and design 
and architectural details to enhance safety. 

In response to your comments regarding construction effects on traffic, as discussed in 
Section 3.5 of the Final EIS, there will be some construction-related effects on traffic, such as 
lane closures, which may occur throughout the day, including peak travel periods. The extent 
and duration of lane closures will vary depending on location. A Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 
Plan will be developed prior to construction and will describe construction methods, times, and 
resulting road closures. A Transit Mitigation Program will mitigate effects on transit service 
operating during project construction. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, an extensive 
public information program will be implemented to provide motorists with a thorough 
understanding of the location and duration of construction activities, as well as anticipated traffic 
conditions. 

Regarding your comments on the time frame of construction activities, the anticipated 
project schedule is shown in Figure 2-42 of the Final EIS. The best incentive for a contractor to 
stay on schedule is that completing a project ahead of time generally results in a higher profit. 
Because of the tight timeline for completion, however, the City will impose penalties for late 
completion as part of the Project construction contracts. Construction of the Project will take 
approximately nine years to complete. 

Regarding your comment on ridership, the primary quantitative method for evaluating the 
alternatives is a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (0ahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) (0ahuMPO 
2007). The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. 
and is consistent with consultation with the FTA. The model is updated approximately every five 
years to reflect changes in land use, socio-economic conditions, and transportation network 
improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. This 
modeling approach has proven effective in estimating ridership levels in other areas such as Los 
Angeles County, Salt Lake City, Denver, and Phoenix in the last 10 years. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information 
and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key input 
assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit system 
on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model 
has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 
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The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
forecast by establishing likely upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked 
closely with the City during this work effort. A variety of factors were considered in the 
uncertainty analysis, ranging from variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and 
distribution patterns of future growth in the Ewa end of the corridor, to the impact of various 
levels of investment in highway infrastructure, to the expected frequency of service provided by 
the rapid transit system, to park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place, and to such 
things as the implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities provided by the new 
guideway vehicles. Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership 
in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official 
forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS shows that the best incentive for use of the rail system is the 
fact that it will take less time than any alternative, including driving, for a large number of people. 
In addition, the policy to keep fares low with easy, free transfers will make it more cost-effective 
to use the rail system than driving a car, parking it, and paying for all other incidental costs of 
daily commuting by private vehicle. The travel forecasting work that forecasts the demand for 
the Project's services follows FTA requirements and is based on approved transportation and 
land use plans for the City. The guideway connects many of the major activities within the 
corridor and many of its neighborhoods and business/retail centers. Many cities in the U.S. and 
around the world have used this kind of planning approach, and experience shows that it 
provides a good basis for planning and designing the system and understanding its impacts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vetrullyours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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I think the route on the city side of Oahu is well thought out. I would like 
to see a link to the windward side however. The best was to do that 
would be to seek funding from the federal goverment and connect Pearl 
Harbour with the Kaneohe Bay Marine Base following the H3 Highway. 
A station placed as close to the Windward shopping center near the Like 
Like Hwy would be best. I hope that all the trains acomodate bicycles is 
some way like the Bart trains in San Fransico where bikes can be taken 
aboard the last car. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Interne': wwvv honoluEu.gov  

IMF! HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-334418 

Mr. Earl Handy 
47-226 lulu Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Handy: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted; however, the Project has been designed to serve the 
areas of greatest population and employment on the island most efficiently. A future project 
could connect to the Windward side, but no such connection is proposed at this time. 

To answer your other question, bicycles will be allowed on the system and will be 
regulated by a bicycle policy. More information on bicycle allowances will be published in the 
future. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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Very)FuIy yours, 

‘.. 

WAYNE YOS [OKA 
Director 

Mr. Earl Handy 
Page 2 

letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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cc: Mr. Ted Matley 
cc: Gov. Linda Lingle 
cc: Honolulu City Council 

z 
rn 
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rn: 

Shirley Hasenyager 
235 Kuuhoa Place 

Kallua, HI 96734-2734 
shirleyinhi@aol.com  
(808) 262-5069 

January 27, 2009 

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

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

have numerous concerns about the DEIS for the Honolulu City and County's proposed heavy 
rail transit system. A few of them are: 

1. I do not feel the issue of property acquisition and adequate reimbursement has been fully 
addressed. What about loss of business during relocation and construction and decreased value 
already occurring due to anticipation of acquisition and/or lengthy disruption ? 

2. The immense adverse visual impact to Honolulu has been minimized and not adequately 
described. We need to have good, easily understood descriptions of the many stations planned as 
they will impact a large area that includes schools, homes and businesses. The size of these 
stations needs to be explained in detail.....the footprint of the station, height and amount of land 
surrounding each one needed for parking, bus accommodation, etc. How are they to be protected 
from vandalism, graffiti, and criminal activity? 

3. What happens when we have a power outage like the one during a recent storm. This is not 
something speculative. This will happen. How do you propose getting people off of the trains 
and out of the stations? 

4. What accommodation is there for luggage (assuming an airport route) and other large items 
people will need to be able to carry on a train, either to a place of work or back to their cars 
after shopping. 

There simply has not been an honest presentation of the impact of the proposed rail system on 
businesses and residences on the route, nor the disruption of traffic during a very lengthy 
construction period. What recourse does a resident of an apartment have when he finds he has a 
noisy train running in front of his lanai every few minutes, blocking his view, ruining his life 
and making his apartment worth zero? Is the city prepared to deal with the many law suits that 
are inevitable? 

Yours truly, 

01 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: $...ww.honaltriagov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHiOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT10/09-335668 

Ms. Shirley Hasenyager 
235 Kuuhoa Place 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734-2734 

Dear Ms. Hasenyager: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following addresses comments regarding the above-referenced submittal 

Your letter will be answered in the same manner as it was submitted. 

1. Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS presents the mitigation associated with acquisitions, 
displacements, and relocations for full and partial property acquisitions. 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS lists the proposed mitigation measures to reduce 
adverse economic hardships for existing businesses (including small businesses) 
along the project alignment during construction. The City has a right-of-way team 
that has contacted each potentially affected parcel owner to discuss potential 
project impacts on their respective property. All property acquisitions and 
relocations are subject to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act, and the City will follow those procedures. Where 
relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws 
and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. 
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Ms. Shirley Hasenyager 
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2. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS shows the location and extent of all project stations in 
Figures 2-17 through 2-37. In addition, visual effects of the system are 
addressed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. As discussed in Section 8.4 of the 
Final EIS, the City is conducting workshops with communities that will have rail 
stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations 
and provide opportunities for residents to contribute ideas about the appearance 
of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will be 
incorporated into the station planning process. For more information and to get 
involved in this process, please visit the project website at 
1NWW 

Stations will be patrolled and will be closed between midnight and 4:00 a.m. 
Materials and textures will be graffiti-resistant. Physical deterrents, such as 
plantings, will be used where appropriate. Graffiti removal is an anticipated 
maintenance activity. 

3. Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's 
infrastructure is being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, 
trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an outage in a few 
areas should not disrupt service to the remainder of the system. If electrical 
power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars 
even without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries 
will provide lighting for several hours. The train operations center will 
communicate with passengers via the public address system and intercom to 
provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. 
With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the 
trains and walk along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the 
nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be provided by 
emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will be met at the train 
station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City 
transportation workers. 

4. The luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be 
to allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other 
passengers. 

The exact impact of construction activity on traffic is not yet known. As discussed 
in Section 3.5.6 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be 
developed in advance by the contractor with approval from the City and the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify measures to 
mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation and will address 
roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. As stated in 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, several public involvement strategies will be used 
to inform businesses and the public about construction activities, including 
roadway detours. 
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As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe 
noise impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high- 
rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended 
mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis 
indicates that the new noise generated by the Project will be lower than the 
existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge 
of the guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The 
parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in 
the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project 
noise levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is 
operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise 
impacts from the Project. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS discusses the general consequence of the changes 
to visual conditions due to the presence of the elevated guideway and states that, 
"residents living in high-rise buildings adjacent to the project alignment will 
experience visual changes as a result of the Project." 

The Economic Activity section of the Draft EIS (Section 4.2) did not evaluate the 
impact of the Project on property values because those values are subject to 
economic forces outside the direct control of the Project. However, as 
experienced in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations 
is substantially higher than for properties that are distant from the system. In 
addition, other development, including retail, businesses, schools, etc., could 
occur near transit stations. 

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

Veçy t1y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Hawaiian lectric company, inc. • PO Box 2750 • Honolulu, HI 96840 -0001 

EIS 

February 6, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Re: 	Honolulu High.Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City & County of Honolulu, Oahu 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement 
prepared for the above-referenced project. The following comments were received from the 
our Engineering and Power Supply Departments: 

(1) Engineering/Project Management (Egrlynne Oshiro, 543-7825). Numerous existing and 
planned HECO overhead and underground facilities will be affected by the project 
location and route. E -IECO will need continued access to our faculties for operation and 
maintenance purposes. 

(2) Engineering/Substation, Protection & Telecommunications (David Arakaki, 543-7594 
Transit facilities in the area of HECO's lwilei 138 kV Substation may conflict with 
possible expansion plans for the substation. 

(3) Power Supply/Power Plant Engineering (Michael Yuen, 543-7994 

(a) Honolulu Power Plant. The transit project proposes to use the Nimitz-Bishop 
corner of the Honolulu Power Plant for part of the transit station. This corner of the 
Honolulu Power Plant currently has a storage tank that provides propane for power 
plant operations. Area is limited at the Honolulu Power Plant, especially during 
major maintenance periods, so relocation of this tank and loss of the usable area 
would negatively impact HECO's operation and maintenance activities. HECO 
requests revision of the station design to avoid the use of the Honolulu Power Plant 
property. 

(b) Waiau Power Plant. The proposed transit guideway is routed on Kamehameha 
Highway in front of the Waiau Power Plant. The plans presented to HECO last 
year proposed to eliminate the left turn into Kamehameha Highway coming out of 
the power plant because of guideway column placements. This turn is utilized by 
large Transmission and Distribution vehicles heading in the Ewa direction, These 
vehicles can not easily make U-turns so they would have to take a very circuitous 
route to head back toward the Ewa direction. HECO requests that the guideway 
column placement be relocated to avoid elimination of this turn. 
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Dept. of Transportation Services 
February 6, 2009 
Page Two 

(4) Engineering/Prolect Management (Rouen Liu, 543-7245). Please note that HECO's 
work and associated costs related to the transit project may be subject to approval by 
the Public Utilities Commission, State of Hawaii. For this and other planning reasons, 
HECO would prefer to coordinate and plan for electrical needs or relocations as soon 
as practical. 

We appreciate your efforts to keep us apprised of the planning process. As the project 
progresses, please continue to keep us informed, We will be better able to evaluate any 
effects on our system facilities further along in the project's development. We request that 
development plans show all affected HECO facilities, and address any conflicts between the 
proposed plans and HECO's existing facilities. Please forward the pre-final development 
plans to HECO for review. 

Should it become necessary to relocate HECO's facilities, please immediately submit a 
request in writing and we will work with you so that construction of the project may proceed 
as smoothly as possible. Please note that there may be costs associated with any 
relocation work, and that such costs may be borne by the requester. Because any redesign 
or relocation of HECO's facilities may cause lengthy delays, upon determination that HECO 
facilities will need to be relocated, HECO should be notified immediately in order to 
minimize any delays in or impacts on the project schedule. 

To coordinate HECO's continuing input in this project, I suggest dealing directly with the points 
of contact noted above. Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

/4- 	_ 

Kirk S. Tomb 
Senior Environmental Scientist 

cc: 	Ms. Katherine P. Keafoha (0EQC) 
E. Oshiro 
D. Arakaki 
M. Yuen 
R, Liu 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: wirAv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

1NAYNE Y. YOSFIIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT2/09-299027R 

Mr. Kirk S. Tomita 
Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2750 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96840-0001 

Dear Mr. Tomita: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

(1) Engineering/Profect Management:  As presented in Section 4.18.2, Communities and 
Neighborhoods, of this Final EIS, "Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside 
of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered or affected by project construction." 

In addition, coordination will occur with property owners and will include, but not be 
limited to: underground utility service connections, access or driveway reconstruction, utility 
disruption, water service, grounding work, demolition, landscape protection, landscape 
restoration, fencing, mail delivery, and garbage collection. The vertical and lateral clearances of 
overhead and underground utility lines shall comply with the rules and regulations of the 
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appropriate utility agency and Hawaii Administrative Rules during final design and approved by 
the utility agencies. This coordination will include notifying and working with HECO regarding 
non-State roadways and roadway rights -of-way. Design refinements with all affected HECO 
facilities will be developed in close coordination with HECO and the design team as final design 
progresses. Access will be maintained to all HECO facilities, though it may be modified in some 
locations. 

(2) Engineering/Substation, Protection & Telecommunications: Preliminary Engineering 
(PE) drawings for the Iwilei segment will be submitted to HECO for review and coordination by 
January 2010. Design coordination will continue through the final design of the Project. 

(3) Power Supply/Power Plant Engineering: 

(a) Honolulu Power Plant: Locating the Downtown Station at a different site 
would avoid use of the Honolulu Power Plant Property, and accordingly, alternative sites 
have been investigated, as was described in the HECO Downtown Plant and Leslie A. 
Hicks Building Avoidance Alternatives subsection in Section 5.5.2 Historic Sites of the 
Final EIS. Avoidance alternatives are limited by Honolulu Harbor and by the geometry of 
Nimitz Highway. Several alternative alignments were considered during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase, one of which included Queen Street. While this alternative would avoid 
the HECO properly, it would have impacts on historic resources within the Hawaii Capital 
Historic District. Other small shifts of the station entrance were considered and are not 
feasible because they would require the demolition of one of the high-rise office buildings 
or impact Irwin Park. In addition to considering small shifts of the station entrance, two 
other practical avoidance alternatives were evaluated to relocate the Downtown Station 
to avoid this property. None of these were feasible design options. Therefore, the 
Project will use approximately .2 acres of the HECO property in the Ewa corner of the 
property near Bishop Street. PE drawings for the Downtown Station will be submitted to 
HECO for review and coordination by January 2010 and design coordination will 
continue through the final design of the Project. 

(b) Waiau Power Plant: Column design along Kamehameha Highway has been 
revised and the left turn onto kamehameha Highway from the Waiau Power Plant will be 
preserved. 

(4) Engineering/Project Management: Coordination with HECO will be ongoing 
throughout the design and construction process. PE design drawings have been submitted to 
HECO for the First Construction Phase, East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands. The drawings included 
information showing the location of existing HECO facilities and identified relocation 
requirements. PE drawings for the Second, Third, and Final Construction Phases will be 
submitted to HECO in the schedule shown in Figure 2-43 of the Final EIS. DTS has also 
provided HECO with proposed electrical utility relocation plans and comments and suggestions 
provided by HECO have been incorporated. Design coordination will continue through the final 
design of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very t9uy yours, 

11,1;ir 

WAYNE Y. YOSHI KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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attgau 	d 6lidemdi 
25 Maluniu Ave., Suite 102., PME3 282 • Kailua, HI 95734 • Phone/Fax: (800) 262-0682 E-mail: htf(cplava.net  

February 2, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Regarding: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(0 Evaluation 

The DEIS preface states, "The purpose of this Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) is 
to provide.... information necessary to make an informed decision, based on a full and open 
analysis of costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of alternatives considered." 

Unfortunately, the DEIS does not provide a full and open analysis of the short and long-term 
direct, indirect and cumulative social and environmental impacts from the various aspects of the 
fixed guideway system. 

Chapter 1 Background, Purpose and Need 
ig When the Second City concept was introduced it was billed as a place where people 

would live and work thus avoiding the long commute into Downtown. Neither 
businesses nor jobs nor infrastructure have kept pace with housing development thus 
causing traffic congestion within Kapolei and Ewa and forcing people to still travel 
long distances to work. 

▪ With more businesses including government offices relocating to Kapolci and a new 
large shopping center planned how would ridership on the fixed guideway rider ship be 
affected? 

• Figure 1.8 Daily 2007 Transit Trips between Transportation Analysis Areas is totally 
useless. If this diagram is supposed to show all transit trips — car, bicycle, and bus it 
missed the point and is nothing but a bewildering maze of blue. 

1 
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1.6 Potential Transit Markets 
• "Despite the large growth of employment opportunities in the Kapolei area, population 

is projected to outpace and exceed the available employment in the area," 
"Additionally, there will be a bidirectional -now of traffic throughout the day as more 
City and State administrative offices move their daily operations to Kapolci and as 
other employment grows in the area." 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts on residents who must travel further from 
Hawai`i Kai, Aina Haina and the Windward side to get to government operations that 
have moved from Downtown to Kapolei? 

• What are the direct and impacts on the environment and air quality from the additional 
vehicle traffic traveling longer distances to Kapolei for government services? 

• What are the time and cost impacts to residents who ride the bus from East Honolulu 
and Windward to government offices relocated from Downtown to Kapolei? 

• Makakilo is expected to grow by 125%, which is 25% more than Ewa between 2000 
and 2030 yet there is no transit system projected to connect to Makakilo. Why? 

Chapter 2 Alternatives Considered 
Operating Parameters 

• This section states, "it is envisioned that bicycles would be allowed on trains." 
• At what point in process will the decision be rude on whether to permit bicycles 

on each train? 
• Will the public have opportunities to comment on what types of bicycle facilities 

are needed? 
Table 2-5 Fixed Guideway Operating Assumptions 

• What is the "branch-line headway?" 
• How many times along the entire fixed guideway route will trains reach 50 miles 

per hour or greater? 
• At what points along the route will trains reach 50 miles per hour? 
• At 50 miles an hour what is the distance needed for a train to stop? 
• How many trains will be running to meet the 3 to 10 minute time schedule at each 

stop? 
• What is the purpose of having both elevators and escalators at each station? 
• What are the maintenance costs per year for all the proposed elevators and 

escalators? 
• What is the yearly maintenance schedule for all elevators and escalators? 
• Will bicycle parking be permitted at each station, train platform and train stop? 

How many spaces will be allotted for bicycle parking at each station? 
What measures will be used to prevent Hawaii's homeless from sleeping under 
the stations, platforms and overhead guideway? 

• What measures will be used to prevent graffiti on the columns, stations, platforms 
and * 
What maintenance procedures will be to get ride of graffiti and stay on top of it so 
that the fixed guideway system does not become a glaring mess of spray paint? 

Figure 2-19. 
• What are the height, width and length of the Transit Center Bridge? Will there be 

20 hour lighting and security? 
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Figure 2-20 Pearl Highlands Station 
• What are the dimensions of the station - height, width? 
• How many cars will the parking garage hold? 
• Will the garage be enclosed and have security and lighting? 
• What hours will the garage be open? 
• Will the parking garage he a shared use with Pearl Highlands Shopping Center? If 

so, will the Center contribute to the construction and maintenance costs? 
Figure 2-22, Aloha Stadium Station 

• What are the height, width and length of the Elevated Connecting Bridge? Will it 
be covered arid have security and lighting? 

Chapter 3 Transportation 
3.2.1 Existing Travel Patterns 

• What is the expected percentage of total daily trips of air passengers that now use 
ground transportation that will use the transit system to and from the airport? 

• What percentage of those traveling in the corridor, and not originating or ending at 
work, will use the fixed guideway system? 

• The DEIS is silent on what the public land under the fixed guideway system in 
between columns will be used for. Without information on specific uses at specific 
sites it is impossible to envision or assess direct or impacts of the proposed uses. The 
FELS must provide information on the types of uses proposed for each column-to-
column segment under the fixed guideway. 

3.4. Future Conditions and Effects; Build Alternatives 
Reverse Commute Markets 

• The DEIS states that "Almost four-fold increase in employment is estimated by 
2030 for Kapolei, the quick and direct access provided by the fixed guideway 
system from PVC Development Plan area locations would. help address the 
demand of future reverse commute markets." 

• How many new jobs does "four-fold" represent? 
• What data was used to determine that there would be a "four-fold" employment 

increase in Kapolei by 2030? 
• What is the estimated percentage of students and faculty living in Kapoiei, Ewa, 

Waianae, Makakilo and North Shore that now attend 	Mama are anticipated 
to attend the UH West Oahu campus? 

• What is the estimated percentage of UH Mama students and faculty that will 
travel to U1-1 West Oahu for classes? 

• What other government offices are planned for relocation to Kapolei or Ewa? 
• What is "the sum of the travel times in between" East Kapolci and the Pearlridge 

Station? 
Changes in Transit and Private Vehicle Demand 

• What data was used to determine that the commute-to-work transit share of the 
Ewa to Downtown travel would increase from 23 % to between 54 and 56 
percent? 

Access to Fixed Guideway Stations 
• Identify the ways that the 2030 No Build conditions would effect the "gradual 
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deterioration of service reliability" of bus service to parts of the island outside of 
the study corridor? 

• What data was used to determine that access to stations by bus or walking would 
be 85% of "total trips in the a.m. two-hour peak period?" If this is the case then 
why are large parking facilities and park-and-ride lots planned for only 15% of 
the projected ridership? 

3.4.3 Effects on Streets and Highways 
Table 3-21 Column Placement Effects on Streets and Highways 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts on travel time by drivers at the sites 
where median strips will be expanded and travel lanes reduced? 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts on pedestrians at locations where 
sidewalks will be eliminated?? 

3.4.4 Effects on Parking, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Freight 
Effects on Parking Supply 

• The DEIS states that an "Estimated 820 to 960 off-street and 230 to 250 on-street 
parking spaces would be removed as result of Build Alternatives..." 

• The DEIS further states that, "Future development around station areas-new land uses 
near stations could change the demand for and supply of parking. These factors could 
influence how people choose to access the stations and where they would park." 

• While acknowledging the loss of parking and spill over parking into neighborhoods 
there is no information on short and long term effects on residents and neighborhoods 
impacted by spill over and construction parking or businesses that depend on street 
parking. 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts to neighborhoods and businesses near and 
adjacent to the fixed guideway from spill over and construction? 

• Identify the areas that will loose off-street parking and how many parking spaces will 
be lost at each location? 

• Identify the areas that will lose on-street parking and how many spaces will be lost at 
each location? 

• Will any of the removed off-street and on-street parking spaces be replaced? EC so 
how many and where? 

• What are the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of removing on and off street on 
people attending community events and facilities such as parks, libraries, and 
schools? 

Table 3-24 
• What is the safety risks to bike riders when shared roadways are reduced from 16 to 

14 feet and from 14 feet to 13 feet? 
• lithe city wants to encourage bicycle riding as a mode of transportation throughout 

the island and to and from transit then bike riding should be made safer and not more 
dangerous as the proposed lane reductions seem to be doing. 

3.4.5 Mitigation of Long-term Transportation Effects 
• Stating that "there is available parking on nearby side streets to accommodate people 

currently using parking spaces that be lost to guideway construction" only increases 
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crowding of neighborhoods and is not an acceptable mitigation measure. 
Neighborhood overcrowding from parking is a serious safety and aesthetic problem 
so the issue should not be casually brushed aside but must resolved through 
community involvement. 

• Information from the "detailed surveys for the affected areas" regarding necessary 
parking placement should have been included in this DEIS so that the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts from loss of parking, construction and spill over parking 
could have been evaluated. 

3.5 Construction -rclatcd Effects on Transportation 
3.5.1 Construction Staging Plans 

• Construction staging areas and plans should have been identified and the locations 
included in this DEIS. Without information on staging sites it is impossible to assess 
the direct, indirect and cumulative social and environmental impacts of each site. 

• It is unacceptable to state that "Staging areas are not expected to cause a substantial 
effect" when locations are not known and environmental, social and cultural impacts 
have not been evaluated. 

• Will there be a public involvement component within each effected community in the 
selection of construction staging site? 

• In Kailua unbeknown to the community, a contractor contracted with a private 
landowner to use a parcel of land, adjacent to a wetland, for a construction staging. 
While using the site the contractor placed fill in a portion of the wetland. Vigilant 
residents spent several years documenting the infraction, which resulted in fines to 
the landowner and contractor, and partial restoration of the wetland. Play this scenario 
out over the length of the 20-mile fixed guiderail system and years of delay and 
trashed environmental resources could he the result of not identifying and evaluating 
construction sites in this disclosure document. 

3.5.2 Construction -related Effects on Transit Service 
• The DEIS fails to evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on Handi-Van 

services and residents when bus stops are relocated and bus routes are changed during 
construction at all segments of the 20-mile fixed guideway system. 

3.5.4 Construction -related Effects on Parking 
• It is unsatisfactory that the "precise effects on parking during construction" will be left to 

the individual contractors to handle. Data on construction site selection, construction and 
community parking needs and mitigation measures should have been included in this 
DEIS so that social, environmental and cumulative impacts could be evaluated in a 
comprehensive manner. 

3.5.7 Mitigation of Construction -related Effects 
Maintenance of Traffic Plan 

• Will the proposed "extensive public information program" include a public involvement 
component or will it just consist of information distribution? 

Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis, Consequences, and Mitigation 
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4.1 Land Use 
• This section touts all the proposed and anticipated development projects but fails to 

mention that not all permits for development have been sought or received. 
• This is the built it and they will come scenario. As pointed out the fixed guideway system 

begins and ends in an empty field. 
• Why the fixed guideway didn't begin in Downtown and work outwards is a mystery. One 

key reason, we believe, is that it would have been much harder sell but would have 
provided a meaningful transportation option in traffic congested areas. Beginning in an 
open field surrounded with compliant and willing landowners is a much easier sell. 

• The undeveloped field where the fixed guideway system begins is far from most residential 
areas in Kapolei so people wanting to use the rail system will need to use their cars to 
reach the station. The DEIS is silent on whether new bus routes will be added to 
accommodate people who want to take the train or where the bus stops will be located, 

• Because the Kapolei station is far away from the Kapolei business district people traveling 
to work in Kapolei will need to use buses to get to work once in. Kapolei. We assume that 
new bus routes will be created so that people can get to their jobs but the DEIS does not 
provide information on bus routes or the time it will take to get to the Kapolei business 
district in the traffic congested Kapolei from the Kapolei station, If the bus travel time 
combined with the rail travel time is to long or comparable to travel by car people could 
opt to drive from other destinations instead of using the rail system thus negating the 
purpose(s) of building the rail. 

• "f he HIS must provide car and bus travel route and time information to and from the 
Kapolei station for residents living in Kapolei and information on travel time from 
various locations along the fixed guideway route for people traveling to the business 
district for work. 

• What is meant by the statement "An assessment of potential changes in land use that could 
result from the improved mobility that would be provided by the long-term operation of 
the Project?" 

• The DE,IS states that the "Waianae end of the project that would serve the area where both 
population and employment arc forecasted to grow by approx 400% area includes West 
Oahu campus, Salvation Army Kroc, Center and a master-planned development Ho'opili. 
All arc planned to open between 2009 and 2012. With commercial space envisioned to 
grow to 7.1 million sq ft compared to 8.4 million sq ft in Honolulu today." 

• What are the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of all the above increased population 
on the rail system and traffic congestion within Kapolei? 

• What percentage of the 7.1 million sq ft of commercial space will be new space, what 
percentage exists and what percentage is proposed developments that have received 
permits to build? What arc the direct and indirect impacts on commercial businesses in 
Honolulu from the projected commercial growth in Ewa and Kapolei? 

• With the West Oahu campus projected to have 7,600 students and 800 staff and faculty by 
2020 what arc the impacts on UH Manoa student enrollment? 

• The DEIS failed to identify when each of the proposed developments - West Oahu campus, 
Kroc Center, Ho'opili and new shopping center on Hawaiian Home lands, is projected to 
be developed in relation to construction of the Kapolei transit station. Without this 
information it is impossible to evaluate that direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the 
environment, water resources, public facilities and traffic. This information must be in 
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the FEIS. 
• It is contradictory to say that TOD special districts within Ewa and Kapolei "would restrict 

development in agriculture and open space areas" when the Kapolei station, West Hawaii 
Oahu Campus, Kroc Center and Ho'opili development are all projected to be built on 
land current designated agriculture. 

• If TOD "could occur before the fixed guideway stations are constructed" how does the 
creation of TOD special districts prevent the conversion of agricultural land to urban 
uses? 

• The DEIS states that approximately 80 acres of prime farmland and 8 acres of statewide 
important farmlands would be acquired but does not identify where these lands are 
located and present uses. What is the county zoning for the 88 aces of agricultural land? 
This information must be provided in the FEIS. 

• The DEIS identifies the highly successful Aloun Farm as the largest property facing 
displacement through acquisition for the 45 acre maintenance facility. How much of the 
Aloun Farm is prime and/or statewide important agricultural land? 

• What is the City zoning for the Aloun farm? 
• The DEIS states "Considering that the amount of affected farmland is such a small 

proportion of all agricultural land on Oahu, the effect would not be significant and no 
mitigation would be required." What an insensitive statement. The farm is significant to 
the operators, workers and general public who enjoy the fresh produce and picking 
pumpkins in the pumpkin patch, the only place on Oahu where that is possible. 

• Does the statement that no mitigation is required mean that the Aloun Farm operators, who 
we assume lease the land although that information is not in the DEIS, will not be 
compensated for financial losses once the [and is no longer available for farming? 

• While the DEIS states that land will be acquired for transportation use the DEIS is silent on 
whether changes in zoning and land use designations and what types of zoning and 
designation changes will be sought. This information must be provided in the FEIS. 

• What is the present zoning for each parcel that will be acquired? 
• How many zoning changes and land use designation changes are anticipated for the entire 

20-mile fixed guideway system? 
• At what point(s) in the process will zoning and land use designations be sought? 
• While the Ewa Development Plan is cited as pomoting "higher-density residential and 

commercial uses along a major rapid transit corridor linking Kapolei with the PUC" this 
disclosure document does not provide data on what that would look like. Nor does this 
disclosure document analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on public 
facilities, utilities, communities and neighborhoods, population shift, traffic and 
businesses along the corridor from higher and more concentrated development. The FEIS 
must provide that information. 

Mitigation 
• The DEIS states that, "Based on the relatively small number of parcels affected by full 

acquisitions, the effects on different types of land uses in the study corridor would be 
minimal." 

• We would not know if the "effects" "would be minimal" because precise information on 
each parcel that will be partially or totally acquired was not given in this disclosure 
document. Thus, making it impossible to comment on any impact, direct, indirect or 

7 

AR00001913 



cumulative, On neighborhoods, communities, businesses, environmental and natural 
resources and land use patterns. 

4.3 Acquisitions, Displacement, and Relocation 
The DEIS provides no information on public facility sites land acquisitions. The exact 
location is not identified nor is information provided on the present use of the land. It is hard 
to imagine that there will not be impacts by the land acquisition yet without information it is 
impossible to evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. 
• Honolulu Community College (0.18 acres) 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts to the College from removing 0.18 
acres? 

• Will buildings and students be affected? 
• What purpose is the land being acquired for and how will that use impact the 

college? 
• Waipahu High 

• The DEIS states that acquisition of 0.16 acres eThets a "small number of 
temporary or permanent buildings may be displaced or may require minor 
modification." 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts from either displacement or 
modifications to the school, students and faculty? 

• How many temporary and/or permanent buildings will be displaced or modified? 
• Are there sufficient classrooms or other buildings to accommodate the students, 

uses or faultily that will be displaced by the land acquisition? 
• What will the acquired land be used for and how will that use impact classrooms, 

students or other school facilities? 
• Leeward Community College (3.94 acres) 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts to the college, students and faculty from 
the acquisition of 3.94 acres? 

• What will the acquired land be used for? How will that use impact surrounding 
buildings, classrooms and open space? 

• Does the acquisition leave the area unusable? 
• UH Manoa Urban Garden Center (.16 acre) 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts of acquiring 0.16 acres of the Urban 
Garden Center? 

• Will the Center still be viable, will programs and opportunities be lost or will the 
garden have to be relocated because of the acquisition? 

• What will the acquired land be used for and how will that use impact the garden? 
Affected Community facilities 

• Bethesda Temple Apostolic Church (.05 partial acquisition of land) 
• Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship (displaced as part of full acquisition of 

commercial building where church is located) 
• Nimitz Vicki (.58 acres 
• Richardson Field (.05) 
• Ke'ehl Lagoon (2.88 acres) 
• Aloha Stadium (.08 acres) 
• Pearl City Post Office (.06 acres) 
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• Federal Building 300 Ala Moana (.34 acres) 
• Oahu Correctional Facility (.21 acres) 
• City office building (not identified) 
• Fort Shafter Army Reservation (acreage and location not given) 

• "Military properties include kinds used for military operations as well as 
residential accommodations for enlisted personnel and their families" 

• Makalapa Naval Housing (acreage and location not given) 
• Pearl Harbor Complex (acreage and location not given) 
• Naval reservation (acreage and location not given) 

• The DEIS states that "measures to reduce adverse effects on community facilities would be 
evaluated during future design. Mitigation efforts would involve coordination with 
individual property owners as necessary." 

• Will there be opportunities for community discussions on the impacts of public 
land acquisition? If so, identify the opportunities for public involvement. 

• While land acquisition may be within the law residents, businesses and public institutions 
should be given greater respect than to just be identified and mediated. After all these are 
people, lively hoods, and places where are children learn and play. In some cases, as with 
the Banana Patch, a whole community will be displaced. Will they ever get back the 
lifestyle they have now - don't know and we don't think anyone will ever know because 
mediation will happen behind closed doors. 

• If the parcels slated for parcel or full acquisition were only identified "based on conceptual 
engineering drawings" when will the actual acquisitions be known? Without accurate 
acquisition data it is impossible to analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on 
public &citifies, traffic, communities, neighborhoods and environmental and natural 
resources. 

• Where will property owners, public and private, be officially notified that their property 
will be partially or fully acquired? How much time notice will they be given? 

• What policies and procedures are in place to ensure that people and businesses that are 
displaced will have "comparable housing that is decent, sate and sanitary. and 
affordable" and that businesses will have equivalent commercial spaces? 

• The DEIS states that "Once it was determined that a parcel would be acquired, the 
displacement and relocation of residences, businesses and uses were analyzed." What are 
the results the investigation? Why weren't the results put into this disclosure document so 
that the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from full and partial acquisition could be 
evaluated? That information must be provided in the FELS. 

4.4 Community Services and facilities 
Public and community services within 1/2 mile of project alignment 

• The DEIS states that "Countless community facilities, schools, churches, parks and 
utilities, listed below, have been identified as being within 1/2 a mile of the fixed 
guideway." 

• Other than a list of affected facilities no information is provided on how properties and/or 
services wilt be directly or indirectly impacted. 

• How was the use of a 1/2 mile as a measurement determined? 
• At what point(s) within the 26-foot wide fixed guideway system is the 1/2 mile measured 

from? 
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• Without information on where the 1/2 mile begins and ends at each point in the 20-mile and 
without showing exact location of properties within the1/2 mile it is impossible to 
evaluate direct impacts on buildings, residents, businesses and communities. That 
information must be provided in the DEIS. 

• The DEIS does not provide any information on how many school within a 1/2  mile of the 
fixed guideway will be impacted by noise and at what level. This is critical because if the 
noise is severe then classrooms and other school facilities might require air conditioning, 
which will be a huge purchase and installation cost as well as yearly maintenance and 
electrical costs. This information must be presented in the FEIS. 

• How many schools will be impacted by noise from the fixed guideway system and what 
will that impact be to each school? 

• Since school facilities are owned by the state but will be impacted by a city project which 
arm of government will pay for the costs associated with air conditioning? 

• What are the noise impacts from the fixed guideway system on outside events held at 
schools and other public facilities along the 20-mile fixed guideway route? 

• The DEIS identified 58 schools within 1/2 mile of project alignment 
• The following schools are adjacent to alignment and directly impacted 

• Honolulu Community College (0.18 acres all alternatives) 
• Kalakaua Middle School 
• Kalihi Kai Elementary School 
▪ Makalapa Elementary 
• Moanalua High 
• Pearl City elementary 
• St. Joseph Elementary (private) 
• Waipahu High (.16 acres a small # of temporary or permanent buildings may be 

displaced or may require minor modification in addition to the required purchase 
of narrow strip of land all alternatives) 

• Waipahu Intermediate 
• Leeward Community College (3.94 acres all) 
• Maoanlua/Aiea community School 
• UH Manoa Urban Garden Center (.16 acre All) 
• Holy Family Catholic Academy (private) 
• ,roy of Christ Preschool (private) 

The DEIS identified the following community facilities as being directly affected 
• Bethesda Temple Apostolic Church (partial acquisition of land (.05) 
• Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship (displacement) 
• Nimitz Field (.58 acres) 
• Richardson Field (.05) 
• Keehi Lagoon (2.88 acres) 
• Aloha Stadium (.08) 
• Pearl City Post Office (.06 acres) 
• Federal Building 300 Ala Moana (.34 acres) 
• Oahu Correctional Facility (.21 acres) 
• City office building (not identified) 
• Fort Shafter Army Reservation (location not given) 

• "Military properties include lands used for military operations as well as 
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residential accommodations for enlisted personnel and their families" 
• Makalapa Naval Housing (acreage and location not given) 
• Pearl Harbor Complex (acreage and location not given) 
• Naval reservation (acreage location not given) 

The DEIS identified 93 religious institutions and being within 1/2  mile with 19 being 
adjacent 

The DEIS identified 5 cemeteries within /2 mile, with 2 adjacent 
The DEIS identified 6 libraries, 5 police stations, 3 fire stations and 6 medical facilities 

within 'A mile of project the alignment. 
The DEIS identified 64 parklands and recreation facilities with V2 mile 

• Irwin Memorial Park (public) 
• Mother Waldron Park (public) 

The Hawai'i Community Development Authority's Master Plan identifies this 
park as a major community amenity that is crucial open park space as Kaka'ako 
redevelops into a dense residential area. Since the fixed guideway skirts the 
mauka boundary of the park what are the direct and indirect impacts on the 
park and people visiting the park from having an elevated rail system so close? 

• Aica Bay State Recreational Area which received Water and Land Funding are 
Sec 6(f) resources 

• Aloha Stadium 
• Navy Housing Community Park (private) 
• Navy-Marine Golf Course (military) 
• Richardson Field (military) 
• Neal S. Blaisdell Park (public) ''Received Water and Land Funding are See 6(0 
• West Loch Golf Course (public) 
• Walker Park (public) 
• Future Queen Street park (public) 
• Keehi Lagoon Park 

• The above lists show that a lot of properties, both public and private, will be impacted 
by the 20-mile fixed guideway system. This is a huge unprecedented undertaking for 
our island with unknown implications and ramifications all along the route. Yet, neither 
data on each property nor a cumulative effects analysis was provided in this disclosure 
document. Thus, making it impossible to understand or asses direct, indirect or 
cumulative impacts to the direct properties, public facilities, utilities, communities, 
neighborhoods and environmental or natural resources. 
While identification of social, recreational, and public facilities is critical lists by 
themselves are meaningless. There is absolutely no way to evaluate direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to a particular site or collectively when information is not provided. 

• The DEIS does not provide information on why the office building that houses the 
Alpha Church will be purchased, That information must be provided in the MIS. 

• What are the direct and indirect impacts to the vendors at the Aloha Stadium swap meet 
from the fixed guideway system and station planned for the stadium? 

• It is unacceptable to state in this disclosure document that, "Measures to reduce the 
adverse effects on individual community facilities would be evaluated during 
preliminary and final engineering design." The time to "evaluate effects" is during the 
disclosure phase not after. 

I 1 

AR00001917 



• What measures that will be used "to reduce the adverse effects on individual 
community facilities" must be provided in the FEIS. 

• Since this avoidance to detail path has been chosen we predict that there will be 
countless delays when residents become aware of the threats to their schools, 
community facilities and neighborhoods. 

4.4.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
• While the DEIS states that properties that meet the Federal criteria under Section 4(f) 

resource have been evaluated that evaluation information is not in this disclosure 
document. 

▪ Why weren't the evaluation findings published in this disclosure document so that 
reviewers could comment on possible direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the 
resource and surrounding environment? 

• That information must be provided in the FELS. 

Public Services Common to all Build Alternatives 
• The DEIS mentions that a Maintenance Traffic Plan will be developed during final 

design to manage traffic and emergency services during construction. 
• Since traffic and availability of emergency services will be major problems during all 

phases of construction and after completion of the 20-mile fixed guideway system why 
wasn't a Maintenance Traffic Plan developed and included in this disclosure 
document? That information must be provided in the FEIS. 

4.5 Neighborhoods 
• The DEIS states that the "Project transects 9 city-designated neighborhoods." "How is 

a "designated neighborhood" defined and where are the nine neighborhoods located? 
What approvals will the City need from the Hawai`i Community Development 

Authority (FICDA) before construction of the fixed guideway can begin in Kakasako? 
• What is the meaning of "projects life cycle?" 
• The DEIS states that "The transit agency could experience 3 types of crimes; crimes 

against persons, crimes involving transit property and other crimes committed on 
transit property." What are the other crimes that are anticipated to occur on transit 
property? 

• How many security guards will be hired? How many will be stationed at each station? 
Will there be security personnel at each station and platform the 20 hours of operation? 
Will there be security personnel on each train? 

• Will there be surveillance cameras at each station and platform? 
• Transit Oriented Development is being encouraged around transit stations yet there is 

no information about the types of zoning changes that will be sought at each location to 
allow for higher density development. Without location and zoning information it is 
impossible to evaluate the indirect and cumulative impacts of higher density on 
infrastructure, traffic, businesses, public and community facilities and adjacent 
communities. Information on zoning and stations identified for TOD must be provided 
in the FEIS. 

• The DEIS states that "There is a public perception that community cohesion would be 
adversely affected by the Project. Because the Project would be constructed primarily 
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within an existing transportation corridor in developed areas, it would not divide or 
bisect any communities beyond existing conditions." 

4.5.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
• It is not satisfactory to say that "potential new development and redevelopment along 

the project alignment, as well as the scale of the transit system itself, may affect the 
character of development along the alignment" or that "This change in character would 
not have a substantial effect on the existing development pattern or community 
character within the surround neighborhoods?" (Emphasis added) 

• Substantial, is in the eyes of the beholder. It is obvious that the fixed guideway system 
30-40 feet in the air will impact residents and businesses in affected areas so they 
deserve to know how their community, businesses and neighborhood will be impacted. 
Instead, this document just gives out platitudes. 

• What data and measurements were used to determine that changes to the character of a 
community and surrounding neighborhoods would not be substantial? 

• Residents need information and must have the ability to be directly involved in 
decision making before staging sites are selected, parking spaces removed, lanes 
closed, bus routes closed or changed etc 

• This DEIS was supposed to provide in-depth information on the economic, social 
welfare, and public health of each community along the 20-mile fixed guideway route 
yet that information is non-existent. 

• What factors were considered in reaching the conclusion that though "...there would be 
adverse effects to these neighborhoods" "no mitigation is required?" 

Mitigation 
• The DEIS states that "Ongoing coordination efforts with the public will help develop 

design measures that would enhance the interface between the transit system and the 
surrounding community" but does not state what the coordination efforts will be nor 
does the DEIS define what represents the "surrounding community." Outreach and 
coordination must be broad so that information dissemination, conversations and 
decision-making encompasses neighborhoods that may be affected by secondary 
impacts. 

• What out reach techniques will be used to contact business owners and residents to 
ensure that those directly and indirectly affected will be informed about construction 
projects? 

• What types of "design measures" will enhance the columns as they run through 
communities? 

• What types of "design measures" will soften the columns, the elevated concrete 
structures containing the rail tracks and steel-on-steel noises as the train travels through 
communities every 3-10 minutes? 

• What "design measures" will alleviate the noise from construction? 
• What "design measures" will alleviate parking and traffic problems when parking 

spaces and parking for construction workers, transit riders and others move into 
adjacent neighborhoods? 

• What "design measures" will alleviate the inconvenience and disruption when 
sidewalks and travel lanes are closed, bus stops moved and bus routes changed? 
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• The more important question is why are these critical decisions being put off until the 
design phase and not brought forward in this disclosure document for comprehensive 
evaluation of direct, indirect, cumulative and secondary impacts on neighborhoods, 
residents and businesses? 

4.6 Environmental Justice 
4.6.2 Affected Environment 

• The fist below identifies some of the social and community resources in 0.MPO EJ area but 
no information is provided on each facility or how it will be impacted by the fixed 
guideway system. 

• Goodwill 
• Pu'u wai Momi 
• Pus uwai Momi Housing Complex Teen Center 
• Salt Lake Apartments 
• Institute for Human Services. 

• It is interesting that the most impacted minority community — the Banana Patch was not 
identified when the OMPO method was used to identify Environmental Justice 
communities. The Banana Patch was only identified as a 100% minority ET community 
after public outreach identified the community as an ET area of concern. 

• What mitigation measures will be used to move families living in the Banana Patch to 
comparable multi-generational living spaces and conditions, which is an agricultural 
subsistence lifestyle within an urban setting? 

• Because of the broader communities involvement a community meeting, including the 
participation of a EPA Civil Rights Officer, will be held in the Banana Patch 

• What other EJ communities did the OMPO El technique miss? 
• Generally, environmental justice has to do with the disproportionately negative and heavy 

impact of activities involving the environment on the health and living conditions of 
communities of color and low-income communities. Environmental justice revolves 
around not only who is disproportionately affected by an environmental activity, but also 
WHO DECIDES? Typically the decision-makers do not reflect the groups who will be 
affected by their decisions. 

• Usually residents in the underserved and poorer communities ate unaware of issues and do 
not participate in government actions. This could be for many reasons: financial, non-
English speaking. What efforts will be made to inform residents from El communities of 
pending changes and impacts on their community from the fixed guideway? 

• The DEIS did not give any consideration to the higher occupancy density in home 
residences that's common in the identified communities and the anticipated and 
unanticipated impacts of the guideway transit system affect on environmental and social 
health. This information and analysis must be done before the DEIS is accepted. 

• To elevate undue strain on identified El low-income and minority communities residents 
must provided information and included in decision-making. Translated information 
informing affected communities about impacts from construction and a whole host of 
other changes must be distributed in a way that will encourage and attract participation. 

• From the conclusion made in the DEIS "That 	has been determined that here are 
equal effects on the OMPO EJ areas and non-Er areas" and "there are no 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on OMPO EJ areas" it seems that E'J 
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communities will be left out of the decision making process once again. Is that what is 
meant by this statement? 

• The DEIS states that there will be impacts, as shown below, but does not identify the 
direct, indirect or cumulative effect of each of the impacts on the community or 
neighborhood. Such information must be provided in the FEIS. 

• Impacts from right-of-way acquisition 
• Impacts to community cohesion 
• Impacts to social and cultural resources 
• Visual quality impacts 
• Noise and air quality impacts 
• Traffic and transportation impacts 
• Short-term construction impacts 

• There is no information in the DEN about the Section 8 low-income housing that will 
be displaced in Waipahu by the fixed guideway system. This too, like the Banana 
Patch, seems to have escaped OMPOs EJ guidelines? 

• What arc the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of displacing people living in 
Section 8 housing? Will the city assist residents in finding comparable housing? 

4.6.4 Public Outreach 
While "Important project notifications" were placed in various ethnic and cultural 
newspapers it is unclear if information was translated into the languages of people 
reading those publications? If not, will future notifications be translated into the 
languages of the people in the effected communities? 

• Were public reading materials placed on the website and handed out at community 
events translated into common languages within the identified communities? 

▪ How much community participation was there from the various Ej communities and 
how many comments were received from non-English speaking community members? 

• It is disconcerting to read at this stage in the process that, "Efforts will be made to 
identify and coordinate with EJ populations to actively solicit their input." This 
statement tells the reader that so far the outreach does not seem to have been garnered 
much participation by the most vulnerable and less active members in a community and 
who do not attend Neighborhood Board meetings, call a hotline or post comments on 
the website. 

4.7. Visual and Aesthetic Conditions 
4.7.2 Affected Environment 

• Visual resources in the project corridor include landmarks, significant and majestic 
tuauka and makai vistas, historie and cultural sites, parks, open spaces and trees and 
there is no way to mitigate the visual impact of the 30 to 40 foot high elevated 26 feet 
wide concrete fixed guideway system. 

• No amount of designing, paint color or pretending that it won't be as obtrusive as we 
all know it will be there is no way to mitigate the impact of the elevated fixed 
guideway, elevated stations with lights that will cast off glare into the nigh sky and will 
forever mar our visual horizons. 

• The only thing that might disrupt the intrusion of the fixed guideway system in some 
places are tall very tall trees, 30 to 40 feet tall trees. But whether planting trees of that 
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height to block the bleak starkness of the 26-foot wide guideway has been considered is 
not known because that information has not been provided in this disclosure document. 

• What are the "policy documents" that identified significant views and vistas and will 
govern the project corridor? Why weren't these documents included in the DEIS? 

• What are the mitigation measures that would alleviate the obvious intrusion, loss of 
property values and views when the 30-40 foot guideway comes "within 10 feet of 
some facades along Dillingham Boulevard?" 

▪ The fixed guideway system and Chinatown Station 30 feet above Nimitz will be a 
dominant visual element and bifurcate historical Chinatown from its historical 
connection to the Honolulu waterfront. Some things can't be mitigated and this is one 
of them. 

• In downtown views from the 4th and 5th floors would be blocked and trains would 
create light and glare and stations would increase this effect. The guideway and 
columns would change the visual character of the streetscape and the historical 
disconnection between downtown and the waterfront. There are no mitigation measures 
that can mitigate these impacts. 

• On Halekauwila Street the guideway and columns would also block views from the 4th 
and 5th floors and increase light and glare on upper stories. Visual effects would be 
high and property values would be low. Can't have an elevated train whizzing by 
outside your window and expect peace and quiet, fresh air and breezes and reasonable 
value for your property should it need to be sold. 

• What changes are proposed for historic Halawa Bridge that will substantially change its 
appearance? 

4.9 Noise and Vibrations 
• The DE,IS identified the properties, listed below, as being affected by noise. 
• Over a 26-mile route it cannot be that just these properties will be affected by noise. 

The FEIS must identify all other properties that will be impacted by noise. 
• 94-340 Pupumomi St — moderate impact to 5 11 ' floor and above 
• 1000 Kameharneha at Kauhale St: 14 buildings with moderate impact at ground 

level 
• 860 Halekauwila: moderate impacts to 6' 1' floor and above 
• 113 Waimanu: moderate impacts to 7' h  through 9 11 ' floors 

• One direct impact will be the loss of property value due to noise from the fixed 
guideway system traveling 30-40 feet past residential and business windows. 

• What are the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from loss of property value for 
properties affected by noise from the fixed guideway system? 

• One direct effect on individual effect will be the loss of breezes and fresh air as 
residents adjacent to the fixed guideway system will be forced to close their windows 
and air condition their home. In this age of reducing energy use to eliminate green 
house gases it is ironic that more people will be resorting to air conditioning due to the 
fixed guideway system and this can only be expected to get worse as Transient 
Oriented Developments are build along the 26-mile fixed guideway system. 

• It is interesting that the DEIS points out that "Severe noise impacts are considered 
significant within the context of NEPA and FIRS 343." Yet, the DEIS does not consider 
noise to be significant since it states that "It is not practical to avoid severe impacts by 
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changing the location of the project, mitigation measures must be considered and 
incorporated into the project unless there are truly extenuating circumstances that 
prevent it." Without moving the alignment away from buildings the only remedies that 
come to mind to block out noise from a steel-on-steel train whizzing by 30-40 feet in 
the air is to close the windows and air condition your home. What a shame. 

▪ Identify the locations where "project noise level would be equal to or above the severe 
impact level" and "a sever impact would occur." 

• What constitutes a "sever impact" and what, if any, mitigation measures would be used 
to moderate noise levels? 

4.12 Ecosystems 
Migratory Waterbirds 

• The DEIS states that "the only protected waterbird that nests in Hawaii is the black-
crowned night heron." That is incorrect. 

• There are many species of waterbirds in Hawar i, including the endangered Hawaiian 
duck, endangered Hawaiian stilt, endangered Hawaiian coot, and endangered Hawaiian 
gallinule. All are endemic to Hawai' i. The 'auku'u, or heron, is indigenous. All of 
them nest in Hawai' i, although not all on all islands. There arc also a number of 
migratory waterfowl, and ducks, such as the mallards, and shorebirds. 

• The statement that "Over time, the waterbirds would adjust to new structures built for 
the Protect.. ,and avoid the structures" is probably true but Hawaii's water and 
migratory birds have never had to compete with a fast moving unyielding object 30 to 
40 feet in the air before. 

• Unfortunately, the Ecosystems and Natural Resources Technical Report didn't discuss 
what will happen when water and migratory birds encounter a train high traveling 30 to 
40 feet through the night sky other than to say "over the long term these birds are 
expected to adapt to the new elevated guideway structure and the presence of the trains, 
as they have adapted to the presence of highway traffic." A train traveling high in the 
sky is different from many lanes of cars. The potential impacts on water and migratory 
birds should not be so summarily dismissed but data should have been provided and 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on water and migratory birds should have been 
analyzed. Until all impacts are analyzed and understood this DEIS should not be 
approved. 

• The Technical Report also did not address the effects a constant stream of lights in the 
cars and on the trains traveling up to 50 miles an hour 20 hours a clay would have on 
water and migratory birds. Information on the impacts must also be analyzed and 
understood before this DEIS is accepted. 

• While the Technical Report acknowledged that, "Construction activities adjacent to the 
springs and other water bodies where the waterbirds were observed may temporarily 
affect their feeding habitats" the short and long-term impacts on individual water and 
migratory birds and cumulative impacts on the species was not analyzed. 

• During the observation for the Report several federally listed endangered stilts were 
present along the alignment and inhabit Waiau and Kalauao Springs (Sumida 
Watercress Farm). The federally listed endangered common moorhen has been 
recorded at the Sumida Watercress Farm. The federally protected migratory native 
black-crowned night heron have been seen at Moanalua Stream, Kalauao Spring and at 
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a drainage canal near the Honolulu Airport near Ke' ehi Lagoon. 
• Hawaii's federally listed endangered birds are present along the rail alignment and 

before this DEIS is accepted the direct, indirect short and long-term and cumulative 
effects of construction activities, lights on the trains and at the stations, train speed, 
hours of travel, and height of the rail system on Hawaii's water and migratory birds 
must be investigated, reviewed, evaluated and incorporated into a technical document. 

• The Technical Report stated without providing any substantiating data or analysis that, 
"The Project would not affect wetland sites such as spring-fed wetlands along the route 
because with few exceptions, the proposed corridor would use existing roadways." The 
report did acknowledge that "There may be temporary disturbance of endangered and 
protected waterbirds when construction activities are in proximity to some of the 
spring-fed wetland sites, in particular the Sumida Watercress Farm (Kalauao Spring) 
and Waiau Spring" but then the Report proceeded to say "However, construction is 
anticipated to be no more than a minor distraction to these birds because they continue 
to inhabit these wetlands even though they are adjacent to highways that are heavily 
traveled by vehicles, trucks, and buses, and even though the general area has gradually 
become more densely developed. Over time, the waterbirds are expected to adjust to 
new structures built for the Project." While waterbirds may exist at Sutnida Watercress 
Farm and Waiau Spring they are currently not being disturbed by daily noise and other 
disturbances from construction activities. 

• The above conclusions reveal another reason why this DEIS cannot be approved until 
in-depth analysis of construction activities on water and migratory birds within the 
corridor is reviewed, understood and measures in place to ensure that the fragile bird 
population does not collapse from the urbanization of their habitat. 

• In addition the Report states that "Construction activities over Moanalua Stream may 
temporarily affect the availability of foraging sites for black-crowned night herons, but 
this species is highly adaptable to altered environments and would adapt to new 
structures built over the stream." It appears that this conclusion was reached without 
analyzing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the loss of foraging sites would 
have on black-crowned night herons. Black-crowned night herons may be adaptable but 
loss of foraging sites may force them to abandon this foraging area and no data or 
analysis was provided in this DEIS to indicate that they would ever return. 

4.13 Water 
Wetlands and Streams 

• While the DEIS and Technical Report state that no direct impact to Waiau and Kalauao 
Springs, such as placing piers in either spring, is anticipated neither report analyzed 
short and long-term direct, indirect impacts and cumulative affects to both springs that 
might occur during construction such as dewatering. 

• Neither report analyzed direct or indirect impacts to the Sumida Watercress Farm 
operations from construction and the completed guideway system other than to note 
that the shadow from the elevated guideway system might affect water quality. Even 
that impact was not evaluated or analyzed. 

• The DEIS states that, "Some stream crossings would be required along the alignment. 
In some instances, the discharge of stormwater from the guideway may increase 
stromwater inflow to some of these waters. However, because stormwater quality is not 
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expected to be adversely affected, no streams or downstream marine waters are 
expected to experience negative effects." The DEIS does not provide any data or 
analysis to back up that statement. The DF,TS also does not provide data or analysis on 
the cumulative impacts from roadway runoff and rail runoff on streams. 

▪ The Technical Report noted that the endemic listed `o'opu nakea while uncommon was 
present in Waikete and Waimalu Streams. This is good news. The had news is that the 
`o`opu nakea inhabit streams that are within the fixed guideway alignment and so fin 
data and analysis on direct, indirect and cumulative short and long-term impacts to 
native species within the alignment is not in the DEIS or Technical Report. 

▪ The Technical Report states "Bridge support piers that are 6 to 10 feet in diameter 
would not inhibit ' o' opu nakea from traversing to the ocean during the twice-a-year 
spawning period." This leads us to believe that piers will be placed in both streams. Is 
that true? If so, how many piers will be placed in each stream? 

• Unfortunately, the Technical Report does not identify what the impacts to the 'o'opu 
nakea would be during construction or the length of construction activities in and 
around the streams. That information is crucial to understanding what is needed to 
protect the o`opu nakea as it migrates to and from the ocean. 

▪ A positive mitigation measure would be to avoid any construction activities in and 
around Waikele and Waimalu Streams during 'o`opu nakca spawning periods. 

• Does the alignment go over Pu'o'hala Marsh that has been identified as of critical 
importance to Hawaii's endangered waterbirds? If so, will any structures be placed in 
the marsh? What are the short and long-term impacts of construction activities to the 
marsh, waterbird habitat and the water and migratory birds that forage in the marsh? 

▪ All temporary and permanent proposed and potential stream diversions for bridges, 
park-and-ride lots, parking structures and garages, rail stations and platforms were not 
identified in the DEIS. The locations must be documented in the FE'S. 

• It is unsatisfactory to state that, "Detailed delineation would therefore be a future task 
to be coordinated during the Project's design phase." While some aspects of the fixed 
guideway can be put off to the design phase evaluating temporary and permanent 
impacts to Hawaii's streams and wetlands is one of them. This fixed guideway system 
is not a surprise. It is not something that was sprung on people a few months ago. To 
not be prepared to provide data and analysis of impacts, direct and indirect of 
construction and other activities in and around streams and wetlands within the 
alignment because "insuffieient design information at the planning stage (e.g., the exact 
location of bridge crossings)" was not known or available is unacceptable, This is 
another good example of why this DEIS cannot be accepted. 

• What is meant by the statement in the Technical Report that "Inspection of streams was 
limited to the location of specific crossings?" Does it mean that not all streams were 
evaluated? 

• The Technical Report provides a litany of information on the Sumida Watercress Farm 
including that for approximately 530 feet the proposed guideway would be adjacent to 
the watercress farm. What the report doesn't say is how close the guideway will be to 
the farm and what short and long-term impacts a noisy train roaring overhead would 
have on water and migratory birds who forage and inhabit the farm. 

• The Technical Report states that "One major spring-fed wetland system in Kalauao 
(Sumida Watercress Farm) and an unutilized spring-fed wetland at Waiau" located 
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adjacent to the guideway structure "would not cause a direct impact to these wetlands, 
but shadows cast by the elevated structure may slightly affect water temperatures and 
affect watercress growth" because the guideway system is within the median of 
Kamehameha Highway. The Report goes on to say that, "These consequences are 
anticipated to be very slight to non-existent, based on the proposed guideway's distance 
from open water and watercress farming areas. Shade would only reach open water 
and watercress in the late afternoon," What is an "unutilized spring-fed wetland?" 
Where are the data and analysis of direct and indirect and cumulative impacts to the 
Sumida Watercress Farm from the daily shadow? Where is the data and analysis of 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to the underutilized spring-fed wetland at 
Waiau? 

• The Technical Report mentions that the alignment would cross Moanalua Stream but 
doesn't provide any data on how the alignment will or will not temporarily or 
permanently impact the stream. Later in the Report it is noted that "Construction 
activities over Moanalua Stream may temporarily affect the availability of foraging 
sites for black-crowned night herons, but this species is highly adaptable to altered 
environments and would adapt to new structures built over the stream." Where is the 
data and analysis that identify the temporary and permanent impacts to the stream and 
evaluates impacts to the foraging site and direct and indirect impacts to the black-
crowned night heron'? Black-crowned night herons may be adaptable but they cannot 
afford to keep loosing their foraging grounds. 

• It is unsatisfactory to state that, "Only some sites proposed for maintenance, storage, 
and other facilities provide tins type of habitat, which would be disturbed and 
eliminated by the facilities required for the Project" without identifying the sites and 
providing data and analysis on the temporary and/or permanent direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts from disturbing or eliminating these sites. The sites must be 
identified and information and analysis provided in the "MIS. 

• The Technical Report states that the "The Project would not affect wetland sites such as 
spring-fed wetlands along the route because with few exceptions, the proposed corridor 
would use existing roadways." What are the "few exceptions" located and where is the 
data and analysis to back up this statement? 

• It is unacceptable to state in the Technical Report that "There may he temporary 
disturbance of endangered and protected waterbirds when construction activities are in 
proximity to some of the spring-fed wetland sites, in particular the Sumida Watercress 
Farm (Kalauao Spring) and Waiau Spring. However, construction is anticipated to be 
no more than a minor distraction to these birds because they continue to inhabit these 
wetlands even though they are adjacent to highways that are heavily traveled by 
vehicles, trucks, and buses, and even though the general area has gradually become 
more densely developed." Where is the data and analysis to substantiate the claim that 
construction will only be "a minor distraction" and will cause no harm to the waterbirds 
or their habitat? 

• The Technical Report notes that, "Streams that are over 150 feet wide may require in-
water piers to support the guideway. These include Waimalu Stream (140 feet), 
Halawa Stream (225 feet), Moarialua Stream at Nimitz Highway (270 feet), and Ala 
Wai Canal (160 feet). An in-water supporting pier with a diameter of 6 to 10 feet 
maybe required to-span these streams." Why isn't data available on whether in-water 
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piers will be required for Waimalu Stream, Halawa Stream, Moanalua Stream and Ala 
Wai Canal'? When will the data and analysis be available? Once again it is unacceptable 
for information to be missing from this environmental impact disclosure document. 

• Is construction activity in the Ala Wai Canal associated with the first 26-miles of the 
fixed guideway system or with the Waikiki extension? What type of 
"Accommodations" will be made for paddlers in the Ala Way Canal during 
construction? 

• And finally the Technical Report states that, "Because the Project would avoid all 
wetlands in the study corridor, no effects on wetlands are anticipated and no mitigation 
would be necessary." We guess that all that stuff about shadows over Sumida 
Watercress farm, possible alignment over or near Pu'oshala Marsh or disturbing 
waterbirds "when construction activities are in proximity to some of the spring-fed 
wetland sites" doesn't mean anything. 
In summary, the DEIS lacks sufficient data and analysis needed to make informed 
evaluations on direct, indirect and cumulative short and long-term impacts from 
construction projects in or near streams, wetlands, and underground springs and not to 
mention the perpetual impacts once the fixed guideway is completed. Until data and 
analysis is provided, reviewed and incorporated into technical documents this DEIS 
should not be accepted. 

Groundwater 
• While the DEIS notes that drilled shafts will break through the basalt aquifer in several 

locations information on how severe the breaks will be or analysis of direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts at each site on the aqui fer is not provided. This information 
must be provided reviewed, evaluated, analyzed and incorporated into a technical 
document before this DEIS can be accepted. 

• Has data been collected and analyzed for long and short-term and cumulative impacts 
on the aquifer from the proposed redirecting of current water runoff patterns at several 
locations along the alignment? If so, what does the data show? 

• The DEIS notes that at each diversion site "There would he no long-term changes to 
groundwater levels, including artesian conditions, as a result of the fixed guideway 
system." What data and analysis supports that statement? 

• The Technical report states that, "Runoff from the guideway would not likely 
contaminate groundwater." What data and analysis substantiates this statement? 

• Interestingly in another section of the Technical Report it is stated that, "Groundwater 
encountered by excavations for pile caps that need to be removed is likely to be 
contaminated with petroleum products at several locations where excavations are 
required." This is where information and analysis would come in handy. 

• The Technical Report acknowledges that "places along the Airport alignment where 
depths to groundwater would be approximately 10 feet below the surface" and for "the 
remainder of the First Project alignment, groundwater may be encountered at about 10 
feet below the surface." So while it is known that Oahu's sole source aquifer will be 
breached a cumulative effects analysis has not been conducted. Until relevant 
quantitative information is provided and analyzed this DEIS cannot be accepted. 
The Technical Report states that, "Dewatering may be required where groundwater is 
at levels above the base of the pile caps" but there is no data or analysis of impacts of 
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dewatering at each site or how will dewatering impact the aquifer? 
a Working over Oahu's sole source of drinking water for 26-miles is serious business and 

cannot be easily dismissed with comments like "No long-term impacts on the SOBA 
are anticipated." Until all short and long-term direct, indirect and cumulative impacts 
are known, evaluated, analyzed and incorporated into a technical document this DEIS 
should not be approved. 

VIOLATION OF CHAPTER GE, HAWAII REVISED STATUTES 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") contains a copy of a letter dated 
January 10, 2008, from Donna Wong, Executive Director of Hawaii's Thousand Friends 
("HTF"), to Wayne Yoshioka. DEIS, App. D, pp. 325-326. In that letter, HIT requested that, 
with regard to the compliance of the proposed Honolulu Mass Transit Project with the provisions 
of Chapter 6E, Hawaii Revised Statutes, "it be regarded as an "Interested person" as that term is 
defined in Section 13-275-2, Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) and be accorded all the rights 
of such persons under Chapter 6E, applicable administrative rules, and all other provisions of 
lam" The letter then described the rights of "Interested persons" and the obligations of the City 
and County Department of Transportation Services under FEAR Chapter 13-275. These 
provisions afford Interested persons, including HTF, various rights to be consulted during the 
historic preservation review process conducted by the Department of Land and Natural 
Resources, State Historic Preservation Division ("SHPD"), that in general parallel the rights of 
"consulted parties" under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ("NIIPA"). 
Specific rights include the right to receive SLIPD written comments on the proposal and to have 
HTF's comments on any submittal be considered by SHPD in its review of the Project. 
Furthermore, SHPD must  publish notice of its determinations, and interested persons may appeal 
SHPD's determinations to the Hawaii Historic Places Review Board. 

The DEIS shows that various entities were treated as "consulted parties" under the NI-IPA and, in 
September 2008, were sent "one (1) DVD copy of the documents that have been sent to the 
SHPD as part of our coordination under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1966, as 
amended and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The DVD includes the 
Purpose and Need and Alternatives chapters of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
along with electronic copies of the Archaeological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Historical 
Resources Technical Reports." See, e.g., Letter Dated September 29, 2008, from Wayne Y. 
Yoshioka to Ms. Elizabeth S. Merritt, Deputy General Counsel, Law Department, National Trust 
for Historic Preservation, DEIS App. D, p. 330. 

HTF never received a response to its January 10, 2008, letter, and HIE never received the 
documents sent to "consulted parties" such as the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
Accordingly, HTF has been deprived of its legal rights as an interested person under 
Chapter GE. 

The City and County of Honolulu is bound by Chapter 6E, and compliance with the consultation 
requirements of the NI-EPA (if such exists) does not obviate the need to comply with the 
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applicable provisions of Chapter 6E, including the granting to MT of all of the rights of 
"interested persons." 

A review of SI-IPD's wehpage and its "on-line posting of current compliance reviews" shows 
that, as of February 4, 2009, no postings have been made since July 25, 2008. SI-IPD's "archive 
of past reports" shows no postings for determinations and reviews after 2005. ft thus appears 
that SIIPD has failed to comply with its statutory duty to give public notice of its 
determinations. Because notice was never given, the 30-day dock for the deadline to 
appeal SHPO's determinations has not begun to run. 

tin requests that it now be sent copies of the same documents made available to 
"consulted parties" (but NOT to HTF) in September 2008 (i.e., the DVD and copies of the 
Archaeological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Historical Resources Technical 
Reports) so that it may exercise its rights as an interested party under Chapter 6E. 
Because Chapter 6E and its rules allows HTF a period of 30 days to review documents 
submitted to SLIM for its review, HTF requests that it be afforded a period of 30 days 
from its receipt of such documentation to submit comments and, further, requests that the 
comment period for the DEIS be extended as necessary to allow HTF's comments to be 
incorporated into and addressed in the Final MS. 

PROBABLE VIOLATION OF SECTION 4(F) OF THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION ACT RE: KE'EHI LAGOON 
BEACH PARK 

The DEIS, pp. 5-12 to 5-15, discusses the application of Section 4(t) of the Department of 
Transportation Act ("Section 4(f)") to Ke'ehi Lagoon Beach Park ("the Park"), The DEIS states 
that the project alignment for the Airport Alternative and the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative 
passes directly through the Park and will make direct use of 2.8 acres of this 72 acre park. It is 
clear from the map provided (Fig. 5-4) will have a significant effect on existing uses of the park 
and will permanently constrain future park use of the land occupied by the alignment, as well as 
of that portion of the park located to the north of the alignment. 

The DEIS analyzes an alternative routing (illustrated in Fig. 5-5) that would reduce adverse 
impacts to the Park, while increasing impacts to nearby commercial properties. The EDEN 
ultimately rejects this alternative, stating: 

To connect the Airport Station and Lagoon Drive Station, the guideway would 
pass over several additional commercial properties, resulting in at least nine 
additional full acquisitions and nine business displacements than the proposed 
alignment. Further, the Lagoon Drive Station would have to be doubl-stacked 
(one platform above the other), and the guideway would have to be double-
stacked from approximately Peltier Avenue to Ahua Street, a distance of about 
600 meters. This, and the right-of-way requirements, would result in an 
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additional $75 million (2007 USD) in construction costs. For these reasons, this 
alternative is not considered prudent. 

Under Section 4(1), use of parklands may not be authorized for the Project unless the FTA 
determines that "Where is no prudent and feasible alternative, as defined in Section 774.17, to 
the use of land from the4 property; and [tjhe program or project includes all possible planning, as 
defined in Section 774.17, to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use." DEIS at 
5-1, 

The DEIS fails to justify its conclusion that no "reasonable and prudent" alternative exists 
to this use of park land. First of all, the explanation for the claimed necessity of "double-
stacking" is wholly conclusory and fails to provide any reasoned explanation of why this method 
of construction could not be avoided. Furthermore, the DEIS fails to acknowledge that use of the 
Salt Lake Alternative, rather than the preferred Airport or Airport and Salt Lake 
Alternatives would appear to provide a "reasonable and prudent" alternative that would avoid 
any adverse impacts to the Park, The FELS should fully address these issues. 

Although this issue is not discussed in Chapter 5 of the DEIS, the DEIS contains a letter dated 
September 25, 2008, from Wayne Y. Yoshioka of the Department of Transportation, City and 
County of Honolulu, to Lester K. C. Chang, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation, in 
which Mr. Yoshioka advises Mr. Chang of "the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal 
Transit Administration's (PTA's) intent to render a Section 4(0 de minimis determination" with 
regard to the Project's proposed use of Ke'ehi Lagoon Beach Park and obtains Mr. Chang's 
acknowledgement of this determination. DEIS, Appendix D, at 318-321. FITF asks that the 
FTA reconsider this determination and that all documentation setting forth FTA's 
determination and its justification be included in the FEN. Furthermore, the quoted letter 
contains no justification for this determination beyond the purely eonclusory statement that 
"Whe park's recreational features and attributes will be fully restored or replaced prior to project 
completion." Chapter 5 of any FEIS should fully discuss and explain the justification for 
this determination, including an explanation of how the loss of 2.8 acres of park land can 
be regarded as a "de minintis" impact. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,hondulu,gov 

MUFI I-IANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-298688R 

Hawaii's Thousand Friends 
25 Maluniu Avenue 
Suite 102, #282 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Sir: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Comments on Chapter 1 Background, Purpose and Need 

The comment provides background information on the Second City concept. As 
presented in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the Final EIS, a Project goal is to improve access 
to planned development to support City policy to develop a second urban center. 

Growth in the Kapolei area was considered in the analysis. As stated in Section 3.4.1, 
Future Travel Patterns, of the Final EIS, "With an almost four-fold increase in employment 
estimated by 2030 for Kapolei, the quick and direct access provided by the fixed guideway 
system from PUG Development Plan area locations (e.g., Downtown and Kakaako) will help 
address the demand of future reverse commute markets. These markets include existing and 
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planned local government offices and the future UH West Oahu campus. Based on transit travel 
forecasts, about 15 percent of fixed guideway ridership during the am. two-hour peak period 
would be in the Ewa-bound direction, which demonstrates that the Project supports the goal of 
improving access to planned development and a second urban center." 

Figure 1-8, Daily 2007 Transit Trips between Transportation Analysis Areas, in this Final 
EIS, illustrates the relative numbers of transit trips between each area. The purpose of this 
figure is to illustrate that a substantial majority of trips made by transit on the island occur within 
the study corridor. The figure does not include car or bicycle trips, as car and bicycles are not 
transit modes as that term is defined for the purposes of the Figure. 

The comment is directed at government operations that have moved from Downtown to 
Kapolei. Moving government offices is not part of the Project. The Project is consistent with City 
policies relative to directing growth in certain areas and increasing travel options within the study 
corridor. As explained in detail in Chapter 1, Background, Purpose and Need, the majority of 
population and employment is now, and will continue to be, concentrated in the study corridor. 
The City's long-term development plans which were defined long before the Project. These 
plans included increased employment in Kapolei and are described in the Ewa Development 
Plan. The Project used them as a basis for understanding and supporting future conditions. 
Indirect effects regarding future development trends are presented in Section 4.19.2, Indirect 
Effects, of the Final EIS. It is anticipated that travelers who have government offices as their 
destination will continue to use current methods of travel. 

The comment is regarding moving government services to Kapolei, which is a prior City 
decision. The Draft EIS does not provide environmental clearance for the City's long-term 
development plans which were defined and analyzed before the Project. But certain of the 
future development projects (those which are reasonably likely to occur) are considered in the 
analysis of cumulative impacts of the Project. However, Table 4-15, 2030 Mobile Source 
Regional Transportation Pollutant Burdens (kg/day), in this Final EIS presents future air quality 
impacts that take into account predicted changes in travel patterns due to the Project. 

The Project would not relocate any government offices. Bus commuters from East 
Honolulu and Windward locations to Kapolei will experience improved travel times by 
transferring to the fixed guideway for the majority of their trip. 

The Project will serve Makakilo with feeder bus service. The Ewa plain provides an 
opportune location to concentrate feeder bus service from Ewa, Kapolei, Makakilo, and points 
further Waianae. Bus routes and frequencies with the fixed guideway system are shown in 
Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, of the Final EIS. 

Comments on Chapter 2 Alternatives Considered 

As described in Section 2.5.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle Access, of the Final EIS, stations 
will be designed to encourage and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. Bicycles will 
be accommodated on the trains. In addition to providing bicycle racks or lockers at fixed 
guideway stations, non-motorized access will be supported by features included in the Design 
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Criteria that guide the Preliminary Engineering and Final Design of the Project. The Design 
Criteria provide specific direction for pedestrian and bicycle access features at stations. 

Opportunities for public involvement will continue throughout the development of the 
Project. The station area planning process includes conducting workshops with communities 
that will have rail stations. For more information and to get involved in this process, please visit 
the Project website at www.honolulutransit.org . 

The Project no longer includes a branch line (a second route between two points) as was 
previously analyzed. For the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIS, the 
branch-line headway (the time between train arrivals) would have been twice the headway on 
the combined line, which would have ranged between 6 and 20 minutes. 

Trains will reach 50 miles per hour at distantly spaced stations, such as those in Ewa and 
following Farrington and Kamehameha Highways. The system will not reach 50 miles per hour 
Koko Head of Moanalua Stream. 

Under normal service braking conditions, the train is designed to stop within 900 feet 
when traveling at 50 miles per hour. 

Between 25 and 30 trains will be in operation to meet 3-minute headways. Fewer than 
10 trains will be in operation to meet 10-minute headways. Details are presented in 
Section 2.5.1, Operating Parameters, of the Final OS. 

As stated in Section 2.5, The Project: Fixed Guideway Alternative from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana Center via the Airport, of the Final EIS, all buildings, facilities, and vehicles will 
conform to the applicable Federal, State, and County accessibility guidelines and standards. 
HRS 100-50 requires that all State or County government buildings, facilities, and sites be 
designed and constructed to the Architectural Barriers Act/Americans with Disabilities Act 
Accessibility Guidelines (36 CFR Parts 1190 and 1191). Elevators will provide wheelchair 
access. Escalators provide necessary passenger capacity to move people through the station. 

The system operation and maintenance costs shown in Section 6.4.1 of the Final EIS of 
$110 million dollars per year in 2030 (Year of Expenditure) dollars include maintenance of 
elevators and escalators associated with the stations. 

The maintenance schedule for elevators and escalators will be developed to provide 
reliable service. The specific maintenance schedule has not been finalized. 

As detailed in 2.5.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle Access, of the Final EIS stations will be 
designed to encourage and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. Bicycles will be 
accommodated on the trains. In addition to providing bicycle racks or lockers at fixed guideway 
stations, non-motorized access will be supported by features included in the Design Criteria that 
guide the Preliminary Engineering and Final Design of the Project. The Design Criteria provide 
specific direction for pedestrian and bicycle access features at stations. 
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The majority of the system will travel in roadway medians, which is not conducive to 
being used as a shelter. Stations will be patrolled and are closed at night when the system is 
not operating. 

Materials and textures will be graffiti resistant. Physical deterrents, such as plantings, will 
be used where appropriate. Graffiti removal is an anticipated maintenance activity that is 
included in the projected maintenance and operations costs. 

A transit center is not proposed at Leeward Community College Station. Security and 
lighting will be provided at the station. Figure 2-22, Leeward Community College Station, in this 
Final EIS shows the proposed layout of the station. Security details are provided in 
Section 2.5.4, Safety and Security Measures, of the Final EIS. A security plan will be developed 
and the City will continue to work with the Honolulu Police Department to ensure safety and 
security at the stations. 

Regarding the Pearl Highlands Station: 

• All stations are designed to be 240 feet long and be a minimum of 12 to 30 feet 
wide at the platform. As shown in Appendix A, Conceptual Plans and Profiles, of 
the Draft EIS, the platform would be approximately 60 feet above the existing 
ramp from Farrington Highway to Karneharneha Highway. 

• As noted in Figure 2-23, Pearl Highlands Station, in this Final EIS, the park-and-
ride is designed for 1,600 spaces. 

• The parking structure will be semi-enclosed (multiple floors, with sides open for 
natural ventilation) and will have security and lighting. 

• The garage will be open while the system is operating. 

• There is no intent for shared use with other facilities at this location. 

The Aloha Stadium Station location shown in Figure 2-22, Aloha Stadium Station (Salt 
Lake Alternative and Airport & Salt Lake Alternative), of the Draft EIS is no longer proposed as 
part of the Project. As seen in Figure 2-25 of the Final EIS, an elevated connecting bridge will 
not be constructed as part of the Aloha Stadium Station. 

Comments on Section 3.2.1 Existing Travel Patterns of the Draft EIS 

Air passengers are expected to be a very small percentage of overall travel on the fixed 
guideway. The primary use of the system is expected to provide access to a large employment 
base in the Airport vicinity and at or near Pearl Harbor. The travel forecasting model includes an 
Air Passenger Model to forecast air passenger use of the transit system. As shown in Table 3- 
13 of the Final EIS, in 2030 there will be about 3,500 air passenger trips a day to and from the 
Airport using transit (bus and fixed guideway) compared to only 1,200 transit trips without the 
Project. 
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As shown in Tables 3-4, Daily Transit Trips by Trip Purpose-2007 in this Final EIS, 
currently, 51 percent of all transit trips either originate or end at work. As shown in Table 3-13, 
this percentage is projected to stay the same under 2030 No Build Conditions; however, work-
related trips will increase to 54 percent of all transit trips in 2030 with the Project. This number 
includes trips on both the fixed guideway and the bus. The remaining 46 percent of trips are 
expected to be to and from school, to and from shopping, trips that do not originate or end at 
work or home, ground access trips by air passengers, or visitor trips. 

The majority of the guideway is in existing roadways with columns placed within the 
roadway median. In most cases, the median below the guideway will be planted with low-
maintenance plantings. 

Comments on Section 3.4 Future Conditions and Effects; Build Alternatives of the 
Draft EIS 

As shown in Figure 1-6, Employment Distribution for Oahu, in this Final EIS, there were 
11,200 jobs in Kapolei in 2000 and there are 53,000 jobs projected for Kapolei by 2030. These 
numbers reflect the four-fold increase. This information is from the City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Planning and Permitting, (DPP) 2008. 

The specific answers to the details of these comments would be best obtained from the 
University of Hawaii, which is undertaking the planning for the new campus. The travel demand 
model is an aggregate model that does not break down individual facilities beyond identifying the 
general trends for the types of users associated with them. The model will reallocate trips from 
one campus to another related to the placement of the campus with respect to the potential 
users in the corridor. College trips are allocated based on student/faculty populations at each 
facility. The model distributes them based on time of day, not courses offered. More detailed 
information regarding this issue may be obtained from the University of Hawaii, although more 
detailed information is not necessary for development of the figures based on the Traffic 
Demand Forecasting Model utilized for the Project. 

DTS is not aware of any specific government office relocations at this time that will be 
required. 

In Section 3.4.2, Effects on Transit, of the Final EIS, the "sum of the travel times in 
between" the East Kapolei Station and Pear/ridge Station is 18 minutes, which reflects the time it 
would take to travel via fixed guideway from East Kapolei to Pearlridge. This time is calculated 
by adding the travel times between all the stations from East Kapolei to Pearlridge. 

The Travel Demand Forecasting Model forecasts the number of trips by trip purpose (in 
this case, home-based work trips) and mode of travel by origin and destination (Ewa to 
Downtown in this case). The number of trips by transit was compared to the number of trips by 
automobile to determine the transit mode share. The growth in population and employment and 
the associated increase in congestion on the highway system will force more people to consider 
the efficient option offered by the rail system. Population and employment data are obtained 
from the City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting, 2008, and are 
consistent with the ORTP forecast assumptions. 
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As of June 2009, TheBus operates 108 bus routes. Of those routes, only 13 operate 
completely outside the study corridor, which accounts for less than 4 percent of the total 
weekday bus service in terms of revenue hours of service. The balance of service outside of the 
study area is provided by 35 routes that have a substantial portion of their operation within the 
study corridor. Consequently, the reliability of service outside of the study corridor is directly 
related to the impacts of traffic congestion and other factors occurring inside the Project area. 
For example, Routes 52 and 55 (Circle Island) take over 4 hours to complete a bus trip. About 
1/3 of the Circle Island trip is spent within the Project area. Any delay occurring in the Project 
corridor affects people waiting for that bus to arrive in Kaneohe, Haleiwa, Wahiawa, Mililani or 
neighborhoods in-between. Even routes operating totally outside of the study corridor can be 
impacted by conditions inside the corridor. For example, the last scheduled departure of 
Route 76 from Haleiwa to Waialua is 6:45 p.m. Passengers arriving on Route 52 from 
Downtown connect to Route 76 to continue their trip home. If Route 52 is operating off 
schedule, then passengers potentially miss their last connecting bus home. In some cases, 
Route 76 may be held if the connecting route is not too far off schedule, thus impacting the 
service of a route operating totally outside the corridor. 

The Travel Demand Forecasting Model has been refined since the Draft EIS to account 
for non-home based direct demand trips (trips that do not begin or end at home) during off peak 
periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport) was updated to reflect current 
conditions. The Final EIS reflects updated ridership numbers resulting from model refinement. 
Walk, bike, and bus access now accounts for 90 percent of trips to fixed guideway stations. 
Mode of access information for each station is presented in Table 3-20 in this Final EIS. As 
seen in this table, mode of access varies by station location. Park-and-ride facilities are located 
at stations where placement of such facilities is feasible and appropriate based on demand for 
drive-to-transit access. 

Comments on Section 3.4.3 Effects on Streets and Highways, of the Draft EIS 

As shown in Table 3-21, Column Placement Effects on Streets and Highways, in this 
Final EIS, no travel lanes will be lost as a result of the construction of the Project and, while in 
some cases lanes will be narrowed, all travel lanes will remain within standard design 
requirements. As a result, no significant change is anticipated to in-street travel times as a result 
of lost lanes. 

As shown in Table 3-25, Summary of Potential Effects on Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Systems due to Fixed Guideway Column Placement, in this Final EIS, sidewalks will not be 
eliminated at any location along the fixed guideway Project. 

Comments on Section 3.4.4, Effects on Parking, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
and Freight, of the Draft EIS 

The estimated number of existing parking spaces to be affected by the Project has been 
refined since the Draft EIS. The updated number of parking spaces effected by the project and 
a summary of locations where parking will be removed by the Project, including effects, is 
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provided in Table 3-24, Potential Effects on Parking and Loading Zones due to Fixed Guideway 
Column Placement of this Final EIS. 

As stated in Section 3.6, Indirect and Cumulative Transportation System Effects, of Final 
EIS, the cumulative and indirect effect of removing parking spaces to make room for the Project 
will be that some people who parked in those spaces will either park in another space nearby, 
will choose another mode to reach their destination, or will not make the trip. The indirect effect 
of spillover parking around stations will result in an increased demand for existing parking 
spaces. 

Regarding temporary effects on parking from construction, as stated in Section 3.5.7, 
Mitigation of Construction-related Effects, of the Final EIS, where existing parking is disrupted by 
construction, signs will be posted directing people to nearby locations with available parking. 
The public will be kept aware of upcoming work locations, and information will be available on 
the Project website about parking disruptions and alternatives. On-street parking by 
construction workers will not be permitted near work sites. During the actual hours of work, only 
those vehicles absolutely necessary to construction shall be allowed within the safety zone or 
allowed to stop or park on the shoulder of the roadway with the approval of the City. 

Regarding potential spillover parking near stations, as stated in Section 3.4.7, Mitigation 
of Long-Term Transportation Effects, in this Final EIS, the approach to mitigating the effects of 
spillover parking will be unique to each station area. The City will conduct surveys prior to 
starting construction of a station and again within six months after opening of the station to 
determine the extent of spillover parking near stations and implement one or more mitigation 
strategies as needed. Strategies to be used include, but are not limited to: parking restrictions 
(where parking causes safety or congestion problems), parking regulations (meters, time limits), 
and shared parking arrangements (at locations where parking is available, but dedicated to 
another purpose such as retail centers, office uses or places of worship). The specific mitigation 
strategies and the schedule for implementation will be determined as the stations are opened. 
Implemented strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as needed. 

Off-street and on-street parking losses are shown in Table 3-23, Potential Effects on 
Parking due to Fixed Guideway Column Placement, of the Draft EIS. This table has been 
revised based on further design of the Project. Updated results are shown in Table 3-24 in this 
Final EIS. 

As stated in Section 3.6.1, Indirect Effects, of the Final EIS, the indirect and cumulative 
effect of removing parking spaces to make room for the Project will be that some people who 
parked in those spaces will either park in another space nearby, will choose another mode to 
reach their destination or will not make the trip. The indirect effect of spillover parking around 
stations will mean an increased demand for existing parking spaces. As stated in Section 3.4.7, 
Mitigation of Long-Term Transportation Effects, of the Final EIS, in locations where parking will 
be removed by the Project, other parking capacity generally exists nearby to accommodate the 
demand. Approaches to mitigating the effects of lost or spillover parking will be unique to each 
station area. 
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Off-street parking will be removed at Leeward Community College to make room for a rail 
station that will serve the campus. Spaces will be relocated at an alternate location on campus. 
On-street parking near Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park will be removed; however, additional 
on- and off-street parking is available nearby. 

As stated in Section 3.6.1 of Final EIS, the indirect and cumulative effect of removing 
parking spaces to make room for the Project will be that some people who parked in those 
spaces will either park in another space nearby, will choose another mode to reach their 
destination, or will not make the trip. The indirect effect of spillover parking around stations will 
result in an increased demand for existing parking spaces. 

In a few cases where the right-of-way is limited, it was decided that reducing the roadway 
width would be preferable to acquiring additional property. With regard to potential safety-
related effects of reduced lane widths, a USDOT study found slightly higher accident rates 
associated with narrower travel lanes and shoulders1. However, all roadway widths will meet the 
design standards of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design on Highways and Streets, 2004), the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation (HDOT), and the City. 

The comment regarding bicycle riding as a mode of transportation has been noted. 

Comments on Section 3.4.5 Mitigation of Long-term Transportation Effects of the 
Draft EIS 

As stated in Section 3.6.1 of the Final EIS, the cumulative and indirect effect of removing 
parking spaces to make room for the Project will be that some people who parked in those 
spaces will either park in another space nearby, will choose another mode to reach their 
destination, or will not make the trip. The indirect effect of spillover parking around stations will 
mean an increased demand for existing parking spaces. Additional information about the 
April 2009 study is available in Addendum 02 to the Honolulu Hicih-Capacitv Transit Corridor 
Transportation Technical Report  (DTS 2009). 

Comments on Section 3.5 Construction-related Effects on Transportation of the 
Draft EIS 

As stated in Section 4.18, Construction Phase Effects, of the Final EIS, the maintenance 
and storage facility, park-and-ride lots, and stations could be temporarily used for construction 
staging areas. Additional areas would be identified by the contractor as needed and the location 
would be reviewed and finalized during final design. The contractor will be responsible for 
obtaining any necessary permits and approvals. The contractor will also be required to mitigate 
any temporary effects from the construction staging area. As stated in Section 3.5.1, 
Construction Staging Plans, of the Final EIS, construction staging areas will be determined by 
the contractor with approval from the City. The contractor is responsible for identifying any 
necessary permits or approvals. However, as stated in Section 3.5.7, "An extensive public 
information program will be implemented to provide motorists with a thorough understanding of 

1 U.S. Department of Transportation, December 2000, Prediction of the expected 
safety performance of rural two-lane highways. 
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the location and duration of construction activities, as well as anticipated traffic conditions." This 
applies to construction staging areas as it would to any other aspect of the Project. 

There are no effects on wetlands. In selecting sites for construction staging, no wetlands 
will be used. 

Comments on Section 3.5.2, Construction-related Effects on Transit Service of the 
Draft EIS 

TheHandi-Van is a curb-to-curb operation and does not require posted bus stops to 
board and alight passengers. TheHandi-Van vehicles are able to access businesses, medical 
facilities, and other destinations using driveways and parking lots since TheHancli-Van has 
flexibility in selecting a route to a destination. TheHandi-Van services may experience some 
delays in service during construction in certain areas due to general traffic conditions; however, 
this will be considered in scheduling. 

Comments on Section 3.5.4, Construction-related Effects on Parking of the Draft 
EIS 

As stated in Section 4.18, Construction Phase Effects, of the Final EIS, the maintenance 
and storage facility, park-and-ride lots, and stations could be used as construction staging sites. 
Table 3-28, Potential Effect on On-Street Parking During Construction, in this Final EIS shows 
on-street construction-related parking reductions. The location and duration of parking 
restrictions will not be determined solely by the contractors. The contractors will be given 
flexibility to coordinate the Project as efficiently as possible within certain parameters as 
imposed by the City. In some cases, on-street parking could be unavailable for several months 
at a time during construction. 

Comments on Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of Construction-related Effects of the Draft 
EIS 

There will be a public information program implemented to keep the public informed of 
construction areas and plans. This program will involve information dissemination and education 
through the various techniques discussed in Section 8.7, Public Involvement during 
Construction, of this Final EIS. 

Comments on Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIS 

Each planned development disclosed in this Final EIS is an independent action of the 
Project. However, the City takes into consideration current planned development to better 
understand changing land uses to determine transportation needs for the design year 2030. 
Individual developers would apply for their development permits and perform any necessary 
environmental evaluations at the time for their development to the appropriate municipality. 

As detailed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the Project supports the planned development 
of Kapolei and the Ewa area. Section 4.2.2, Affected Environment, of the Final EIS indicates, 
the Ewa region is a rural and agricultural area that is undergoing urbanization and includes 
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Kapolei, which is developing as Oahu's 'second city'. The west terminal end of the Project is at 
East Kapolei. The west end of the Project would serve the area where both population and 
employment are forecasted to grow by approximately 400 percent. This growth is anticipated to 
occur either with or without the Project. The Koko Head terminal is at Ala Moana Center. 

The potential of the Project to support growth and the environmental impacts of future 
growth are evaluated in Section 4.19, Indirect and Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS and in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Land Use Technical Report (DTS 2008b). The impacts 
of growth in the Project area are also analyzed in local and state environmental analyses of 
proposed land use and infrastructure projects in the Project area that are summarized in this 
Final EIS. 

Large infrastructure projects, such as the Project, play an important role in determining 
the amount, density, and pace of land use development. But many other factors determine the 
amount and type of additional growth in the Project area including market demand, local 
planning policies, land availability, and the availability of other infrastructure (roads, wastewater 
treatment, schools, etc.). Future development in the Project area will be greatly influenced by 
factors outside the control of the Project sponsor or any of the other planned projects. U.S. and 
Asian economic trends can affect the economy of Hawaii, as well as how, when, and to what 
degree land is developed on Oahu. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 
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As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Station figures in Chapter 2 in this Final EIS illustrate the bus connections to the stations 
in the Ewa area. The individual future routes that accommodate the rail system are shown in 
Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, of the Final EIS. 

The travel times shown in Figure 3-7, A.M. Peak-Period Transit Travel Times, in this 
Final EIS, represent the time required to complete a trip from origin to destination, including 
walking and time spent on a bus. Kapolei is shown as an origin or destination for several travel 
pairs in this figure. In addition, existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and 
frequencies, are provided in Appendix D in this Final EIS. 

Section 3.4.2, Effects on Transit, of the Final EIS identified transit travel times for 
selected market pairs. For travel between East Kapolei and Downtown, estimated travel will be 
approximately 55 minutes. This represents travel from origin to destination assuming at least 
part of the trip is made via fixed guideway. Auto travel times for this market were not identified, 
but are already comparable to rail times during peak periods projected for 2030. 

The long-term land use effects of the Project are discussed in Section 4.19, Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS. Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, of the Final EIS indicates 
that the increased mobility and accessibility that the Project may provide will also increase the 
desirability and value of land near the stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment 
nearby. See response to Comment above that begins: 'As detailed in Chapter 1 of the Draft 
EIS, the Project supports the planned development of Kapolei and the Ewa area." 

This comment quotes a statement in the Draft EIS and, therefore, no response needed. 

The bulk of future regional land use changes are expected in the study corridor. Most 
undeveloped land within the study corridor is likely to become urban or suburban. Many already 
developed lands within the study corridor also are likely to be redeveloped to higher-density 
uses. Expansion of public services and facilities would be associated with future growth. Such 
growth would be consistent with community plans. The planned Kapolei extension would result 
in conversion of approximately 20 additional acres of farmland to transportation use, none of 
which is actively cultivated. 

Regarding impacts of already planned growth in West Oahu on the Project and traffic 
congestion, it is reasonable to expect that this increased population and employment will 
generate ridership for the rail system and will tend to reduce traffic congestion generally because 
of the diversion of vehicular trips to transit trips. 

The 7.1 million commercial square feet referenced in Section 4.2.2, Background and 
Methodology, of the Final EIS, is planned space in West Oahu at the time the Final EIS was 
written. Neither existing commercial space nor the permitted space was calculated at that time. 
It is reasonable to assume that the amount of existing and permitted space is a small fraction of 
the planned total. 
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The Project supports the projected enrollment by providing additional transportation 
options. It is reasonable to assume that the West Oahu campus of the University of Hawaii (UH) 
is intended to serve students in West Oahu as it does now with negligible impact on UN Manoa. 

Section 4.19.2 in this Final EIS states that UN West Oahu developments are planned for 
the campus. In addition, there is the potential for residential and commercial development 
around the campus. When each development is planned, the potential for transit-oriented 
development (TOD) in this area is likely and discussed further in this section as a possible 
indirect effect of a nearby transit station. TOD is discussed in Sections 4.2, Land Use and 4.19, 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS. 

The UN West Oahu campus, the Kroc Center, and the Hoopili development were all 
planned, independent of the Project and will proceed without it, per Section 4.19.2 in this Final 
EIS. The Project will use some agricultural land and will cause some of the agricultural land to 
be developed especially near stations. However, in the No Build Alternative (i.e., without the 
Project) the amount of agricultural land likely to be converted to suburban development will be 
substantially more because of already planned developments and the continued growth 
pressures on West Oahu. 

Planning for the TOO special districts is the responsibility of the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Planning and Permitting, under a process covered by the City's new 
TOO Ordinance 09-4 and is not part of this Project. TOD is discussed in Sections 4.2, Land Use 
and 4.19, Indirect and Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS, the only farmlands that will be acquired for 
the Project are in the Ewa Plain. Because the properties are relatively large, only a small portion 
of each agricultural parcel will be acquired. Some of the designated lands are not currently in 
active cultivation. Approximately 80 acres of prime farmland and 8 acres of statewide-
importance will be acquired by the Project, of which 70 acres are actively cultivated. This 
acreage is designated for agriculture by County zoning. All of the affected properties designated 
as prime, unique, or of statewide importance and/or actively being farmed are owned by 
individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan to develop them in conformance with the Ewa 
Development Plan (DPP 2000). 

Figures 4-7 and 4-8, Designated Agricultural Lands, in this Final EIS indicates that all of 
the agricultural land at Aloun Farms that would be displaced by this maintenance and storage 
facility is prime agricultural land. It should be noted that this is not the preferred location of the 
maintenance facility. While only one site will be selected, two sites are currently under 
consideration: a 44-acre vacant site near Leeward Community College, which is the preferred 
location for the maintenance and storage facility, and a 41-acre area currently in agricultural use 
(Aloun Farms) adjacent to an electrical substation in Floopili (shown on Figures 2-38, Leeward 
Community College Maintenance and Storage Facility Location and Conceptual Layout, and 
2-39. Maintenance and Storage Facility in Hoopili Location and Conceptual Layout, in this Final 
EIS). 

Much of the farmland acreage that could be acquired for the Project is located at one of 
the two alternatives for a maintenance and storage facility. The preferred alternative is a former 
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Navy fuel storage and delivery facility near Leeward Community College. If it is acquired, 
agricultural land used for the project will be about 47 acres. The Final EIS identifies the existing 
land use, and where information is available, planned future use of land that would be affected 
by the Project. 

The agricultural land in question is planned to be developed, independently of the 
proposed Project. The land is not planned to remain in agriculture and the impacts of loss of 
agricultural land have been or are being addressed in the entitlement process for the planned 
development. There are no legal or regulatory requirements to replace agricultural land as there 
are regarding impacts to wetlands. The Project has been designed in compliance with the Ewa 
Development Plan. 

Aloun Farms has 1,115 acres of prime land and 75 acres of agricultural land of Statewide 
Importance. Total farm acreage is approximately 1300 acres. 

The Aloun Farms property is currently zoned as "AG-1, Restricted Agriculture District." 

The term 'significant' as used in Section 4.1.3, Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation, of the Draft EIS is in reference to the impact on the property, rather than the 
significance of Aloun Farms. To clarify the discussion of impact, 'significant' has been replaced 
by 'substantial' in Section 4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final EIS to 
clarify the discussion of impact. 

Aloun Farms leases land from D.R. Horton. In the event of relocation, tenants who own 
buildings, structures, or other improvements to be acquired will be paid fair market value of the 
real property to be acquired. As discussed in Section 4.4, Acquisitions, Displacements, and 
Relocations in this Final EIS, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and would 
follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

The Project creates little new impervious surface and, therefore, there is minimal new 
stormwater. As the design moves forward, the expected amounts of stormwater are being 
calculated. For example, the first portions of the guideway to be constructed will increase 
stormwater runoff from 0.17- 1.31 cfs (cubic feet per second) per 1,000 feet of guideway 
according to preliminary calculations. This is for the drier part of the island, but this is where the 
first construction will occur. In wetter areas, the amount of stormwater runoff will be higher, but 
as there is little new impervious surface being created by the Project, the amount of additional 
storm water will remain small in this areas as well. 

The vehicles do not require lubricants like automobiles or buses which would 
contaminate runoff from the guideway. The pollutants from the guideway track would include 
brake dust and track flange (soy-based) lubricant. Fugitive dust from wind erosion in 
undeveloped areas of the Project may also collect on the guideway and be carried in the 
stormwater. These pollutants will be removed from the stormwater as necessary to meet the 
required water quality standards. Transit vehicles will have closed passenger windows to help 
control litter that could generate solid waste. 
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Appendix C of the Final EIS includes the tax map key number and general land use type 
for each parcel that will be acquired. 

Rezoning and redesignation of land uses are municipal and State government functions 
and, therefore, not within the purview of this Project. In March 2009, the City Council approved 
and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 (2008) (Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's 
approach to TOD around fixed guideway stations. Here, zoning regulations will address parking 
standards, new density provisions, open space, and affordable housing. While the Project is 
coordinating with City and State agencies with regard to land use designations near the 
stations, the actual zoning changes and the time frame of these changes are beyond the scope 
of the Project. 

While the Project is coordinating with City and State agencies to encourage land use 
changes near the stations, the actual zoning changes and the time frame of these changes are 
beyond the scope of the Project. 

It is outside the purview of the EIS to analyze what the future impacts of the Ewa 
Development Plan may be. This Plan is a product of the City and County of Honolulu's 
Department of Planning and Permitting and is not a part of this Project. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, of the Final EIS: 
"Property that would be acquired for the Project represents approximately 1 percent of the total 
acreage within the study corridor." Compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and would 
follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 
Indirect and cumulative effects on land use are discussed in Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. As 
noted in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, of the Final EIS, the Project "...will influence the 
distribution of development." At a regional level, the bulk of future land use changes would 
occur as already expected under the respective development plans. 

Comments on Section 4.3, Acquisitions, Displacement, and Relocation of the Draft 
EIS 

The acquisition of 0.3 acre of land from Honolulu Community College would have no 
substantial direct or indirect impacts on the College. Seven light posts will be removed and 
there will be some impacts to a lawn area. The mitigation is to replace light posts. The property 
use agreement will be negotiated with the University of Hawaii system. 

The acquisition of 0.16 acres of land from Waipahu High School would have no 
substantial direct or indirect impacts on the high school. There would be three temporary 
buildings that would be relocated to another part of the school's campus. The acquired land will 
be used as part of the alignment and is not expected to impact classrooms, students, or other 
school facilities. 

The acquisition of 3.94 acres of land from Leeward Community College would have no 
substantial direct or indirect impacts on the college. The acquired land would be used for a 
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station and power substation and would not impact surrounding buildings, classrooms, and open 
space. 

The acquisition of 0.16 acre of land from UH Manoa Urban Garden Research Center 
would have no substantial direct or indirect impacts on the urban garden center. The center 
would continue to operate as usual. The acquired land, along the perimeter frontage but not on 
the active part of the urban garden, would be used to widen the Kamehameha Highway and 
would not impact the garden center. 

As described in Section 4.4, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations in this Final 
EIS, a partial acquisition typically is either a narrow strip of land or a more substantial portion of 
a large parcel. It is assumed that for the properties that would be partially acquired, existing land 
uses would not change. In addition, where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access would 
be affected by the Project, coordination would occur with the land owner, and these property 
features would be replaced and/or the property owner would be compensated. 

All of the Projects impacts to the natural and built environment were disclosed including 
impacts to public lands. The public was invited to review the Draft EIS document and provide 
written or verbal comments. The Draft EIS was available for public review beginning 
November 21, 2008 and comment was accepted through February 6, 2009. The community had 
the opportunity to give testimony at a series of Draft EIS hearings held on December 6, 8, 9, 10, 
and 11, 2008. A summary of the comments received and responses are included in Section 8.6, 
Draft EIS Comments, in this Final EIS. All responses to comments are presented in Appendix A 
of the Final EIS. 

Opportunities for public involvement will continue through the design and construction 
phases of the Project. The City is conducting workshops with communities that will have rail 
stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and give 
opportunities to residents and businesses to contribute ideas about the appearance of the 
station in their area. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station 
planning and design process. For more information and to get involved in this process, please 
visit the Project website at www.honolulutransit.org . 

Public involvement activities will continue throughout the construction period as 
described in Section 8.7, Public Involvement during Construction, of the Final EIS. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and property that would be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation in this Final EIS "....compensation would be provided to affected 
property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State 
laws and would follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properly Acquisition 
Policy Act. Specific mitigation measures are listed in Section 4.4.3 in this Final EIS. 

There is no reasonable alternative to avoid impact to the Banana Patch community. An 
avoidance alternative was evaluated in the Draft EIS to avoid the Solmirin House, which at that 
time was thought to be a historic property eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). Since the release of the Draft EIS the SHPD determined that this property was not 
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eligible. Based on the analysis in Chapter 5, Section 4(0 Evaluation, of the Draft EIS there is no 
feasible alternative for the location of the Pearl Highlands Station. 

DTS has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community since 
October 2008. Every household has been visited by DTS staff, Right-of-Way staff, and 
Engineering staff to discuss the Project, special needs, and relocation assistance. 

A special community meeting was held at the Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship Church. 
Invitations were sent to each Banana Patch community household. At this meeting, a brief 
presentation was given on the Project and public testimony was recorded by a court reporter. A 
complete transcript is included in Appendix A, Comments Received on the Draft EIS and 
Responses in this Final EIS. 

DTS will continue to work with individual property owners to provide relocation services. 
As stated in this Final EIS, in Section 4.4.3, "...to all affected business and residential property 
owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or organizations that are 
displaced as part of the Project would be treated fairly and equitably." 

The acquisitions for the Project will be finalized during the final design process. The 
parcels identified in this Final EIS present the anticipated right-of-way needs for the Project. 

As stated in Section 4.4, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the Final EIS, 
the Project would follow procedures outlined in the Uniform Relocation Act and Regulation 
49 CFR Part 24 for relocation assistance. Under this plan, a minimum 90-day written notice 
would be provided before any business or resident would be required to move. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations will be addressed on a case-by-case basis 
as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS and property that would be directly affected by the 
Project will be purchased at market rates. As stated in Section 4.4.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation [Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations], of the Final EIS 
"....compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and would follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Properly Acquisition Policy Act (49 CFR 24)." Specific 
mitigation measures are listed in this Section of the Final EIS. 

Table 4-4, Acquisitions and Displacements Summary, in this Final EIS presents a 
summary of the acquisitions and displacements associated with the Project. 

Comments on Section 4.4, Community Services and Facilities, of the Draft EIS 

Community facilities that will be impacted by the Project are listed in Table 4-6, Affected 
Community Facilities and Services, in this Final EIS. Table 4-6 has been updated since the 
release of the Draft EIS to reflect additional information for community facilities impacted by the 
Project. Indirect and Cumulative Effects are discussed in 4.19 in this Final EIS. 
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A distance of Y2 mile is a typical measurement to capture the general community facilities 
within the Project corridor. The Project study area looked beyond the properties and uses 
immediately adjacent to the guideway alignment. 

In the Draft EIS, 1/2 mile was measured from the centerline of the Project alignment. In 
the Final EIS, the community facilities within 1/2 mile of the alignment were identified from 
Geographic Information System data, Internet sources, field verification, and plans to provide an 
overview of facilities near the Project alignment. The analyst used this information to determine 
the direct impacts as discussed in Section 4.5, Community Services and Facilities, of the Final 
EIS. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (noise blocking parapet 
wall, sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise 
generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

Appendix B of the Draft EIS and Appendix C of the Final EIS illustrate the right-of-way 
acquisitions of the Project in greater detail. Section 4.19 in this Final EIS discusses the Indirect 
and Cumulative Effects of the Project. 

Appendix B of the Draft EIS and Appendix C of the Final EIS illustrate the right-of-way 
acquisitions of the Project in greater detail. Section 4.18 of the Draft EIS discussed the indirect 
and cumulative impacts of the Project. Five of the resources you listed are considered in the 
Section 4(t) evaluation: Neal S. Blaisdell Park, Walker Park, Aloha Stadium, Keehi Lagoon 
Beach Park, and (Future) Queen Street Park. The Project impacts on these resources are 
discussed in more detail in Sections 5.5 and 5.6 in this Final EIS. 

The building that houses the Alpha Omega Fellowship Church will be acquired for the 
Pearl Highlands Park-and-Ride lot. 

As stated in 5.4.1 of the Draft EIS with regard to Aloha Stadium, "The operation of the 
Project would not interfere with the features, attributes, or activities of this property." Therefore, 
the vendors at the swap meet would not be impaired. 

Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIS states, "Mitigation efforts would involve coordination with 
individual property owners as necessary to appropriately address effects to community facilities. 
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In addition, all property would be acquired following the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and applicable State regulations." 

DTS has contacted and met with all affected property owners. 

Comments on Section 4,4.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation of the 
Draft EIS 

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is presented in the Draft EIS in Chapter 5. The Final 
EIS presents an expanded discussion in the Final Section 4(1) Evaluation in Chapter 5. 

As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Draft EIS, the Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be 
developed by the contractor for each phase of construction coordinated and subject to approval 
by Hawaii Department of Transportation and the City. The Project is committed to such a plan; 
however, the MOT Plan cannot be developed until final design for the Project is completed to 
account for all facets of the design. 

Comments on Section 4.5, Neighborhoods, of the Draft EIS 

As discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Draft EIS, "Neighborhood Board boundaries were 
used to define neighborhood divisions." Figure 4-13, Corridor Neighborhoods, of the Draft EIS 
shows the nine neighborhoods and their boundaries relative to the Project corridor. 

A Development Permit will be needed from HCDA before construction can begin in 
Kakaako. Development permits from HCDA have been added to the table, List of Anticipated 
Permits, Approvals and Agreements, in Section 4.21 of this Final EIS. 

The Project life-cycle includes construction, operation, and eventual re-commissioning or 
de-commissioning of the Project. 

Theft from cars in park-and-ride lots is an example of crime to private property. 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA 
requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes 
responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in 
preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and 
security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that 
were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
enhance safety. 

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, which is analyzed in the EIS. Planning and zoning around station areas will be 
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conducted and established by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process 
covered by the City's new TOD Ordinance 09-4. Planning for the TOD special districts is the 
responsibility of the City and County of Honolulu, Department of Planning and Permitting, under 
a process covered by the City's new TOD Ordinance 09-4 and is not part of this Project. TOD is 
discussed in Sections 4.2, Land Use and 4.19, Indirect and Cumulative Effects, in this Final EIS. 

As mentioned in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, in this Final EIS, TOD is expected to 
occur in Project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. For expanded discussion on 
this topic see the sub-section, Station Area Development, in Section 4.19.2 in this Final EIS. 

The text you have cited from Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIS is correct. The Project would 
not divide or bisect any existing communities. 

Comments on Section 4.5.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation of the 
Draft EIS 

The guideway and stations would noticeably contrast with smaller size buildings and 
change the character of some areas. Currently, most of the residential housing is more 
prevalent within the mauka areas, and commercial and industrial businesses are primarily within 
makai areas. The Project will not substantially change this development pattern. Since the 
transit system would be elevated, it will not create a physical barrier to pedestrian or other forms 
of travel within the study corridor. It also would not pose a barrier to the social network of the 
community since it would be located within an existing transportation corridor or in the Ewa area, 
along a planned future transportation system. 

The methodology for addressing effects on neighborhoods can be found in the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Neighborhoods and Communities Technical Report 
(DTS 2008d). As discussed in Section 4.6 in this Final EIS, the Project will not substantially 
affect community character within the surrounding neighborhoods. The increased mobility for 
neighborhood residents would generally improve the quality of life, especially for those with 
limited financial resources and those who may be transit dependent. 

The community had the opportunity to give testimony at a series of public hearings that 
took place in December 2008, See response to Comment that begins: "All of the Projects 
impacts to the natural and built environment were disclosed..." Project information efforts have 
been ongoing and potential impacts have been disclosed for public comment. While it is true 
that there will be temporary construction related impacts like you mentioned, the City is drafting 
specific design criteria to limit potential impacts to residents, businesses, and communities 
during construction. More information is provided in Section 8.7 Public Involvement during 
Construction, in this Final EIS. 

Sections 4.3, Economic Activity 4.5, Community Services and Facilities, and 4.9, Air 
Quality, in this Final EIS provide information on these topics along the study corridor. 

In Section 4.5.3 of the Draft EIS, it was concluded that there would be no adverse effects 
to neighborhoods. Therefore, no mitigation is required with respect to impacts on existing 
communities. 
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As discussed in Section 8.4 of the Final EIS, the City and County of Honolulu is 
conducting station workshops with communities that will have rail stations. The purpose of the 
workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and give opportunities to residents and 
businesses to contribute ideas about the appearance of the stations in their area. Ideas 
generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning and design process. 
For more information and to get involved in this process, please visit the Project website at 
www.honolulutransit.orq. 

DTS will oversee community relations activities performed by contractors for the 
construction of the Project. As part of this program, the contractors will provide construction 
information to affected communities, including businesses and residents. The information will 
advise the community of the potential for impacts, measures to minimize those impacts and the 
construction schedule. The public information program will identify public meetings, construction 
advisories, newsletters, and other community outreach plans (to be determined by DTS and 
implemented by the contractors) to effectively communicate the activities of construction. 

DTS has developed Design Criteria to address the City and County of Honolulu's 
requirements for the Project. Guideway column materials and surface textures will be selected 
in accordance with generally accepted architectural principals to achieve effected integration 
between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscaping and streetscape 
improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (noise-blocking parapet 
wall, sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise 
generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
(DTS 2008f) includes the methodology for the noise analysis including the types of noise meters 
used for all measurements and the times of the measurement. The technical report can be 
obtained from the City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services. The 
exact site locations are not relevant to the overall impact analysis because per FTA 
methodology, all measurements were taken in representative locations that are typical of noise 
sensitive uses in the vicinity of the measurements. Noise impact criteria at each site along the 
Project alignment is shown in Figures 4-53 through 4-56 in this Final EIS. Additional analyses 
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completed following release of the Draft EIS is summarized in Section 4.1, Changes to this 
Chapter since the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, in this Final EIS. 

Construction phase noise effects and mitigation are presented in Section 4.18.5, Noise 
and Vibration [Construction Phase Effects], in this Final EIS. Measures that may be 
incorporated where appropriate include: 

• Develop a monitoring plan with noise limits. 

• Construct temporary noise barriers or curtains. 

• Equip construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers and intake 
silencers. 

• Strategically place stationary equipment, such as compressors and generators. 

Regarding temporary effects on parking from construction, as stated in Section 3.5.7 in 
this Final EIS, where existing parking is disrupted by construction, signs will be posted directing 
people to nearby locations with available parking. The public will be kept aware of upcoming 
work locations, and information will be available on the Project website about parking disruptions 
and alternatives. On-street parking by construction workers will not be permitted near work 
sites. During the actual hours of work, only those vehicles absolutely necessary for construction 
activity will be allowed within the safety zone or allowed to stop or park on the shoulder of the 
roadway with the approval of the City. 

Regarding potential spillover parking near stations, as stated in Section 3.4.7, Mitigation 
of Long-Term Transportation Effects, the approach to mitigating the effects of spillover parking 
will be unique to each station area. The City will conduct surveys prior to starting construction of 
a station and again within 6 months after opening of the station to determine the extent of 
spillover parking near stations and implement one or more mitigation strategies as needed. 
Strategies to be used include, but are not limited to: parking restrictions (where parking causes 
safety or congestion problems), parking regulations (meters, time limits), and shared parking 
arrangements (at locations where parking is available, but dedicated to another purpose such as 
retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). The specific mitigation strategies and the 
schedule for implementation will be determined as the stations are opened. Implemented 
strategies will be monitored, and necessary adjustments will be made as needed. 

As indicated in Section 3.4.3 of the Draft EIS, the guideway placements would not affect 
traffic operations. Also, sidewalks would not be removed as a result of the Project. Sidewalks 
will continue to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. As indicated in Chapter 2 
of the Draft EIS, bus service would be enhanced with the Build Alternatives and the bus network 
would be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system; therefore, mitigation relating to 
bus service would not be necessary. In addition, as stated in Section 2.5, The Project: Fixed 
Guideway Alternative from East Ks pole! to Ala Moana Center via the Airport, in this Final EIS, all 
buildings, facilities, and vehicles will conform to the applicable Federal, State, and County 
accessibility guidelines and standards. HRS 100-50 requires that all State or County 
government buildings, facilities, and sites be designed and constructed to the Architectural 

AR00001951 



Hawaii's Thousand Friends 
Page 22 

Barriers Act/Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (36 CFR Parts 1190 and 
1191). 

As indicated in this Final EIS (Section 3.5.7), a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan and 
Transit Mitigation Program would identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related 
effects on transportation, including bus service. The Plans will be developed by the contractor 
for each phase and coordinated by and subject to approval by the City or HDOT (HDOT 
approval would relate to highways only). As stated in this section, pedestrian and bicycle 
access would be maintained during construction as much as possible while emphasizing safety. 
A public information program will be initiated to inform transit riders of service changes during 
construction. 

DTS has developed specifications and Design Criteria to address the City and County of 
Honolulu's requirements for the Project. Guideway materials and surface textures will be 
selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principals to achieve effective 
integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscaping and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. In addition, the 
ongoing station area planning process involves the most fundamental aspects of transit system 
design. 

The City and County of Honolulu is conducting workshops with communities that will 
have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and 
give opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of the station in their 
area. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning and 
design process. For more information and to get involved in this process, please visit the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . 

Comments on Section 4.6, Environmental Justice of the Draft EIS 

As described in this Final BS, the Airport Alternative has been selected as the preferred 
alternative and is considered the Project. As a result, the Salt Lake Apartments will not be 
affected as they are not adjacent to the Project. The impacts sustained to the Goodwill located 
near Hekaha Street on Kamehameha Highway are limited to partial strip takes to the property 
adjacent to Kamehameha Highway. The impacts to other Goodwill locations are not foreseen as 
other locations are not adjacent to the Project. The Institute for Human Services is on a parcel 
that is not directly adjacent to the Project and it will not be impacted. However, the adjacent 
parcel mauka has a partial strip take on Dillingham Boulevard. The Puuwai Momi and Puuwai 
Momi Complex Teen Center are on the same parcel and a partial strip take is planned for that 
property adjacent to Kamehameha Highway. Right-of-Way professionals have been working 
with property owners regarding impacts to property and that will be ongoing throughout design 
and construction of the Project. 

DTS will oversee community relations activities performed by contractors for the 
construction of the Project. As part of this program, the contractors will provide construction 
information to affected communities, including businesses and residents. The information will 
advise the community of the potential for impacts, measures to minimize those impacts, and the 
construction schedule. The public information program will identify public meetings, construction 
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advisories, newsletters, and other community outreach plans (to be determined by DTS and 
implemented by the contractors) to effectively communicate the activities of construction. 

No other communities with Environmental Justice populations have been identified by 
community outreach efforts. 

Because of the racial and ethnic diversity, the OahuMPO developed a method to define 
OahuMPO Environmental Justice Areas that would be more meaningful than the demographics 
of the island. OahuMPO Environmental Justice Areas are defined as areas where the minority 
or low-income population concentration was meaningfully greater than the surrounding 
population. 

This method of identification was agreed upon by the City and County of Honolulu's 
Department of Transportation Services and Department of Planning and Permitting, the State of 
Hawaii Department of Transportation, the FTA, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

There will not be any disproportionately high and adverse effects to resources of special 
importance to environmental justice populations within OahuMPO areas to which the list refers 
from Section 4.6.3, Environmental Consequences of the Draft EIS. Environmental Justice 
populations have been engaged through the Project's public outreach efforts, described in 
Section 8.5 of the Draft EIS. Additional discussion is presented in Section 4.7, Environmental 
Justice, in this Final EIS. 

Section 4.7.of the Final EIS discussed the potential effects on Environmental Justice 
populations and states, "Because the Project would be constructed primarily within an existing 
transportation corridor in developed areas, it would not divide or bisect communities beyond 
existing conditions or the No Build Alternative. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect on 
community cohesion in OahuMPO Environmental Justice Areas." 

No matter what the density of an individual household is, the City will continue to work 
with individual property owners to provide relocation services if property is to be purchased for 
the Project. As stated in the Draft in Section 4.3.3, "...to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or organizations 
that are displaced as part of the Project would be treated fairly and equitably." 

Those from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. It provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to 
those affected. The Uniform Relocation Act provides that those in need of relocation must be 
placed in comparable quarters. 

Section 4.6.5, Banana Patch Community, of the Draft EIS describes that DTS has 
coordinated with this community. Updates on this continued coordination are presented in 
Section 4.7.5, Banana Patch Community, in this Final EIS. 

Section 4.7.4, Public Outreach in this Final EIS describes the public outreach to 
environmental justice populations. "...particular attention has been paid to identifying and 
reaching low-income and minority populations that are traditionally underserved and 
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underrepresented in the public involvement process. This is in accordance with Executive 
Order 12898 (USE() 1994) and OahuMPO regulations. Materials have been prepared in the 
major languages or Oahu, and translators have been available upon request at meetings. 
Information has been distributed through cultural organizations, ethnic associations, housing 
associations, community development groups and similar organizations." 

Public involvement outreach with Environmental Justice populations will continue through 
design and construction. 

The Draft EIS Section 4.6.6 states, "The Project would not result in disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts within OahuMPO EJ Areas... The Project has and will continue to 
actively solicit input regarding Project alternatives and design." The Final EIS Section 4.7.3 has 
been revised to say, "Public involvement efforts to work with environmental justice populations, 
the elderly, and communities of concern will continue throughout the design and construction of 
the Project." 

Indirect and cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 4.19 in this Final EIS. 

There will be no public housing displaced due to the Project in Waipahu or any other 
neighborhood. Section 8 housing can include private homes or apartments; however, the 
specifics of Section 8 properties is confidential. The City will work with the occupants of all 
properties that need to be acquired for the Project. Those from whom property is to be 
acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for purchase at fair market 
value and includes relocation assistance to those affected. The Uniform Relocation Act provides 
that those in need of relocation must be placed in comparable quarters; this includes people 
living in a rented house or apartment who will be displaced because that property is being 
purchased for the Project. 

Where relocations would occur, compensation would be provided to affected property 
owners in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and would follow the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. Those from whom 
property is to be acquired will be treated according to the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. It provides for purchase at 
fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those affected. The Uniform Relocation 
Act provides that those in need of relocation must be placed in comparable quarters. The City 
would assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing within an individual's 
financial means. 

Comments on Section 4.6.4, Public Outreach of the Draft EIS 

"Important Project notifications" including information about scoping meetings and public 
hearings were placed into ethnic and cultural newspapers islandwide. In addition, translated 
materials were translated into the 11 major languages (other than English) spoken on the 
island. Project factsheets have been translated as well. Translated materials have been placed 
within affected communities and Project representatives have been working with ethnic and 
cultural communities throughout the process. As the Project continues, representatives will 
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continue informing and educating affected communities about the Project and will use translated 
materials as appropriate. 

Materials provided on the website and handed out at public meetings have not all been 
translated into languages other than English. However, the Project team will translate materials 
as needed and as requested. Project factsheets have been translated into the 10 most common 
languages spoken (other than English) and can be found on the Project's webs ite. 

Project representatives have been engaging members of OahuMPO Environmental 
Justice populations throughout the Project's process through the Project's Speakers Bureau and 
through contact with Project representatives. We have not received any comments in a 
language other than English. 

Coordination with OahoMPO Environmental Justice populations has been ongoing 
throughout the Project. The Final EIS in Section 4.7.4 has been revised to clarify our outreach 
to these communities. Further information is provided in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, 

Comments on Section 4.7, Visual and Aesthetic Conditions of the Draft EIS 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Waranae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(DTS 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The policy documents that identify significant views and vistas include the Ewa 
Development Plan (DPP 2002), Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan (DPP 2002), and 
Primary Urban Center Development Plan. These documents are referenced through the visual 
analysis in Section 4.7 of the Draft BS. The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including 
the Dillingham Transportation Budding are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit heading starting in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIS. In addition, please refer to 
Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of the historic resources qualities of this building 
and Chapter 5 (Section 4(t) Evaluation) for further discussions of the Project's visual effects. 
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The Project's visual effects along Dillingham Boulevard are discussed in under the Kalihi 
to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit heading starting in Section 4.8.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation [Visual and Aesthetic Conditions], in this Final EIS. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

The visual effects of the Chinatown Station are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center Landscape Unit heading starting in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIS. The discussion notes 
the station and guideway would be the dominant features in views along the Nimitz Highway and 
that distant views over the Nuuanu Stream and Honolulu Harbor would be partially blocked. The 
overall objectives and design guidelines for the Chinatown District will be addressed during the 
ongoing station areas planning process. This process involves fundamental aspects of transit 
system design with focus on characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to 
stations. Coordination with SHPD has included the Chinatown District. 

The comment refers to the description in Section 4.7.3 under the Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center Landscape Unit heading of the Draft EIS, which describes effects along Halekauwilla 
Street. The discussion mentions that overall visual effects in this area would be high. Although 
exterior lighting would be shielded, blocked views from some fourth- and fifth-story windows and 
increased levels of light and glare would be considered unavoidable adverse impacts. The EIS 
also acknowledges that the Project would reduce the open character of the streetscape along 
the Nimitz Highway, which already presents a physical and visual barrier between Downtown 
and the waterfront. 

Your comment on visual and property value effects is noted. 
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The guideway would be constructed about 40 feet above the Halawa Bridge, changing 
the character of its visual setting. This change would be substantial as stated in Section 4.8.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final EIS. 

Comments on Section 4.9, Noise and Vibrations of the Draft EIS 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (noise-blocking parapet 
wall, sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise 
generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

Cumulative impacts related to noise were addressed in Section 4.18 of the Draft EIS. 

Section 4.8 discusses in detail visual and aesthetic analysis. Section 4.3 discusses 
Economic Activity including has property value discussion. 

Comments on Section 4.12, Ecosystems of the Draft EIS 

Correct. Black-crowned night herons are one of several protected waterbirds that nest in 
Hawaii. This has been corrected in Section 4.13.3, Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation, in this Final EIS. 

Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted to multi-lane elevated freeways 
with thousands of automobiles, buses, tractor trailers, traveling at random intervals, at a rate that 
is 10 to 20 mph faster than the single track train, see Section 4.13.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final EIS. 

As Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted in the past as discussed above, 
it/s therefore reasonable to state that the birds would adapt over time to a fixed rail train that 
travels at a slower rate of speed (50 mph). 

The statement that there would be a constant stream of lights 20 hours a day is incorrect 
since lights would not be required for daylight periods which in Hawaii can be as long as 10 to 
12 hours. As in the previous response, waterbirds and migratory birds would adapt to the night- 
time transit, similarly as they have to the lights on the elevated portions of the H-1 Freeway [cite]. 
The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Ecosystem and Natural Resources Technical 
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Report (0 TS 2008j) provides that shielding of exterior lighting will be part of the Project to 
minimize visual effects and impacts to wildlife as indicated in Section 4.8.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final EIS. 

Sections of the guideway that may be built above existing structures in the area may 
interfere with flights of Newell's shearwater. These seabirds could be disoriented by lights and 
fly into such structures." Newell's shearwater is discussed in Section 4.13, Ecosystems, in this 
Final EIS. 

Hawaii's waterbirds and shorebirds are highly adaptable and will adjust to noise and 
construction activity that does not directly occur within the wetlands. If there is some 
disturbance caused by this activity, it will be temporary. Waterbirds and shorebirds are 
discussed in Section 4.13, Ecosystems, and Section 4.18.8, Natural Resources, in this Final 
EIS. 

The effects of construction and operation of the rail system on water and migratory birds 
are adequately analyzed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Ecosystem and Natural 
Resources Technical Report (DTS 2008j) and summarized in this Final EIS. The Project will not 
have any impact on water and migratory birds because wetlands will remain intact and such 
birds will adjust to the new structures. This is expected because the waterbirds have continued 
to occupy the wetlands after construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities, and the 
construction of widening of adjacent roads and highways. 

As discussed in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft EIS, endangered birds are found in streams 
and wetlands along the alignment. These birds would adapt to the rail structure and trains as 
they have other urban construction. Wetland sites for nesting, rearing young, resting, and 
foraging will not be affected by the Project. 

Hawaii's waterbird populations are highly adaptable to an urbanized environment. What 
is critical to their survival is the preservation of wetlands that are necessary for nesting, rearing 
young, resting, and foraging. The Project will not impact wetlands adjacent to the Project. 

As long as wetland habitat that provides all the components necessary for a waterbird 
species survival is preserved, urbanization, per se, will not cause the species' population 
collapse. 

There are limited foraging sites for black crowned night herons where the alignment 
crosses Moanalua Stream because the embankments are overgrown with mangrove and the 
water is too deep for the herons to wade in order to forage. Through a study completed since 
the Draft EIS, it was determined that the bridge will be positioned above this deep water where 
the birds are not likely to go. As stated in Section 4.13.3, Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation, in this Final EIS, the Project will not result in the taking of any protected migratory 
waterbirds (i.e., the black-crowned night heron and their known nesting areas are remote from 
the study corridor.) 
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Comments on Section 4.13, Water of the Draft EIS 

The Kalauao and Waiau Spring sources are located mauka (to the north) and upslope of 
the Project. The distance from the construction areas is approximately 4 miles from Waiau 
Spring and 1.4 miles from Kalauao Spring. Thus, the short-term construction activities are not 
expected to affect either spring source. 

There should be no impacts to operations at Sumida Watercress Farms. Ingress and 
egress to the farm will be maintained throughout construction. Construction-related mitigation 
measures for maintaining water quality are discussed in Section 4.17.7 of the Draft EIS. The 
shadowing will not affect water quality or watercress cultivation at the farm. The Kamehameha 
Highway is oriented approximately southeast-northwest and the sun tracks through the sky 
rising in the east and setting in the west. If any shadows are created on the farm by the Project, 
they would be in the late afternoon when the sun is beginning to set and the shadowing would 
be transitory. 

There will be no in-water work in Waikele or Waimalu Streams, see Section 4.14.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Water], in this Final EIS. 

The current design does not include placing piers in Waikele and Waimalu Streams. 
This has been clarified in the text in Section 4.14.3, Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation, in this Final EIS. 

Fish passage will be maintained during construction. 

There will be no in-water work in Waikele or Wairnalu Streams; therefore, passage will 
not be impeded, as stated in Section 4.14.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in 
this Final EIS. 

Puohala Marsh is approximately 0.25 mile from the railway alignment and will not be 
affected by the rail structure. 

Additional steam delineation work has been conducted since the Draft BS was 
released. The locations of all potential and temporary stream diversions are identified in 
Section 4.14, Water, in this Final EIS. 

Preliminary wetland evaluations were made at the Draft EIS stage and no potential 
impacts were identified. Pier locations, pier spacing, and other design considerations were not 
known when the Draft EIS was produced. There are no affects to wetlands from the Project. 
The Project will affect four stream crossings that will require work below the ordinary high water 
mark as described in Section 4.14.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, in this Final 
EIS. 

The stream was evaluated. Studies generally covered 200 feet in each direction where 
the alignment crossed the stream. 
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The guideway is in the median of Kamehameha Highway approximately 100 feet from 
the farm. As a result of the Project, there would be no effect on water and migratory birds that 
forage and inhabit the farm, as it is already a noisy urban corridor with tall buildings. Noise 
impacts to locations along the alignment are presented on Project mapping in Section 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, in this Final EIS. 

The Honolulu High -Capacity Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical 
Report (DTS 2008t) includes the methodology for the noise analysis including the types on noise 
meters used for all measurements and the times of the measurement. The technical report can 
be obtained from the City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services. The 
exact site locations are not relevant to the overall impact analysis because per FTA 
methodology, all measurements were taken in representative locations that are typical of noise 
sensitive uses in the vicinity of the measurements. This location does not quality as noise 
sensitive. Noise impact criteria at each site along the Project alignment is shown in 
Section 4.10, Noise and Vibration, in this Final EIS. 

An unutilized spring-fed wetland refers to a spring-fed wetland not being used for farming 
or other agricultural or industrial pursuits. The shadowing will not affect water quality or growing 
at the farm. The highway is oriented approximately east-west and the sun tracks through the 
sky rising in the east and setting in the west. The shadows created on the farm by the guideway 
would be in the very early morning and late afternoon when the sun is low in the sky. Any 
temperature or growing changes would be extremely minimal and localized. Cumulative effects 
on wetlands are discussed in Section 4.18.3 in the Draft EIS (and Section 4.19.3 in this Final 
EIS). 

An unutilized spring-fed wetland refers to a spring-fed wetland not being used for farming 
or other agricultural or industrial pursuits. The shadowing should not affect water quality or 
growing at the farm. The highway is oriented approximately east-west and the sun tracks 
through the sky rising in the east and setting in the west. The shadows created on the farm by 
the guideway would be in the very early morning and late afternoon when the sun is low in the 
sky. Any temperature or growing changes would be extremely minimal and localized. 
Cumulative effects on wetlands are discussed in section 4.18.3 in the Draft EIS (and 
Section 4.19.3 in this Final EIS). 

During construction, there will be temporary disturbance at the construction location. 
Over the long-term, the foraging area at the subject location will not be reduced. Currently, 
along Moanalua Stream, there are limited foraging sites for black-crowned night herons because 
the embankments are overgrown with mangrove and the water is too deep to wade in order to 
forage. 

The habitats in the footprint of the Project have been identified in the Draft EIS in 
Section 4.13, Ecosystems. A portion of the Project's right-of-way includes undeveloped land 
that could be used for the construction and operation of a maintenance and storage facility. Two 
site options for this facility are being considered. Agricultural sites and farmland, including the 
Hoopili maintenance and storage facility site, support a broader diversity of wildlife than urban 
sites. The preferred alternative site near Leeward Community College lacks the diversity of 
agriculture sites and farmlands with its dense stands of Guinea grass. 
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Within much of the corridor, the Project follows existing rights-of-way. The sites where 
the alignment isn't following existing roadways are in Ewa, and no wetlands are in the vicinity of 
the alignment in that area. 

Here, the construction will be in the median of the highway, not in the wetland located 
nearby. Further, such construction impacts are temporary, not permanent. Birds in this area 
have adapted to the surrounding urbanized environment. 

The data regarding which streams will need piers was not available for the Draft EIS 
because this document was based on conceptual design. During the early design phase, we 
assumed that numerous streams might need to have piers placed in them and the piers would 
be approximately 150 feet apart. The design will continue into the next phase of project 
development. As the environmental analysis has been ongoing since the Draft EIS, many 
design refinements were made to avoid and minimize impacts to streams. Streams affected by 
structural elements of the Project that will have permanent impacts to Waters of the U.S. are 
located in a table (of the same name) and discussed in detail in Section 4.14.3. Effects during 
construction are discussed in Section 4.18, Permits, needed for this in-water work are included 
in Section 4.21, Anticipated Permits, Approvals, and Agreements, in this Final EIS. 

Construction in the Ala Wai Canal, if necessary, would be a part of future extensions 
and, therefore, is not evaluated as part of this Project (East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center). 

Responses to comments on the direct, indirect, and cumulative analysis have been 
reflected in the additional information included in this Final EIS or clarified in the response to the 
specific comment made by various commenters. Substantive changes made between the Draft 
EIS and Final EIS are summarized at the beginning of each chapter in this Final EIS in order to 
provide a better understanding of the issues of concern. In addition, Chapter 8.1, Public and 
Community Outreach, in this Final EIS also summarize changes made in this Final EIS and 
include additional information and explanation on various common topics of concern. 

As discussed in previous replies, the shadowing should not affect watercress growth at 
the farm. The shadows created on the farm by the guideway would be in the very early morning 
and late afternoon when the sun is low in the sky. Puohala Marsh is approximately 0.25 mile 
from the railway alignment and will not be affected by the rail structure. Hawaii's waterbirds and 
shorebirds are highly adaptable and will adjust to noise and construction activity that does not 
directly occur within the wetlands. If there is some disturbance caused by this activity, it will be 
temporary. For these reasons, no mitigation is required. 

The exact depth of penetration cannot be determined until the structural requirements for 
the guideway have been met for the subsurface conditions at each site. The impacts on the 
basalt aquifer have been considered in the Groundwater Impact Assessment completed for the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Water 
Resources Technical Report (DTS 2008k) available at City and County of Honolulu DTS. The 
EPA has concurred that the Project should have no significant impacts on groundwater, either 
during long-term operation of the system or during its construction. The EPA's letter of 
concurrence is available in Appendix F, Record of Agency Correspondence and Coordination, in 
this Final EIS. Section 4.18.3, Water Resources, Groundwater, describes the construction 
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impacts and best management practices associated with the different methods for drilling the 
foundations for the Project. 

Little new impervious surface is being created by the Project, and therefore, it is unlikely 
that there will be much new stormwater runoff. As described in Section 4.14.3, Environmental 
Consequences [Water], in this Final EIS: 

Permanent best management practices (BMPs) will be installed as part of the Project to 
address stormwater quality before the water is discharged to streams or existing storm drain 
systems. The BMPs will promote a natural, low-maintenance, sustainable approach to 
managing and increasing stormwater quality. 

Permanent BMPs, such as bioretention areas, vegetated buffer strips, dry swales, water 
quality basin, and structural BMPs with oil/water separators will be considered, as needed, 
during the park-and-ride site and the maintenance and storage facility design process. Selection 
of permanent BMPs will be site-specific and may be modified as a result of geotechnical data 
collection during final design. 

Storm water runoff will be redirected back to recharge ground water in the water table 
aquifer so there would be no net loss. Any shafts penetrating the basalt aquifer will be resealed 
with concrete. Please refer to the Groundwater Impact Assessment included with the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Water Resources Technical Report (DTS 2008k) for the more 
detailed analysis. 

Unlike automobiles or buses, the Project vehicles do not require lubricants, which are 
often the source of contaminate runoff. 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Hazardous Materials Technical Report 
(DTS 20081) contains additional information on likely pre-existing contamination in the study 
corridor. In addition, Section 4.12, Hazardous Waste and Material, in this Final EIS summarizes 
the findings of this Report. 

The foundations of the Project have the potential to impact one or both of the 
groundwater systems on Oahu. Most of the foundations and drilled shafts will be in contact with 
the water table aquifer which is generally non-potable and used for irrigation water or industrial 
uses. This is the groundwater referred to when the depth of 10 feet below ground surface is 
referenced in the Draft EIS. 

Analysis has been completed on the effects on to the Southern Oahu Basal Aquifer, 
designated as a Sole Source Aquifer by the Environmental Protection Agency. In order for a 
federally-funded project to be built above a designated Sole Source Aquifer, a Ground Water 
Impact Assessment must be prepared to meet the coordination requirements of Section 1424(e) 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act. After evaluating the Ground Water Impact Assessment 
completed for the Project, the EPA has concurred that the Project will have no significant 
impacts on groundwater, either during long-term operation of the system or during its 
construction. 
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Dewatering during construction is discussed in Section 4.18.8, Natural Resources 
[Construction Phase Effects]. If dewatering is necessary, an NPDES dewatering permit will be 
required, and each individual site will be permitted pursuant to applicable NPDES requirements. 
At all sites where dewatering is necessary, the work will be employed to keep as little water from 
entering the excavation. Disposing of the water can prove difficult and with the potential 
subsidence issues, as discussed in Section 4.18.10, thus, the amount of water removed from the 
ground will be kept to a minimum. Dewatering is not expected to have any effect on the 
aquifers. Anticipated permits, including potential permits for construction dewatering, are 
included in Section 4.21, Anticipated Permits, Approvals and Agreements and Approvals, in this 
Final EIS. 

In order for a federally-funded project to be built above a designated Sole Source 
Aquifer, a Ground Water Impact Assessment must be prepared to meet the coordination 
requirements of Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act. After evaluating the Ground 
Water Impact Assessment completed for the Project, the EPA has concurred that the Project 
should have no significant impacts on groundwater, either during long-term operation of the 
system or during its construction. The vast majority of the drilled shafts will not penetrate the 
aquifer and those that do will penetrate less than 20 feet. There may be instances where the 
shafts need to go deeper to reach durable bedrock due to the variability of lava flow composition 
and strength necessary to support the pier column foundations. The shafts will be quickly filled 
with concrete to seal the route for contaminates to enter the aquifer. The Ground Water Impact 
Assessment is available for review by the public as part of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Water Resources Technical Report (DTS 2008k), 

Comments on Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 6E. 

Under Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) Chapter 13-275, which you cite in your 
comment letter, "interested persons" are participants in the historic preservation review process. 
Under HAR § 13-275-3, SHPD sends its written comments "to any interested persons who have 

expressed concerns with the project by that point in the process." Interested persons' comments 
must be submitted in writing to the SHPD. Interested persons are required to contact the SHPD 
to obtain copies of notices, or to find locations of documents, should they wish to review them. 
Under these provisions, the burden is on interested parties to communicate with SHPD 
regarding the State's historic preservation review process. The SHPD, not the City, has the 
authority under these rules to convey "interested person" status. 

Section 4.16 of the Final BS provides the regulatory context that governs archaeological, 
cultural, and historic resources and identifies the historic properties eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. The City will comply with Federal and State archaeological, cultural, 
and historic preservation laws and regulations. There are 33 adverse effects on historic 
properties. A Programmatic Agreement was prepared in coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (through the SHPD) and the Section 106 consulting parties to outline 
measures to minimize and mitigate Project effects on these resources. 
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Comments on Section 4(f) De Minimis Use of Ke'ehi Lagoon Beach Park. 

Following the public comment period on the Draft EIS, FTA subsequently determined that 
the use of Ke‘ehi Lagoon Beach Park, along with the City's commitment to measures to minimize 
harm and mitigation of impacts as discussed in Section 5.5.1 of the Final EIS, will have a de 
minimis impact to the park. The City Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), the agency 
with jurisdiction over this property, has been informed of FTA's intent to make a de minimis 
impact finding. DPR concurs that after mitigation, the Project will not adversely affect the 
activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(t) protection. 

All of the recreational features, attributes, and activities of the park, other than the four 
lighted mauka tennis courts, are located makai and away from the Project. The Project will 
traverse the park near its mauka property line, generally following the alignment of the park's 
access road until it leaves the park, where it continues on an elevated guideway within the right-
of-way of Nimitz Highway. In the park, the Project guideway will be approximately 30 feet wide, 
between 30 to 35 feet high, and will be elevated above approximately 1 acre of land within the 
park, primarily in the parking lot and the park access road. Within the park, the guideway will be 
constructed on approximately 10 columns that will be about 6 feet in diameter, which will result in 
the use of approximately 280 square feet of park land for the placement of columns. 

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

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/8/2008 

Emily 
Hawkins 

516 Kaimake Loop 

Kallua 
HI 
96734 
emilyh@hawail,mcom 
2625283 

Both 
Website 

12/08/2008 
The question of a route in Salt Lake or at the airport can be easily settled 
by doing what has been done at Baltimore. Both the airport and train 
stop are called BWI and if you arrive by train there is a shuttle to the 
airport which covers a distance longer than the distance between Salt 
Lake and the airport. Let rail go by Salt Lake with the name HNL. 

AR00001965 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: vonwhonolutu.gov  

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331512 

Ms. Emily Hawkins 
516 Kaimake Loop 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Hawkins: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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Very truly ,yours, 

WAYNE YOSH1OKA 
Director 

Ms. Emily Hawkins 
Page 2 

EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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To: Mr Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3"' Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96853 

From: Dr Aaron Hebshi 
University of Hawaii, Manoa, Bicycling Committee, Chair (Former) 
1045A Kalikirnaka Street 
Honolulu, HI 96817 
hebshahawaii.edu   

Subject: Comments to Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

General comments 

UH route is critical. Students are poor, rent around the University is extravagant. Many students 
work extra jobs to pay for their car (or high rent around UR). As a former Teaching Assistant at 
the University, it was very obvious that many of the students did not take the necessary time to 
study at home, possibly in part due to the requirements for working extra time to pay high 
transportation/rent costs. 

A well-lit bicycle hub with showers and theft-deterrents was described as part of the UH Campus 
Master Bike Plan (2003). Although this plan has not been implemented due to lack of finding, 
coordination between the city and UH can capitalize on existing schemes to build of a joint 
bicycle hub at the potential rail transit station planned for UH. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-20, "Operation Parameters", I wholeheartedly agree that bikes should be allowed on the 
trains. Bikes can extend the sphere of ridership by providing crucial options for users to get to 
and from transit stations. For instance, bicycles can be used to get an individual from home to a 
transit station, and once at the station, the individual would have the option of parking the bike at 
the transit station (if the bike is not required post transit ride) or bringing the bike onto the train 
(if the bike is to be used post transit ride). Concerns with safety can be alleviated by only 
allowing bikes on designated cars or in designated sections of cars. 

Page 2-24, Column 1, l g  paragraph, lines 3-4. I wholeheartedly agree that bike parking should be 
provided at every transit stop. Bike parking should to be well-lit, secure, and preferably covered 
from the rain. One of the biggest impediments to bike usage in Honolulu is the high bicycle theft 
rate. I would recommend installing safety/security personnel at the transit stops, and include in 
their duty bicycle theft protection. 
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Page 3-23, Table 3-13 and related text. I would venture that this is a minimum projected benefit, 
since it doesn't take into account rising gas prices, which will undoubtedly occur again when the 
global economy picks up. 

Page 3-34, Table 3-18 and related text. Was any survey conducted to estimate the importance of 
bikes as a mode of transportation to access transit stations? And what would be the maximum 
distance at which an average transit rider would be willing to access stations via walking or via 
biking? In other words, a non-transit dependent person may be more willing to ride transit if a 
station can be accessed within 5 minutes of his/her house and also his/her destination. The sphere 
of accessibility within 5 minutes using a bicycle is much larger than that for walking. I would 
anticipate seeing hidden benefits not unveiled in this EIS if bicycle ridership is highly 
encouraged. 

Page 3-43, Table 3-24 and related text regarding removal of bicycle lane on Salt Lake Blvd and 
replacing with shared use lane. The bicycle community has varied opinions on the relative utility 
of bike lanes vs. shared use lanes. Less experienced/comfortable riders find that bike lanes 
provide them more confidence and sense of security, and are more willing to use the facility than 
a shared use lane. More experienced riders are comfortable with either type of facility. 

Page 3-43, Table 3-24 and related text. Was any engineering scheme explored whereby the 
elevated portions of the guideway could have a bike path system travelling underneath it? The 
city/state should take advantage of any opportunity to increase the miles of bicycle travel 
facilities. 

Page 3-48 and 3-50, section 3,5.5, I appreciate your efforts to mitigate for construction-related 
effects on pedestrians and bicycles. 

Please direct any questions to my address above. 

cc 
OEQC 

Mr. Ted Madey, FTA Region IX 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: ,mw.r.honolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT1 /09-294742R 

Dr. Aaron Hebshi 
Bicycling Committee 
University of Hawaii Manoa 
1045A Kalikimaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Dr. Hebshi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

General Comments 

Your comments regarding an extension to the University of Hawaii at Manoa and also 
comments regarding bicycles have been noted. As detailed in Section 1.1.2 of the Draft BS, 
and as approved by the City Council with Resolution 07-039, the Project extends from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana 
Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The 
proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are 
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Dr. Aaron Hebshi 
Page 2 
February 16, 2010 

discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. The future 
extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 
343 of the Hawaii Revised Statues and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. UH Manoa will be connected by 
enhanced bus service until the future extension is built. The Project would coordinate with the 
University of Hawaii regarding future extensions. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-20:  Bicycles will also be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy. This 
policy will be determined at a later time prior to the opening of the fixed guideway system. 

Page 2-24:  Bicycle racks will be available at each transit rail station. There will also be 
security at stations and in the areas around stations. 

Page 3-23:  Your comment is noted. The mode shares shown in Table 3-13 are 
islandwide. Mode share changes will be different in the corridor and during peak travel periods. 
As shown in Figure 3-11 in the Final EIS, transit mode share will be much higher during the a.m, 
two-hour peak period with the Project compared to No Build conditions. 

Page 3-34:  No studies related to your question have been undertaken. However, the 
usual thresholds for walking to rail transit stations like the ones proposed for Honolulu is X mile 
in distance or 10 minutes in time. For bicycles, the distance thresholds would be longer. 

Pape 3-43: The Airport Alternative has been selected for the Project instead of the Salt 
Lake Alternative. As a result, the bicycle lanes along Salt Lake Boulevard will not be affected by 
the Project. 

Regarding your other question on Page 3-43, the guideway generally runs along a median in the 
center of roadways such as Dillingham Boulevard, Karneharneha Highway or Farrington 
Highway. Where a median does not already exist, the Project will create a median just wide 
enough to accommodate the guideway columns by re/ocating travel lanes slightly. There is 
generally insufficient room beneath the guideway for a continuous bikeway at street level. Also, 
the guideway structure itself is designed to minimize visual impact and overall cost by being as 
short and compact as possible. As a result, there are no plans to provide a bike path within the 
structure of the guideway. 

Page 3-48 and 3-50:  Your appreciation of our mitigation efforts has been noted. 
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Very tr ly yours, 

Dr. Aaron Hebshi 
Page 3 
February 16, 2010 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 4, 2009 

TO Director Yoshioka, Ted Matley, Governor Lingle, and Members of the City Council 

RE Opposition to Honolulu Rail Project Due to Challenges Unresolved by EIS 

"Ibis G01.111131111i cation is submitted in response to the US and offers commentary on the adverse effects 
the proposed rail system will have on Oahu and particularly downtown Honolulu and the City's 
shoreline. 

There are so many factors that deserve comment, factors that justify returning to the drawing board and 
advancing a traffic plan that can succeed rather than one that is doomed to fail. I have gone to 
countless public meetings and hearings on this 'Project. I have studied the impacts of rail and the 
relative advantages/disadvantages to cost of these various cities. I am not impressed that we can justify 
the extensive negatives and high costs by any benefits that might result for a small portion of the 
population who would ride the train. I at a social science researcher with a Ph. D. and am a faculty 
member and the leader of planning in a local university. My investigation into this problem, the 
proposed solution, and the inadequacy of the draft EIS make me conclude that this is still a project that 
should not be carried forward. We should, at the very least,  get more answers than we have now -- 
belbre any .Iltrther steps are taken. I will cite 3 concerns as major problem areas not resolved by the 

I. Deception, Misinformation and Misuse of Taxpayer Funds Create Adverse Economic and 
Social Consequences — One set of severe adverse consequence of this doomed project is the loss of 
public trust in government, the questionable investment in the front-loading of publicity for the project, 
and the long term economic losses we will experience when the project goes into overruns of time and 
resources. A large portion of the public has lost faith in the ability of the government to engage in an 
objecWe analysis of a problem and solution. We have seen way too much money spent On the initial 
consultation. We have seen our tax money spent on biased and nasty advertising and public relations. 
And we have seen a commitment carried forward even now in a time of recession, as if there was no 
economic crisis in our land and we should still seek the most expensive transit system fin. the shortest 
distance and the smallest number of people. 

The EIS has not properly addressed the social and economic impacts of the proposal and project to 
date, nor does it explain why this huge report came Out only 4 days before the election and the vote 
that supposedly showed "support" for the project. People have been frightened into thinking there are 
no choices and they had inadequate time to consult the dive' EIS to form their 01101 opinions. 

2. Creation of a True "Blight" on the Oahu Landscape and Shoreline Viewplanes Without an 
Equivalently Powerful Public Benefit — There has been little consideration given to the disastrous 
effect of this proposed project on the viewplancs of Oahu and the especially adverse effects on the 
Downtown to Ala Moana areas and the shoreline views. The DS does not properly address this in the 
sense or delining  advantages that would outweigh the drastic disadvantages. Add to that the tack of 
answers to many questions about details or the project. For example, how do we assess the impact at 
Ala Moana Center if we don't have elevations and instead of hearsay and stories. We are told that even 
if it is ten stories the 100 feet will be at the top not the bottom, so not to worry. I was told this by a city 
official at a public hearing. 

' rr-1 
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Letter re lfimolulti Transit EN-- From Nancy iledh(nd, 1/0/10/1(h( 

This is merely an example. There are countless unanswered questions about claims for benefits, costs, 
iMpaqS On existing transportation ([he Bus) and so on, The 1 7,,IS has not resolved questions about false 
claims, such as presenting statistics claiming benefit but still falling far short of the problem, "'Mere is 
inadequate exploration of the arguments that have emphasized advantages and positives without 
explaining the larger negatives within which only relative small benefits may be created --- at massive 
costs to a State now is very serious decline economically. No one won/d urge ao average person 
whose income was reduced hy the rece.s..s. ion to go ahead anyway and hay an expensive Lyacht because 
it might oiler an alternative way to ir«vel from Ewa to Pier P 

3. Unresolved Questions about the Proposed Technology — Given the inadequacy, deceptive 
001111111.1ilications, and unanswered questions about the choice of Fixed rail, it is hard to believe that the 
rail advocates are continuing to press forward. Many alternatives Were essentially dismissed, even 
though they were listed to give the (false) appearance that they were given serious consideration. The 
EIS does not resolve the many questions that many citizens still raise about the need for elevated rail, 
for steel on steel, and equipment not made in the US. Add to that the problems with construction here 
in Hawaii and lack of people experienced in the methods to be used. In the meantime, ground-level 
alternatives that would have the advantage of being on the ground" have not been given sufficient 
attention and consideration. 

In summary, the FAS fails to answer many important questions, fails to sufficiently well address the 
adverse social and economic impacts on Har,vai'i and fails to provide a basis for resolving the 
enormously adverse effects on the "look" of Hawai'i and the view planes of so many who live here 
every day and will have to look at those dreadful elevated tracks and cars moving right through a 
person's attempt to look Out at the horizon as they did in years past. No more horizon. No more 
skyline. 

This is a deeply disappointing and disturbing move by a few people who have been exposed as 
intending to benefit certain businesses and developers. Shame shame on the government officials who 
have advanced a plan that so clearly means disadvantages that vastly outweigh very small supposed 
gains. 

Respectfully Submitted, 	
) 

Honolulti, Howai'i 	Ci 2)t) 
Nancy Hedlund, Ph.D. 

Member,  Ala Moana/Kakasako Neighborhood Board (//11) 
Member, FICDA's Kaka'alco Makai Community Planning Advisory Council 

-FO: Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department ofTransportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
(copy) Ted Matiey PTA Region IX 201 Mission St. Suite 1650 San Francisco. CA 94105 
(copy) CioYe.tncir Linda Lingle Hawaii State Capitol 415 S. Beretania St. 5th HOW Honolulu, HI 96813 
(copy) Honolulu City Council Members 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax; (808) 7684730 • Internet; www.honolulugov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y_ YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN TFIOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11.2010 	 RT10/09-336351 

Ms. Nancy Hedlund 
930 Kaheka Street, #3601 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Hedlund: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments will be answered in the same manner as submitted. 

1. 	Guidelines set forth by NEPA, and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes stipulate that public involvement be carried out on large-scale projects such as 
the rail project. As one of the largest infrastructure projects ever to be constructed 
on Oahu, the City believed that it was important to disseminate information to as many 
people as possible. Thus, a broad range of print and visual media was employed to 
reach multiple population segments. Project funds paid for the public involvement 
activities listed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 
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Ms. Nancy Hedlund 
Page 2 

As discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, the cost-effectiveness analysis 
considers whether the Project's benefit will justify its capital and operating costs. Cost-
effectiveness is one of the key criteria that FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for 
Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-effectiveness indices for the Project are 
within the "medium"range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings which, along with 
other considerations, is currently required to qualify for New Starts funding. 

The primary sources of capital for the Project are the General Excise and Use 
Tax (GET) surcharge revenues. These sources will fund more than 70 percent of the 
cost of the Project. The remainder of project funding will be from Federal transit sources, 
primarily from the Section 5309 New Starts program, supplemented as necessary by 
formula Section 5307 funds. 

The fixed guideway system is designed to serve major destinations in the most 
heavily travelled corridor on Oahu, plus the area with the greatest expected growth. In 
2000, 63 percent of Oahu's population and 80 percent of its jobs were located within the 
study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent of the population 
and 83 percent of the employment. 

Social and economic impacts of the Project are discussed in Chapter 4 of the 
Final EIS. The NEPA process, including publication of the Draft EIS, was started in 2007. 
When in the summer of 2008, the City Council decided to place the measure on the 

ballot, the schedule for the Draft EIS had been long established. Various design, agency 
coordination, and approval steps were required prior to publication of the Draft EIS. For 
this project, the normal distribution schedule was accelerated by FTA and the City to 
ensure availability of the information prior to the general election. 

2. 	The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 
4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses 
to those changes. This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. 
Within the Project corridor the environment changes from rural at the Wai`anae end of 
the corridor to dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which 
are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of 
Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual 
effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be 
selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape 
and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-
level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design 
guidelines were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of 
Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on 
integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the 
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Ms. Nancy Hedlund 
Page 3 

stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 

when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and 
landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, 
and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

The Ala Moana Center Station, at the end of the project, will be located at about 
the 40-foot level just Koko Head of Kona lki Street. The station and the guideway will be 
between Ala Moana Center and mid- to high-rise buildings and will not substantially 
change the view from adjacent offices and residences. 

3. 	The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and 
general alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. An initial 
screening process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a 
field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data 
for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, work completed for the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments 
received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu 
completed the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). 
Scoping meetings were held, which included a presentation of alternatives to the public 
and interested agencies and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, 
alternatives, and scope of the analysis for the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were 
made to the alternatives. In total, 75 fixed guideway alignment options were screened. 

The following alternatives were studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build 
Alternative, Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane 
Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis 
Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council selected a fixed guideway 
transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the 

AR00001977 



Ms. Nancy Hedlund 
Page 4 

Locally Preferred Alternative. The selection, which eliminated the TSM and Managed 
Lane Alternatives, became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. 

The Purpose and Need of the Project is discussed in Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the 
Final EIS. The purpose of the Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the 
highly congested east-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH Manoa, as 
specified in the ORTP. The Project is intended to provide faster, more reliable public 
transportation service in the study corridor than can be achieved with buses operating in 
congested mixed-flow traffic, to provide reliable mobility in areas of the study corridor 
where people of limited income and an aging population live, and to serve rapidly 
developing areas of the study corridor. The Project also will provide additional transit 
capacity, an alternative to private automobile travel, and improve transit links within the 
study corridor. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested 
input on five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for 
public comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit 
technology. The process included a broad request for information that was publicized to 
the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of 
the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology 
panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic appointed by the 
City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system 
and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-
wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation 
(MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed 
technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required 
all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were 
eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one 
vote, the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was 
considered safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are 
documented in the panel's report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled 
"Independent Technology Selection Panel Report': 

Construction activities for the majority of the transit system are similar to roadway 
and building construction. Appendix E of the Final EIS details construction methods that 
are widely used for both rail transit and elevated highway construction and were 
employed on the H-3 Freeway. Experienced labor is locally available. A limited number 
of specialists will be needed to work with locally available labor in certain areas, such as 
transit power and signaling specialists working with local electricians to install system 
equipment. 
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The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually 
sensitive areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii 
Capital, and Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize 
impacts on historic resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening 
process considered 15 combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between 
lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were 
advanced for further analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion 
along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz 
Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment 
alternatives based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social 
impacts, and cost considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along 
Hotel Street would require the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect 
more burial sites than any of the other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-
grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under King Street, was not selected because of 
the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street 
capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel sections, 
which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested 
east-west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project 
includes improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would 
not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and 
reliability objectives of the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical 
considerations associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through 
Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
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elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
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environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move 
passengers rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other 
transportation system elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, 
reliability, etc.), an at-grade system would have a negative system-wide impact that 
would reduce ridership throughout the system. The at-grade system would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not require further analysis. 

As discussed previously, the island's unique visual character and scenic beauty 
were considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, Social and economic impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: December 9, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: IN SUPPORT OF DRAFT EIS 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY CORRIDOR PROJECT 
Public Hearings: December 9th — 11th, 2009 

Dear Department of Transportation Services: 

For the record my name is Buzz Hong, the Executive Director for the 
Hawaii Building & Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO. Our Council 
is comprised of 16-construction unions and a membership of 26,000 
statewide. 

The Council supports the Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Corridor Project, which as part of an integrated mass transit system, is 
an investment in Oahu's future growing our economy, protecting our 
environment, strengthening our communities, and providing reliable and 
affordable transportation for generations to come. 

Thank you for the consideration of our request. 

Sincerely, 

William "Buzz" Hong 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
B50 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 95813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax (808) 768 -4730 - Internet: motw.horlolulagov 

MOH HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

February 16, 2010 	 RT9/09-331591 
RT12/08-291105R 

Mr. William "Buzz" Hong 
Executive Director 
Hawaii Building &Construction Trades 
Council, AFL-CIO 

Gentry Pacific Design Center, Suite 215A 
560 North Nimitz Highway, #50 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Hong: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the 
benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 
identifying the 
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Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/3/2008 

Roy 
Higashide 

1302 Victoria St. 

218 
Honolulu 
HI 
96814 
higashideroy@yahoo.com  
808-853-8441 

Both 
Website 

12/03/2008 
With the economy as it is and projected to be, couldn't you make It like 
how they quickly rebuilt after those California earthquakes and have as 
many qualified construction companies build sections with both 
incentives and penalties for speed and quality construction? Also 
because of the times, what kind of security will be there on the trains as 
well as around the stations? Thanks Roy 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331004 

Mr. Roy Higashicle 
1302 Victoria Street 
Apartment 218 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Higashide: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Much of the California earthquake repair work was completed under emergency 
provisions and exempt from the standard project development process. The Project on Oahu is 
regulated by both State and Federal laws that govern its development. 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA 
requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes 
responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in 
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preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and 
security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that 
were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
enhance safety. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve,ji tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(1) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(1) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project websitc at 
wrwhonoIulutajsi Lorg. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for thc record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honolultitran.sit.o_gr or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. Al! comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name:  LQ)n r),L -1\1\1 440n 	Address: 
 

Phone: 	 OrDy-) .D  

E-mail: 	 GtCC1 	t 

Comment(s): 

LiVJ --  	V-A  L  ST  Pc-ri f 

---- (2__13 .i■VV 	U 	D H Qk CL 1‘0._  
	\XAr\ S;\kN    - 

	  V-VASt16;oAA/olk 
Nr.  bj1/4_1 	 ,Srr-13 1 
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DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331986 

Ms. Lennette Hinton 
860 Halekauwila Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Hinton: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to the station located on Halekauwila Street is noted. A broad range of 
alignments through Downtown and Kakaako were evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
Physical limitations prevent the use of many streets, such as the Federal Building blocking 
Pohukaina Street. Other streets, such as King Street, are farther from where people live and 
want to travel to, resulting in fewer users of the system. While there will be adverse effects from 
the Halekauwila Street alignment, overall they are less than would be experienced with other 
possible alignments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul' yours, ‘.../ 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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December 10, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, Iiawai`i 96813 

RE: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
Review of Draft Environmental Impact. Statement (EIS)/Section 4(f) evaluation 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you for referring the above-mentioned project to Historic Hawail Foundation (HEW) for 
review and comment under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 4(1) of the 
Department of Transportation Act, 49 .USC §303. 1-If-if' previously reviewed and provided 
comments on the Historic Resources Technical Report (September 15, 2008) as a consulting party to 
the review process under Section 106 of the National Histotic Preservation Act (NIIPA), pursuant 
to 36 CFS 5800.240(5) and 800.3(0(3). 

also notes that he Department of Transportation Services has provided notice that it intends 
to use the process and documentation prepared under NhPA in order to comply with its NIIPA 
Section 106 obligations. HI-IF shares the concerns raised by the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation in its letter of Oct. 3, 2008 about combining the two processes. We look forward to 
the response from the federal agencies and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to address the 
propriety of this proposal and the circumstances under which it would be appropriate. 

The proposed Honolulu Transit Corridor project will have a dramatic impact on the landscape of 
the island of Oahu; this includes not only the direct impact to specific parcels, but primarily the 
visual effect on he landscape :end historic resources. HHI 7  is concerned that the Draft EIS does not 
accurately take into account these larger impacts, but rather focuses on those adverse effects caused 
by the direct taking of land. 

As indicated in 36 CFR 800.16(i), effect means "alteration to the characteristics of a historic 
property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register." The following 
activities constitute an adverse effect: physical destruction of or daltiage to all or part of the 
resource; alteration of a resource, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary of Interior's standards for the treatment of historic properties; removal 
of the resource from its historic location; change of the character of the resources' use or of physical 
features within the setting that contribute to its historic significance; introduction of visual, 
atmospheric, or audible elements  that diminish  the integrity of the property's significant historic 
feature;  or neglect of a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 

— ' 
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deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance (emphasis 
added). 

Table 4-32 of the draft EIS lists properties preliminarily determined eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Of these, only seven individual structures were determined to 
be adversely effected by the proposed project. This assessment is unacceptable, as in a large number 
of cases the "introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
the property's significant historic features" will occur. It is crucial that these impacts are recognized 
and properly mitigated 

For many of those properties for which it was determined that there will be "no effect" or "no 
adverse effect," Table 4-32 indicates the description of the effect as "no property acquisition." This 
determination is in error. The inert fact that either no property acquisition or only a minor 
acquisition occurs does not mean that there is "no effect" or "no adverse effect." The dramatic 
visual change and impact to view sheds caused by the presence of the guideway and rail stations 
does in fact constitute an adverse effect. 

It is vital that direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to districts, bridges, view planes, and individual 
structures as a result of the presence of the guideway and rail stations are acknowledged and 
properly identified as adverse effects. Table 4-10 acknowledges that visual impacts exist; it needs to 
be further acknowledged that, where historic resources are present, these impacts likely constitute an 
adverse effect. 

HPIE also has serious concerns regarding the evaluation of 	Harbor as historic resource. Page 
4-59 discusses visually sensitive resources. The paragraph discussing landmarks should differentiate 
designated National Historic Landmarks (NHI.)—which are of extreme importance to our nation's 
history—from visual landmarks such as parks and open space. The draft [HS does not do so, thus 
downplaying the significance of the Pead Harbor NHL. The sentence of greatest concern reads, 
"Pearl Harbor is considered a historical landmark because of the part it played in the island's 
history." This is an egregious understatement regarding Pearl Harbor, the bombing of which 
brought the United States into World War II. It has great significance both to the Nation and to the 
world for its extreme importance that reaches far beyond its history at a state level. The fact that 
Pearl Harbor is a designated N -FIL of great importance to the nation should be clearly stated in the 
draft EIS. 

The visual effects to each area that the transit line will pass through are evaluated in Table 4-10. For 

the Pearl Harbor segment, the Draft 1 -.!;IS indicates that the visual impact will be moderate, but states 
that "the guideway would dominate the linear view corridor above the highway. However, 
Kamehameha Highway is a major transportation corridor arid visual effects would not be 
substantial." While Kameha.meha Highway is a substantial roadway, its impact is nowhere near that 
of a 60-foot high guideway. Thus, the impact to historic view planes and the character of the 
National Historic Landmark (NI IL) will be high. 

We have additional concerns about the assessment of some of the other visual impacts of the 
project, especially in the Chinatown areas, where in some cases the impact is only listed as moderate. 
For the view from Maunakea Street looking um kai, for example, the draft EIS indicates that the 
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existing visual quality is high and that the impact would be moderate, even though the assessment of 
the impact reads: "the guideway and columns would be prominent features in the ma kai views of 
Honolulu Harbor, partially blocking views of the sky." The EIS should acknowledge the high level 
of impact, especially given the fact that Chinatown is both listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places and is designated by the City and County of Honolulu as a Special Design District. 

The Honolulu special design district guidelines indicate that there are certain view planes from 
Chinatown to Honolulu Harbor that are significant and should be preserved. One of the objectives 
of the district is "to retain ma kai view corridors as a means of retaining the historic link between 
Chinatown and the harbor." In addition to the visual impact that the transit line will have on the 
district, it will also impact this historic visual link. For both of these reasons, the project constitutes 
an adverse effect on the Chinatown District. 

In regards to former Naval Air Station Barber's Point, previous documentation in the Historic 
Resources Technical Report indicated that resources at this site were determined eligible for listing 
on the National Register. However, these resources have not been included in Table 4-32 listing the 
historic properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). HI-IF deferred to the State Historic 
Preservation Division (SHPD) on determinations of eligibility. Please provide an explanation for 
the changed circumstances that led to a different detettnina.tion of eligibility for these resources. 

The State Iistoric Preservation Division's letter of September 26, 2008 stated that additional 
consideration should be given to resources at former Marine Corps Aix Station 'Ewa Field. This was 
not done in this draft EIS. Five sites at Pearl Harbor were recently designated by President Bush as 
part of the Valor in the Pacific National Monument. Though not officially part of the monument, 
Barbers Point (Kalaeloa), which was also attacked on December 7, 1941, was one of twelve sites 
nationwide that received official recognition for its importance of telling the story of World War 1 
in the Pacific. Given its extreme importance and proximity to the transit line, it should be further 
evaluated. 

In previous correspondence, HEW suggested potential measures to mitigate impacts to historic 
resources from this undertaking. .A commitment to providing the mitigation measures, including 
timelines and responsible parties, needs to be complete as part of the final EIS and made part of the 
Record of Decision, in addition to any Section 106 docontentafioo. 

Since 1974, Historic Flawai`i Foundation has been a statewide leader for historic preservation. A 
non-profit, membership-based organization, HHF's mission is to preserve and encourage the 
preservation of I IawaiTs historic buildings, sites, objects and communities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to the opportunity to discuss the 
proposed project, the impacts to historic tesouxces and appropriate mitigation efforts. 

Very truly yours, 

tgAtjatekAJA-- 

Kiers ten Faulkner, AiCP 
Executive Director 

a. 
, 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT12/08-291201R 

Ms. Kiersten Faulkner, Executive Director 
Historic Hawaii Foundation 
680 Iwilei Road, Suite 690 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. Faulkner: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft ES. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The City appreciates the continued interest and participation of the Historic Hawaii 
Foundation throughout the Section 106 process, including previous input to the eligibility and 
effects determinations and consultation throughout the development of the Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement. The Programmatic Agreement is included as Appendix H to the Final 
EIS. Previous comments by the Historic Hawaii Foundation and other consulting parties 
regarding combining Section 106 with the NEPA process as permitted in 36 CFR Chapter 
800.8(c) were considered and addressed at the time. No pan)/ provided a substantive reason 
why the project should not be merged. Per the notification to the State Historic Preservation 
Division of the use of 36 CFR Chapter 800.8(c), comments received on the Draft EIS were also 
considered as comments on The Section 106 process. This is an accepted process to provide 
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better integration of historic preservation and environmental policy review and reduce 
redundancy of public involvement activities. 

Based on concerns raised by Section 106 consulting parties, including Historic Hawaii 
Foundation, preliminary effects determinations as shown in the Draft EIS were reevaluated as 
part of intensive-level assessments and documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Historic Effects Report (April 2009) issued by FTA on April 14, 2009. Both 
direct and indirect effects to historic properties were reconsidered in this report. These include, 
as appropriate under effects criteria, the visual effects on historic properties and landscapes. 
Following consultation, which included participation of Historic Hawaii Foundation, the State 
Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) concurred with all 22 adverse effect determinations and 
also provided comment that project impacts be considered as adverse effect to 11 additional 
resources. The Project accepted these recommendations. These determinations of effect are 
documented in Section 4.16 and Appendix H of the Final EIS. Chinatown and U.S. Naval Base, 
Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark are among the resources to receive an adverse effect 
determination. The Historic Effects Report is available on the project website 
(www.honolulutransitorq) and from the Department of Transportation Services. 

Table 4-32 in the Draft EIS corresponds with Table 4-34, Historic Properties within 
Project's Area of Potential Effect, in the Final EIS. In the Final EIS, this table presents the 
determination of effect and a brief description of the effect. The determination of effect was 
made with consideration of input from the consulting parties and concurrence by SHPD. More 
detailed descriptions of the properties and the effects determination is presented in the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Effects Report (April 2009). 

After a collaborative re-evaluation of historic properties and potential impacts presented 
in the Draft EIS, consulting parties, including historic, Native Hawaiian and federal interests 
participated in 11 meetings as part of the development of the Programmatic Agreement that 
describes measures taken to avoid, minimize, and mitigate historic properties. Historic Hawaii 
Foundation was involved in the development of this agreement. The Programmatic Agreement 
is included in Appendix H, and a summary of these measures has been included in Section 
4.16.3 in this Final EIS. 

As currently conceived, the Project will not extend to Ewa Field or Barber's Point, 
therefore those sites do not require further analysis. In the case that a future extension would be 
located within proximity to these historic resources, a full evaluation would be completed at that 
time. 

The final Project alignment, as configured in the Final EIS has logical termini at East 
Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. Potential future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, 
Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
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environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are eventually proposed for implementation, full environmental analysis and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. The potential future Kapolei Extension, including 
areas Ewa of the proposed East Kapolei Station, Marine Corps Air Station Ewa Field, and Naval 
Air Station Barbers Point, is not part of this Project. Therefore, no further analysis of the Kapolei 
Extension will be conducted at this time. If the Kapolei Extension is considered and studied in 
the future, potential project impacts to historic resources identified in this area will be addressed 
at that time. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Final EIS. The Project is intended to protect the overall 
visual character and scenic beauty of Oahu in the longer term by enabling future development to 
be more densely concentrated in existing urbanized areas and on land adjacent to urbanized 
areas, rather than replicating auto-centric sprawl that plagues many Mainland communities. 

The Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. In addition, viewers in upper stories of some 
buildings would be affected by light and glare from trains traveling on the guideway. 

The overall objectives and design guidelines for the neighborhoods with planned stations 
will be addressed during the ongoing station areas planning process. This process involves 
numerous aspects of transit system design with focus on characteristics and preferences of the 
communities adjacent to stations. In addition, the Final makes the commitment that the following 
measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the 
visual and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings wN be prepared by a landscape architect. 

Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

The policy documents that identify significant views and vistas include the Ewa 
Development Plan (DPP 2002), Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan (DPP 2002), and 
Primary Urban Center Development Plan. These documents are referenced in the visual 
analysis in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including 
the Dillingham Transportation Building are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
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Landscape Unit heading starting in Section 4,8.3 of the Final EIS. In addition, please refer to 
Section 4.16 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the historic resources qualities of this building. 

In addition to the information about visual effects in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the 
Historic Effects Reports discusses effects by resource in greater detail. 

Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark 
As referenced above, the Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark is among resources 

to receive an adverse effect determination. The Historic Effects Report is available on the 
project website (www.honolulutransit.orq)  and from the Department of Transportation Services. 

The Pearl Harbor National Historic Landmark is discussed in Section 4.8.3 and in 
Section 4.16.3. The Final EIS documents the SHPD's opinion that the Project would have an 
adverse effect to the landmark. 

The assessment of the visual effect (in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS) notes that the 
existing vie wshed includes transportation infrastructure, namely the Kamehameha Highway. 

Chinatown Station 
The visual effects of the Chinatown Station are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana 

Center Landscape Unit heading starting in Section 4.8.3 in this Final BS. The discussion notes 
the station and guideway will be the dominant features in views along the Nimitz Highway and 
that distant views over the Nuuanu Stream and Honolulu Harbor will be partially blocked. The 
overall objectives and design for the Chinatown District will be addressed during the ongoing 
station areas planning process. This process involves numerous aspects of transit system 
design with focus on characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to stations. 
Coordination with SHPD has included the Chinatown District. Following consultation, SHPD 
concurred with the effect determinations on the Chinatown Historic District and the Hawaii 
Capital Historic District. These determinations of effect and the SHPD's concurrence are 
documented in Section 4.16 and Appendix H of the Final BS. 

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

Very t ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/3/2008 

Tony 
Ho 

HI 
96706 
tho227@yahoo.com  

Email 
Website 

11/03/2008 
: What would be the hours of operations for the rail. How many trains will 

we be initially start with. Is it a two-way rail or one rail. How many 
minutes interval during peak hours. What is the speed of the train, how 
many minutes does if take to go from end to the other? How much is the 
fare? Will a transit pass good for bus, boat, and rail? Will there be 
convenient shops planned at each station? Sorry, no time to navigate 
your site. 

These questions are some that are crucial to the sucess of the rail and I 
haven't heard anybody farking about them. 

I am in favor of rail but how it is the managed and run makes or breaks 
it. 

Thanks, 
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June 11,2010 	 RT8109-330344 

Mr. Tony Ho 
tho227vahoo.com   

Dear Mr. Ho: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
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completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

To answer your questions regarding operation of the Project, as described in 
Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS, the system will operate between 4:00 a.m. and midnight in both 
directions. The train will arrive every three minutes during peak periods and will travel at an 
average speed 30 mph or greater. A trip from one end of the Project to the other will take about 
42 minutes. The fleet will include up to 85 vehicles. 

The fare to use the system will be the same as for TheBus. Therefore, if it were 
operating today, it would be $2.25 one way or a rider could use the same monthly pass used for 
TheBus. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS, the bus and rail systems will 
have a unified fare structure, including monthly passes that work for both modes. You will be 
able to use a free transfer to change from one mode to another. If TheBoat is restored in the 
future, the cost will be the same as well. 

Commercial enterprises are not planned within the stations; however, private commercial 
enterprises are expected to develop around most stations. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Submission Content/Notes : I have traveled to numerous cities in the world and ridden dozens of 
transit systems with proven ridership histories in their respective 
communities. There is no doubt in my mind that I have a much more 
comprehensive understanding of rail systems than most people that live 
in Hawaii and this is why I not only wish to have my say, but to qualify 
my opinion as much broader than someone that believes this pie in the 
sky system is the answer to traffic on the island of Oahu. I feel 
Honolulu's rail program is flawed in many ways of which I will discuss 
only the most important. 

Ridership is dependent upon many factors most importantly density and 
convienence. Honolulu, Ewa, Kapolei or where ever there are planned 
stops has no density. Hong Kong has density, New York has density, 
the Bay Area to a lesser extent has density. Without it people will have 
to some how travel to the train in order to get on 'it. In your EIS there is 
limited park and ride lots, without ample parking there will never be 
enough ridership to justify this project. 

We are not a mass transit community and will never be one. Not only do 
most residents commute to and from work, but we all make stops to 
schools, shopping or run errands in our daily lives. Because we have no 
public school bus system and the density to make these other daily 
chores convienent people need to have their personal vehicles and a 
train, like the bus, is not an option. It is a major flaw to believe you will 
change the attitudes and behavior of a society simply by budding a train 
that is not accessible to most. 

Efficency is key to providing a realized difference in commute times. 
Aside from possible economic gains commuters ride mass transit in 
large urban cities because it makes a marked difference in commute 
times. With 19 stops over 20 miles of rail the proposed train is not much 
faster than a present express bus and definitely not any faster than the 
alternate HOT lanes with dedicated expressed busses. Compare for 
instance Hong Kong's express train to/from the airport to Hong Kong, 
there are a total of 3 stops prior to reaching the IFC center in under 30 
minutes. Distance is approximately 14 miles. This is train is 
complimented by an underground subway system and other trains than 
run throughout China. Its purpose is fairly singular as the goal is getting 
people to and from one of the best airports in the world. 

Similarly, stops per mile along BART's routes are far less than the 1 per 
mile proposed for Honolulu. Secondly, the noise that eminates from 
steel on steel rail is very loud as anyone that has stood in a New York, 
Chicago or San Francisco tube can attest to. It is not quite and quite 
frankly that is why these systems are for the most part burned beneath 
ground. Your EIS fails to adequately address this problem and sugar 
coats the end result. What transit system in the world sends trains 
through the air in its densist metropolitan area? None, they are all 
beneath ground because of noise and because they can more 
efficenciently address ingress/egress issues. Why isn't this a must for 
Honolulu? It's like the city is attempting to ramrod a third class system 
down our throats because it does not want to adequately address the 
real issues. Do it right or don't do it at all would be a good moto to 
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follow. 

Historically, city public works projects have a proven track records of 
inadequacy, cost overruns and blunders. From sewer work to road 
maintenance the city has proved time and again that it is not up to task 
in any facet of public works. It is pitiful to me to compare our 
achievement and results compared to other cities in the United States 
and abroad. The fact that lt takes 2 years to replace 1.0 mile at sewer 
under Kapiolani Blvd., all the while leaving the surface road nearly 
undrivable to anything but a 4WD truck, is inexcusable. I won't go into 
the same type of project along Kalaheo Ave., but will say that there are 
few major cities in America that would put up with that type of 
government foolishness. My assessment of the city being able to bring 
a 3 rate rail system on line, on budget and on time are just about as 
optimistic as getting these sewer projects completed. We will be MB 
into it before we realize that it is taking twice as long and twice as much 
as originally estimated. 

Lastly and on a more personal I am deeply troubled by trade unions 
endorsing rail over other alternatives, when they should be neutral. If 
there are any public works projects, rail, bus, HOT lane or other, they will 
all require building trades to do, which option is chosen should not be 
influenced by the ultimate beneficiary of tax payer monies. By using 
endorsing rail the unions have tainted the project as nothing but political 
pay back and that wrong. It is so wrong that it should be investigated 
more thoroughly by Federal authorities, since a small portion of the 
project's funds are supposed to be coming from that source. 

Because I am working and cannot attend tonight's public hearing I would 
like this to be presented verbally or in writing to those that are in 
attendance and for the record. Mahalo. 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331315 

Ms. Wailani Ho 
P.O. Box 11012 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96828 

Dear Ms. Ho: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal. 

A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast daily mode of access to the 
project stations. As shown in Table 3-20 of the Final EIS, 60 percent of riders will access the 
fixed guideway via bus and 30 percent will access the system by walking or biking. TheBus 
system will be altered to provide improved connections and/or to reduce duplication of services. 
Certain local routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest 
fixed guideway station. Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and 
frequencies, are included in Appendix D of the Final EIS. Because of the high frequency of the 
fixed guideway service (every three minutes during peak periods and every six minutes during 
mid-day periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal 
wait times. Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved 
frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high 
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frequencies will be provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will 
primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating 
along congested arterials. Accordingly, access to the fixed guideway system will be convenient. 
Park-and-ride facilities are located at stations with the highest demand for drive-to-transit 
access. 

Your comments concerning the fact that Honolulu is not a mass transit community are 
noted. However, per data from the U.S. Department of Transportation National Transit 
Database, in 2006 Honolulu had the fourth highest per capita transit ridership among urbanized 
areas in the United States, trailing only New York, San Francisco, and Washington, D. C. As a 
result, Honolulu can be considered a mass transit community. Please see 
http://www.ntdprogram.govIntdprogramIpubsIother  data products/Top Transit Cities, xis. 

Regarding transit efficiency and placement of fixed guideway stations, as stated in 
Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS, TheBus operates in mixed traffic, without signal priority; therefore, 
buses are caught in the same congestion as general-purpose traffic. With increasing traffic 
congestion over the last 20 years, scheduled trip times for bus routes have been lengthened to 
reflect the additional time each bus trip takes. As a result of longer bus travel times, 128,600 
additional revenue hours of bus service were needed in 2007 to deliver the same amount of 
service TheBus provided in 1984. This inefficiency consumed about $13.5 million in additional 
annual operating budget expenses in 2007. 

The location of fixed guideway stations was based on land use development plans, bus 
access, room for the station, and expected modes of access to the station. Many fixed 
guideway stations are located within a mile of each other. Typically, an individual will walk one-
half mile to reach a high-capacity transit station. Accordingly, fixed guideway stations are close 
enough to each other to promote walking and biking access. The average travel speed of the 
rail line would be reduced if stations were located closer together. 

Transit riders will experience substantially reduced travel times with the fixed guideway 
system. Presently, bus speeds are declining as a result of growth in traffic congestion and the 
lack of exclusive right-of-way for transit vehicles. Figure 3-6 in the Final EIS compares system-
level transit speeds, both with and without the Project. As a result of the increased transit 
speeds, major reductions in transit travel times will occur for several major markets, such as 
between Ewa and Downtown Honolulu, as shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS. Trips to and 
from Mililani and Waikiki, which are not along the alignment, will also benefit from reduced travel 
times when using the guideway. 

Urban sections of many systems, including BART in the San Francisco Bay Area, 
MAR TA in Atlanta, and the Metro in Los Angeles, are elevated. Worldwide, Tokyo, Singapore, 
and Vancouver, are among many which have elevated systems. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 
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The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be remeasured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

FTA has reviewed the Project's cost estimates and determined that the City has the 
capabilities to implement the Project. We have not received any indication from the FTA that we 
will not receive Federal funding. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides more information regarding 
the Project's cost estimates and implementation capabilities. 

Endorsements of the Project by independent groups are not relevant to the 
environmental review process. All public comments in support of and in opposition to the Project 
have been considered in the environmental process. In addition, all comments submitted on the 
Draft EIS are included in the Final EIS. 

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

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE.yos 2 
A- 
( 

Director 

Enclosure 
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mean more 'return business" for Oahu, and I'm sure this applies equally 
well to tourists from the mainland and overseas. If other factors on the 
two competing routes are roughly equal, please choose the HNL option. 
Mahal°. 

AR00002009 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
659 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet; www.honokulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331305 

Mr. Daniel Nadel 
76-897 Hualalai Road 
Kailua-Kona, Hawaii 96740 

Dear Mr. Node!: 

Subject: Honolulu 1-Hgh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Cornments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Director 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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12/10/2008 
Buzz 
Hong 
HI Building & Construction Trades 
560 N. Nimitz Highway, #50 
215A 
Honolulu 
HI 
96817 
hibuildingtrades@yahoo.corn 
808-524-2249 

Both 
Website 

: December 9, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: IN SUPPORT OF DRAFT EIS 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY CORRIDOR PROJECT 
Public Hearings: December 9th — 11th, 2009 

Dear Department of Transportation Services: 

For the record my name is Buzz Hong, the Executive Director for the 
Hawaii Building & Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO. Our Council 
is comprised of 16-construction unions and a membership of 26,000 
statewide. 

The Council supports the Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Corridor Project, which as part of an integrated mass transit system, is 
an investment in Oahu's future — growing our economy, protecting our 
environment, strengthening our communities, and providing reliable and 
affordable transportation for generations to come. 

Thank you for the consideration of our request. 

Sincerely, 

William "Buzz" Hong 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DE PUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331591 
RT12/08-291105R 

Mr. William "Buzz Hong 
Executive Director 
Hawaii Building & Construction Trades 

Council, AFL-CIO 
Gentry Pacific Design Center, Suite 215A 
560 North Nimitz Highway, #50 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Hong: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Anal EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
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and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  
OFFERING COST - EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009. 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, 1-11 96813 
808-768-8303 
Email: wyosinoka@honolulti.gov  

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Comments on the I lonoltdu Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS)  

Our comments on the Draft EIS are attached in seven parts: 

Part I 	All reasonable alternatives were not studied.  
Part II 	Insufficient consideration of elevated rail impacts.  
Part Ill 	The Locally Preferred Alternative must be studied in the EIS.  
Part  IV 	First Project, Phase I, is an illegal segmentation.  
Part V 	Unjustifiable forecasts.  
Part VI 	Strategic misrepresentation in the Draft EIS. 
Part VII 	Strategic misrepresentation outside of the Draft EIS. 

We find the Draft EIS continues, as did its forerunners, the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 
and the Alternatives Analysis, to mislead the public with unclear language, misrepresentations, 
and omissions of important inatcrial so as to position this document as less of an analytical and 
informative document and more of a selling tool. 

Hopefully you will produce a Supplementary Draft EIS that will remedy these 
misrepresentations, omissions, and unclear language so that it will be clear to the public that, 

• You are forecasting traffic congestion to be worse in the future with rail than it is today. 
• An elevated rail line traversing the core of our city will have a deleterious effect on our 

environment. 
• There exists a high risk of property taxes being greatly increased to fund the increased 

operating subsidies and the missed construction cost forecasts. 
• The project places undue risks on an already fragile economy. 

We find that the City has taken an insufficiently "hard look" at the alternatives that were rejected, 
at those issues we have discussed herein as inisrcpresentations in the Draft EIS, and the ridership 
forecasts, as examples. They are supposed to be dealt with in detail. As one court held, 

as-suinplion.y must he spelled out, inconsisiencies explained, methodologies disclosed, 

contradictory evidence rebutted, record reftrences solidly grounded, guesswork 
eliminated and conclusions supported in a manner capable ofjudicial understanding. 

We find that the City and Parsons BrinckerholT have not produced a document that has handled 
these important environmental issues with the objectivity and scientific rigor that is both needed 
by the public and is a NEPA requirement. 

I. DuPont di; Ntwours & Co. v. Train, 54 I. F.2d 1018, I 038 (4'" Ch .. 9761. 

3105 Pacific Ht s Rd Honolulu HI 96813 ..*0 ph:808.285.7799 	email info@honolulutraffic.com  
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In summary, we believe the alternatives analysis is legally insufficient since the Managed Lanes 
Alternative analysis is so tacking in factual substance that it must fail to give the reader the true 
meaning of the alternative. Failing to provide accurate and complete information, especially for 
one of the most important socioeconomic factors — the incredibly high cost to Hawaii's citinns 
•..- makes this a faulty document that must be redone. 

When the analysis fails to describe the incredibly low cost of the Tampa project when compared 
to the projected Hawaii costs, one cannot help to wonder why this fact was left out. 
Socioeconomics has been given very little if any attention in this document and failure to point 
out the Tampa project was approximately seven times cheaper than this proposed action is 
problematic and thus the underlying analysis fails. 

The people of Hawaii were not given this information and if they were given this inforination, 
perhaps the vote may have gone differently. It- they  had been given this information in this NEPA 
document, perhaps they would have had more meaningful comments on the proposed action. We 
will not know unless a new Draft EIS is produced. 

The Draft EIS is also simply not readable and thus doesn't give the opportunity for the reader to 
make meaningful comments. It incorporates by reference 20 studies and the Draft EIS fails to 
weave a narrative that accurately describes in the NEPA document, as required by NEPA, the true 
potential impacts that will be caused by the proposed action. 

In a less complicated project, perhaps this would be acceptable; but in a proposed 55 billion 
project that will displace hundreds of people, condemn homes and businesses, disrupt traffic and 
Oahu's quality of life, disturb cultural resources, potentially uncover sacred iwi, cause financial 
hardship to hundreds of thousands of people, while disregarding reasonable alternatives, or 
leaving out key components of other alternatives, is completely unacceptable. 

The City and County and the HA must be held to the standard required by the 9th Circuit, 
NEPA, and Hawaii State law, and the information presented fails to meet these standards. We 
request that a Supplemental Draft EIS be undertaken. 

Sincerely, 
HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  

Cliff Slater 
Chair 

CDS/rrs 

cc: 	Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region [X 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Email: teci.inatleyailla.dot.wv. 

AR0000201 6 



HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  
OFFERING COST-EFFECTIV1 SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part I — "All reasonable alternatives" were not studied. 
"There's small choice in rotten apples." 

This line from Shakespeare's The Taming of the Shrew is, appropriately, the opening line in the 

ETA's introduction to Evaluation of the Alternatives. 1  

We believe that insufficient alternatives were considered during the Alternatives Analysis. Each 

prior rail transit effort in Honolulu from the 1970s on has suffered from the same problem; the 

range of alternatives studied was inadequate and disinterested experts have all commented on it. 

Einakv, the most serious deficiency of analyses done to date is the failure to devise and 

evaluate meaningful alternatives to HART [Honolulu Area Rapid Transit]. The so-called 
"alternatives analysis" is seriously deficient and the bus alternative considered in them 
can only be considered as "straw men." 

Dr. John /Cain, Chair, Economics Department, Harvard. 1978. 2  

in particular, what is lacking is a serious investigation of several viable dedicated 
busway options. 

Dr. Robert Cervero, Professor of Urban and Regional Planning, UC-Berkeley. 

Many more examples in a similar vein are available from experts' critiques of the 1990 

Alternatives Analysis.' 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process requires that the City & County of 

Honolulu (City), 

Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives Devote 
substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed 
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits Include reasonable 

alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the [CM.' 

The Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) comments on 1502.14 is as follows: 

Section 1502.14 requires the EIS to examine all reasonable alternatives to the proposal, 
In determining the scope of alternatives in be considered, the emphasis is on what is 

"reasonable" rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable 

of carrying out a particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are  
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common 

sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.  6  (emphasis 
added) 

traL,Ns ...clocurneni  sir:valuation  or Altonintive.s.ptii  

2 	Seminar on 1.11 ban Mass Transit (transcript). Orlive of the Legislative Auditor, State or Hawaii. January 1978. 

3 	Quoted From "An Evaluatiou of he  F lonolu In  Rapid Transit Development Preiect's  Altaniiiive Analysis and Drill Faviroinuental 

iiupa.r St:114:111CIli...I Liwaii Office or SLAC Nanning and Linversiiv of Hawaii. MLIV I990. RfArri Cavern, Profes.sor or Urban 

...tad Regional Planning at the University of Caliiiirma, Berkeley, and a member of the Editorial Board, Journal or the American 

Planning Assevaarion. 

4 	An F.valuation of the lionoluin 	 Development l'ipjeces Aker -native Analysis and Drah 	[mai 

Hawaii Office (11 .  SL:11L: Planning and Univei .sny of Hawaii.N.LIW  I 990.. Available aL ihellonoltilai Municipal Library. 

.MC111..1502.14 

Question 2A in CEQs 40 Q&As.1. ,..p.: 1"wwv. ,  ninii4ovlin;:elms!200DonipactsilifIrs/40.0ticstions . ,1idt .  

3105 Pacic Hts Rd Honolulu HI 96313 	ph :808.285.7799 	email inFo@honolulutraffic.com  
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In addition to rail transit and No-Build, there are at least three other alternatives that should have 

been considered in the Draft EIS: 

1. The Reversible Managed Lane Alternative 

2. The 2003 Bus/Rapid Transit Project 

3. The Eb.vay plan. 

1. The Reversible Managed Lane Alternative. 
The draft EIS shall evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the action and discuss the 

reasons why other alternatives, which may have been considered, were eliminated from 

detailed study, (23CFR771,123) 

The reasons given for the elimination of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Draft EIS are 

insufficient since little supporting data is given for the conclusions reached and no reference is 

given to any other publication that might have it. It is not surprising since there was little in the 

Alternatives Analysis or in the documents regarding the second Scoping when we first found that 

the Managed Lane Alternative had been eliminated. 

For example, the Draft EIS tells us "that the Managed Lane Alternative would provide slightly 

more benefit [than "ISM] at a substantial cost." We can only guess at what that means. 

A Bus/Rapid Transit (BRT) bus would travel at 55mph while on the Managed Lanes and, say, 15 

mph when on city streets. [r the distance traveled on city streets is one-half of that traveled on the 

Managed Lanes the average speed would be 29 mph — faster than trains. But the benefit to users 

of trains is supposedly three times that of the Bus/Rapid Transit on Managed Lanes? 

Also two, or possibly three, additional lanes managed through dynamic pricing would each have a 

vehicle throughput close to twice that of each of the nearby congested freeway lanes according to 

the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA). 1  Such lanes would add the equivalent of four to 

six lanes to the current (and projected through 2030) five regular freeway lanes. And we are 

supposed to believe that traffic congestion` l  will be far worse with Managed Lanes? There is no 

support for this in the Draft EIS nor any reference to other documents. 

We made the original prnposal for a reversible dynamically-tolled highway which led to its 

inclusion in the First Scoping authorized in the federal Notice of - Intent of December 5, 2005. 

The concept that we proposed to the City was what Reason Foundation's Robert Poole, termed a 

Virtual Exclusive Rusway where buses and vanpools have priority and go Free of toll charges and 

all others pay a dynamically-priced toil. It has all the virtues of an exclusive busway, while also 

having a significant impact on automobile traffic congestion in the Corridor. 

The City's ChielTransportation Planner said that he used the map of our proposed route from our 

website and that, This is what HONOLULUTRAFFICCONI requested us to study and this is exactly 

what we studied. "9  

flowever, our original proposal was only a conceptual one; at the time we did not have the 

technical expertise to do anything else and we certainly did not have the resources to submit a 

comprehensive design. Far from being a design, a cursory look at our original map shows a 

freehand line drawn none too steadily along the route with a black marker pen. It never crossed 

our minds that Parsons Brinckerholf would not apply its expertise to provide the best possible 

alternative. 

Fl [WA's Congesiion Pricing — 	Prin70 . . At: 10.11):;.!www.holioltiluiraille.coinieoirvstionpricini4 ni.11 - p. 3. 

ScC: Vehicle I lours of Delay in Table 2-I, Dridi EIS. 
League of Women Voters Forum video, buy 	ww .15 r 	ovc. tv.titk.jsp5i  tie- I .1010% 50&chzi no I - 9 3557  I 25 5:0 mitiule 

itiairk of 10 minute video. 
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wc. had forecast a cost 015900 million for a 10-mile two-lane version. This estimate of cost came 

from a one-day conference that Governor Lingle asked us to conduct in December 2002 to 

evaluate whether the reversible tolled transitway concept was worth pursuing. Some of Hawaii's 

and the nation's leading experts l°  on this issue were represented at the conference. The concept 

and cost estimates met with the general approval of the attendees and accordingly we 

recommended to the Governor that the project be further developed to a higher level of detail. 

In December 2005, the FTA issued the first Notice of Intent and it stated, 

liernatives proposed to be considered in the AA [Alternatives Analysis] and draft EIS 
include No Build, Transportation System Management, Managed Lanes, and Fixed 
Gitideway 

After the First Scoping, the Scoping Report of April 6, 2006 H  issued and confirmed that the 

Managed Lane Alternative would be studied in both the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft EIS. 

Subsequently, the Alternatives Analysis was produced in November 2006 and recommended that 

the Fixed Guideway Alternative be adopted as the Locally Preferred Alternative and shortly 

thereafter the City Council chose the Fixed Guideway Alternative with termini at West Kapolei, 

University of Hawaii at Manoa and Waikiki. 

However, the Managed Lane Alternative was not objectively studied in the Alternatives Analysis. 

Rather, the Managed Lane Alternative was setup as a classic "straw man," contrived to make it 

look ineffective in comparison to rail transit. 

Professor John Kain, co-author of the classic The Urban Transportation Problem, who wrote 

extensively about such tactics, wrote in his The Use of Straw Men in the Economic Evaluation of 
Rail Transport Projects, '2  

Nearly all, if not all, assessments of rail transit systems have used costly and poorly 
designed all-has alternatives to make the proposed rail systems appear better than they 
are. 

Out of the blue, on March 15, 2007, the FTA issued a second Notice of Intent u  but this time 

excluded the Managed Lane Alternative, This was the First intimation we had of its rejection. 

Both the first Notice of intent 14  and the first Scoping Report i5  had stated that the Managed Lane 

Alternative would be studied in the Draft NS. 

Mr. David °later, then the recently retired Chief Counsel of the US DOT's Volpe Center, who 

had been appointed to be the Transportation Analyst for the City Council's Transit Advisory Task 

Force, and who wrote the Task Force Report, must have also been surprised since his Appendix 

3, attached hereto as Appendix B, is titled, "Suggestions for further development of the Managed 
Lane Alternative." 

In attendance: Mike Schneider, Executive Vice President of VB Consult, Mel Miyamoto, Vice President, Heavy Construction, 

Dillingham Corporoion, Roger Morton, General Manager 01 . 0TS Inc, operators or the City's bug system, Bruce Turn,....r, 

Assistant Division Administrator, Hawaii Division HWA, Robert Pock, Director of Trausportation Studies, Reason Foundation, 
Yitsui, Highways Division, Hawaii Dep./. of Transportation (Ht iii oo-r). By phone: Patrick DeCorla-Souza, AICP, Team 

Leader, [-highway Pricing and System Analysis, Office of Transportalion Policy Studies EH WA, C. Kenneth Otski., Urban 

Mobility Corporation, consultant imd publishers ot Innovation 13Hcfs. 

Kain, John F. The Use of.S7nov Men in the Economic Evaionoion of Roil Transport Protecis  American Economic Review, Vol. 

f12, No. 2, Papers 4111.1(1 Proceedings or ihe Hundred and Fourth Annual Meeting or the American Economic Association (May, 

1992) , pp. 487-491 At: littpr...':i.vww.hotioltilutrallic.convklinfitiLptif 

wmAv.honoltil IL t1t I!iC.COL1111:10 .11 0 307 .1xif 

www.lionoltiluiralric coin/50[051  205 3,dr 
hrtor.'N..ww.honolu  1111CLIflic..con -CScu&.. C.111. .1 .0 .1: 
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The second Notice of intent did not even want comments on alternatives that were 'previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause." While not named, one can reasonably assume it referred 

to the Managed Lane Alternative. 

On March 18, 2007, we wrote to the FTA protesting that the process used by the City for 

assessing the Managed Lane Alternative in the Alternatives Analysis was flawed. 16  We also 

protested the issuance of two Notices of Intent to perform the same Draft EtS. We received no 

response to these communications. 

Honolulu found itself in the strange position of beginning Scoping while having already selected 

its Locally Preferred Alternative. 

The second Scoping Report that issued May 30, 2007 17  implies that the Managed Lane 

Alternative was rejected at least in part because, 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project analysis is meant to evaluate 
project alternatives that may be constructed within the authorization of Act 247, enacted 
by the Hawai`i State Legislature in 2005. The act prohibits the construction of a non-
transit project with the authorized excise-tax surcharge. Projects with the purpose of 
providing roadway mobility for automobiles and commercial vehicles are not fiinclable by 
Act 247; there/hi-e, they will not be added to the purpose of the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Projecti8  

However, this is the first mention or Act 247 thrnugh two Notices of Intent and two Slips and the 

firs( Scoping Report. In any case, is this reason for rejection not in conflict with the following? 

An alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still he 
analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable. A potential conflict with local or federal law does 
not necessarily render CM alternative unreasonable, although such conflicts must be 
considered. Section 1506.20. Alternatives that are outside the scope of what Congress 
has approved or funded must still be evaluated in the EIS if they are reasonable, because 
the EIS may serve as the basis /hr modifying the Congressional approval or Anding in 
light of IVEPA's goals and policies.' 

The second Scoping Information Package describes the Fixed Guideway Alternative as follows: 

The fixed gziideway system is planned to operate between 4 a. vi. and midnight, with a 
train arriving in each direction at each station between every three and ten minutes ... 
The system is planned to operate with mullicar trains approximately 175 to 200 .feet in 
length, with each train capable of carrying a Ireinimum of 300 passengers. This would 
provide a peak capacity of at least 6,000 passengers per how-per direction. 24 

Since at this point the de facto decision to select trains as the preferred mode alternative had 

already been made, does not the issuance of a new Notice of Intent circumvent the requirement 

that NEPA not be used to rationalize °I -justify decisions already Made? 21  

The second Scoping Report states, 

As stated in the Notice of Intent issued on March 15, 2007, that Notice of Intent superceded [sic] 
the one published on December 5, 2005. 22  

www..1101101nIn 	c.cnti VA AM l.co111110111i5.p(11  

i t,:/.www.6tiioIi Wird III c.coni/N EPA Scop ins R epoLit11 .  

The second Sawing Repott, p. 5-1. At 247 is in 
JILIN:As ww.neptl.nlepaire.2s.,40./ [  - [ 0.1 ITM#2 

Scoping Inlbrirotion Package. 4-1&2. 	 honontintrallic.conliScopingEnroiinalionPackage.pcIr 
21 	, 

" 1-.11V111011111eni6l LllpLIcI sic Lcmcnis shall SeCvC 	tim incallS or assessing the environmental impact or proposed .,igcncy t. ictIons, 

rather than justifying (ICC15101.1S already made." 40CFR I 502.21g] 
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This is not true; the second Notice of Intent states no such thing. 

The second Scoping Report also states that, 

City Council Resolution 07-039 defined the First Project as extending from East Kapolei 

to Ala Moana Center. 23  

Resolution 07-039 uses the term "Minimum Operable Segment" to describe the shortened project 

and never mentions "First Project"; the term in the second Scoping Report only serves to confuse 

the issue. 

Also federal regulations require that, "Draft environmental impact statements shall be prepared 

in accordance with the scope decided upon in the scoping process. " 24  

The first Notice of Intent was not superseded and the Alternative Analysis states that its 

alternatives were developed "during a formal project scoping process held that would satisljr ,  the 

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ... " 25  

The second Seoping Information Package and the second Scoping Report suggest that the first 

Notice of Intent was to merely satisfy Hawaii Revised Statutes 343, even though there is no 

mention of that in either of the two federal Notices of Intent or the subsequent Scoping Report. In 

any case, that does not wash since, if satisfying Hawaii Revised Statutes 343 was the only intent 

of the first Notice of Intent, would not the FTA's issuance of it have been unnecessary? 

In addition, this action by FTA would appear to violate 40CFRI506 which requires agencies 

... to the fullest extent possible to reduce duplication between NEPA and state and local 

requirements. 

And NEPA §1500.6 makes it clear that, 

The phrase "lo the fullest extent possible'' in section 102 means that each agency of the 

Federal Government shall comply with that section unless existing law applicable to the 

agency's operations expressly prohibits or makes compliance impossible. 

This requirement is, in part, to avoid the kind of time consuming and confusing situation we now 

have. 

Neither the FTA nor the City has made any attempt to clarify why FTA issued the second Notice 

of Intent. While the first Notice of Intent initiated the NEPA review process, the second Notice of 

Intent informed us that the NEPA review was "initiated through this scoping notice." Have we 

not been in the NEPA process since December 2005? Why was a second scoping necessary? 

The City did not make the case in the second scoping documents that re-seoping was being 

conducted because the first was inadequate or unsatisfactory. And if it had been inadequate would 

not the second seoping merely have been to supplement the first scoping and not to replace it? 

There has obviously been insufficient "public involvement," as required by SAFETEA-LU, if we 

cannot even find out whether the NEPA review process started on December 5, 2005, or March 

15, 2007. Why cannot the public be told why the second scoping was authorized and if it 

invalidated the findings of the first Seoping? 

We believe that the City and Parsons Brinckerhoff had the second Notice of Intent issued in an 

attempt to evade the more stringent investigative requirements of the NEPA process For the 

Managed Lane Alternative and possibly also for the purpose and needs statement. 

Secoad Scoping RporI , p. 5-1, :fl litipiAvww  lionolkiluini Hoc  corn/7i ITAScoilingiteurtl& 
= 	Itcsolu t ion 07-039. 11)Iip y.`sv,w4.11on o I ILI guv/douus)111.1.1 . 0idtilVei.) 	IDOCLL !Wilt -5947123  ink  I  

40cFtt1502.9. 
w.w,h.p.iwiuiuti nic cont'A A p,por p. 2 -2 
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Six specific ways in which the Managed Lane Alternative was contrived to fail are listed below. 

a) Zipper lane inexplicably removed: 

b) Excessive Managed Lane Alternative capital costs: 

c) Inflated operating costs: 

d) Effects on vanpools not considered. 

e) Inefficient ingress/egress ramps: 

I) Avoidance of due diligence: 

a) Zipper lane inexplicably removed 

In November 2006, the City Council convened a Transit Advisory Task Force (Task Force) to 

advise it on the technical aspects of the Alternatives Analysis. Mr. David Glater, retired Chief 

Counsel of the U.S. Department of Transportation's Volpe Center, and Transportation Analyst 

for the Task Force, wrote in his Final Report to the City Council, 

The. description of the Managed Lane Alterntaive in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives 

Analysis slates that, 'The 11-1 zipper lane would he maintained in the Thi.v-direction 

Option but discontinued in the Reversible Option.' (p. 2-4). However, no explanation is 
provided as to why the zipper lane would not be continued in the Reversible Option. The 

Managed Lane Reversible Option's addition of two Koko Head-bound elevated lanes for 
the morning commute appears to result in a nel increase of only one lane if the inbound 

zipper lane were removed.

Why was the zipper lane taken out? When it remains in, it alone negates the conclusions of the 

Alternatives Analysis that the Managed Lane Alternative was inferior to rail in traffic congestion 

reduction as can he seen from the table below. With the zipper lane reinstated traffic on the H-1 

freeway regular lanes would be less with the Managed Lane Alternative than the Fixed Guideway 

Alternative. 

Congestion relief together with energy consumption, both of which are required to be analyzed by 

statute, 27  would he significantly improved with the Managed Lane Alternative, The following 

table is identical to the data in Table 3-12 in the Alternatives Analysis with the exception oldie 

center column showing the zipper lane reinstated and a new line at the bottom of the page to total 

all traffic. 

The only changes made to original column, which is to its left, are those in the grayed out cells. 

These reflect the same zipper lane traffic as in the Rail column and reduction of that same amount 

of traffic in the II-1 Freeway traffic. It shows that with the zipper lane reinstated the H-1 traffic is 

less than the traffic in the Rail Alternative. 

For example, the single major freeway into downtown Honolulu from the far end or the study 

Corridor is 1-l-1. It has seven lanes inbound during the morning peak hours, of which one is a 

zipper lane, one is an HOV lane, and five lanes arc regular freeway lanes. 

With the zipper lane reinstated the Managed Lane Alternative would provide two, or possibly 

three, additional lanes managed through dynamic pricing. Each lane would have a vehicle 

throughput close to twice that of each of the nearby congested freeway lanes. 21' Such lanes would 

add the equivalent of four to six lanes to the current (and projected through 2030) five regular 

freeway lanes (this is not provided for in the table that follows). 

Task Force 1 , inal Rupoit 	  
119 STAT. 076 (.1) (3) (0) h 	I k.res.ou rc Lora„,,p().= ,ovilaws.' 109ivubl 059. 1 09.L•NI  
FIIWA Cofligestion Pricing Primer, 	 lutratfic.conliconi ioniwicini4c11 
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2030 Mena ed Lanes 2030 Marta i, ed Lanes Rail 

Reversible Dittos 
Reversible Option w th the 

zi il ii er lane reinstated 
Kamokila . Airport - Dil ingham 

Kin. with a Waikiki branch 

Forecast Volume/ Forecast Vol mei Forecast Volurnel 
Level Level Level 

Volume o Volume of Volume of 
Servic 

SCREENLINE1FACILITY (v eh) Ratio Service bi 	11 / Ratio Service Ratio 
Kalauao Stream Koko Head 
bound 

H-1 FWy 18,419 	1.94 	F 	15.235 	1.71 	F 	17,414 1.83 	F 

H-1 Fwy (HOLT 2,769 	1.46 	F 	2,769 	1.46 	F 	2,701 1.42 	F 

1-1-1 Fwy (Zipper) i NA 	NA 	NA 	2154 	1.13 	F 	2,154 1.13 	F 

Meanatua Rd 966 	0.57 	A 	966 	0.57 	A 	756 0.44 	A 

Kameharneha Hwy 3,121 	0.9 	E 	3,121 	0.9 	E 	2,923 0.85 	0 

Managed Lane 3,457 	0.79 	C2 	3,457 	0.79 	C2 	NA NA 	NA 
Total General Purpose 
Traffic 22,507 	1.39 	F 	20,322 	1.39 	F 	21,093 1.31 	F 

Total HOV Traffic 2,769 	1.46 	F 	4,923 	1.46 	F 	4,855 1.28 	P 

Total Managed Lane Traffic 3,457 	0.79 	02 	3,457 	0.79 	C2 	NA NA 	NA 

Total All Traffic 28,733 	 28,702 	 25,948 

The grayed cells are the only ones changed from the Alternatives Analysis, Table 3-12. 

The Total All Traffic was not provided in the original. Others may wish to check our addition. 

Changes made were to reinstate the ripper lane using vehicle data from the fully built out rail option. 

then reduce the H.1 Fwy forecast by a like amount. Other changes are merely recalculation of totals. 

The congestion mitigation effects of these additional lanes to the seven-lane H-1 freeway are too 

obvious for the effect not to have been noticed during the Alternatives Analysis process. 

b) Excessive Managed Lane Alternative capital costs  

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the Managed Lane 

Alternative with the result that, iicorrect, it would result in it having twice the cost per lane-mile 

of any highway ever built in the U.S. 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City also added unnecessary costs to the project by only using a 16- 

mile facility while not testing the viability of shorter 10 to 12-mile versions. 

The City's projected cost of S2.6 billion in 2006 dollars for tbe Managed Lane Alternative was 

excessive. It was twice as expensive as the 1-1-3 freeway per lane mile, almost as much per mile as 

the rail transit line, and seven times as much as the Tampa Expressway, a similar but even larger 

facility. And the City made it 50 percent longer than necessary. Further, the normal due diligence 

expected for a project of this magnitude was not undertaken. 

Had the Managed Lane Alternative been projected at I I miles long and priced to be the same as 

H-3 per lane mile (allowing for inflation), the projected cost would have been only S915 million 

(still twice as much as the Tampa Expressway). 01 this amount half could have been paid for with 

toll revenue bonds and the other half with less than three years of the 112 percent GE tax revenues 

(assuming the unlikely scenario of Senator lnotiye being unable to obtain any federal funds). 
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And the city did not study the effects of the Managed Lane Alternative having three lanes. Tampa 

added the third lane after finding that this 50 percent increase in lane space would cost only 20 

percent more than two lanes. 

Anyone who has ever travelled the H-3 will find it absurd that the City's cost estimate of the 

Managed Lane Alternative cuuld be the same as the 1-1-3 (inflation-adjusted). The City's projected 

costs for the Managed Lane Alternative were calculated without any attempt to justify this high 

cost by comparing it to similar facilities in Hawaii or on the Mainland. 

As discussed earlier, our cost projection was $900 million for a 10-mile two-lane elevated 

highway, or $90 million per inile in 2002. This cost when inflated using the Price Trends for 

Federal-aid Highway Construction Index, 22  results in $134.7 million per mile in 2006 dollars. 

However, this estimate was made before we were aware of the astonishing cost savings offered 

by the new construction method devised by Figg Bridge Company and used to construct the 

Tampa Expressway. 

Tampa Expressway:  

The actual contract price for the 17.5 lane miles ofbridge structure was just over $100 

million. At approximately $120 million, the deck cost/or the segmental bridge portion of 

the project was approximately $65 per square foot, far below the average cost for 
structures in Florida during the past 20 years. The average cast per lane mile for the 

reversible bridge is approximately $7 million and is among the lowest for bridges 

constructed in the U.S. 3°  

The Figg Bridge Company tells us they "have experienced savings of approximately 40 percent to 

50 percent when using precast segmental span-by-span construction in urban settings when 

compared to segmental balanced cantilever construction. '3L 

Using 45 percent as the average of these savings reduces our SI34.7 million per mile projection 

to $74.1 million per mile in 2006 dollars, or $37.0 million per lane-mile. 

Recently Figg Bridge, which is familiar with Hawaii conditions, told us they believe there is no 

reason why the Managed Lane Alternative should not be built for the same cost per mile that they 

are experiencing in Florida for 2008 given the addition of a further 32 percent for the construction 

cost differential hetween Hawaii and Florida. 

The 14-mile Expressway cost $320 million in 2006 (net of an impending award of S100 million 

for a sub-contractor's error). Using the same Price Trends for Federal-Aid Highway Construction 

Index that the City uses, and allowing the mid-point of costs to be 2004, we calculate that the cost 

to build it in 2006 would have been $458.7 million. 

The cost comparison index used to inflate Florida construction costs to Hawaii's level is an 

additional 32 percent, that being the rate given in the current Civil Works Construction Cost 

Index. 32  Applying this factor to the inflation adjusted cost, results in $605 million as the cost of 

constructing the facility in I lonolulu. Dividing this by its 14-mile length results in $43.2 million 

per mile. 

While Tampa has three lanes, the Expressway Authority tells us that the third lane only added 20 

percent more to their costs than if they had only built two lanes. We have, therefore, divided the 

Tampa cost per mile by only 2.4 instead of three to arrive at a cost for a two-lane facility. It 

tp://www.11nva.dor.ts.o v/prog ram adm in/9[2006(14.4:1 -m  

PeC.Vg.%1101,111).S, Ri..1110 ..: D., PhD and Marlin Stone, PhD, MCP. ReVe.nibie Espruss 	Yetn.hook of Science and "rc-chnology 

2008. hit:Craw-Hi E. pp. 288-291, 2008. 

Personal Continue icalion, CEO, Figg Bridge Company. 

Illm.,"‘vw.w.. ..nlittt:c.,my_ky.lin I/public:at 	 .... . 	c.1.4, :*.:l tire .pci p. A-34. 
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results in a cost of S18.0 million per lane-mile as a comparable cost for building such a facility in 
Honolulu. 

Hawaii's H-3 Freeway: 

The 16.1-mile H-3 freeway is a divided highway with two lanes in each direction and its 
construction required boring two miles of tunnels through the solid rock of the Koolau 
Mountains. The total cost was 51.3 billion at completion in 1997 making it the most expensive 
highway per mile ever built in the U.S. 

Lacking a distribution of costs by year, we have allowed the mid-point of construction cost as 
occurring in 1991. Inflating the 5l.3 billion to 2006 dollars using the Price Trends fir Federal-
Aid Highway Construction Index 33 , results in $2,7 billion. 

This amount divided by the 16.1 mile length equals $166.2 million per mile and dividing that by 
the four lanes results in 541.6 million per lane-mile. 

Capital costs summary: 

We show below an adjusted cost per lane-mile comparison with two highway facilities, one from 
Tampa, Florida and the other, the 1-1-3 freeway in Honolulu together with both the City and uur 
Managed Lane Alternative cost projections. 

The table below summarizes our calculations of all four facility costs per lane-mile after being 
adjusted for construction inflation costs and location cost differentials. This enables us to directly 

compare one with the other. The full calculation is given in 
detail in Appendix A. 

Facility 	$millions 

Tampa Expressway $18.0 
actual, adjusted to 
Honolulu costs 

H-3 Freeway 	$41.6 
actual, adjusted 

Our Managed Lane $37.0 
Alternative 
estimate, adjusted 

City's Managed 	$80.5 
Lane Alternative 
estimate 

Even allowing for inflation and location cost differences, the 
adjusted Tampa Expressway cost is still less than half of 
either the 1-1-3 or our Managed Lane Alternative estimate. 

However, the most striking comparison is that the City 
Managed Lane Alternative estimate is twice that or the H-3 
freeway and over four times that of the Tampa Expressway — 
after all adjustments. We do not believe that this projected 
cost would ever pass scrutiny by any members of the 
professional engineering community. 

 

Our cost calculations for the Managed Lane Alternative, while compelling, need more work at a 
level of detail requiring resources that are not available to us. Our concern is that the City and 
Parsons Brinckerholidid not make any serious effort to investigate it at any level of detail, as the 
section of lack of due diligence demonstrates. 

At the behest of FTA, Rooz Allen investigated the Fixed Guideway Alternative and the Managed 
Lanes Alternative construction costs. They produced a preliminary 8-page draft in April 2007 and 
later followed that in May 2007 with a 38-page full report. 3)  

1111j): /AWN 1111Va . (10 t. 4;0 Viprograniadminfp[2006(0.c 

Sec Appendix A for details of cod adjustments for construction inflation anti location differences. 
FTA PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT PROGRAM, Conmici No. D .IT-r60 04 D 00013 Project No. DC-27-5041 Task 
0 -dc - No. 10 

Adjusted cost per lane-mile in 
2006 dollars 34  Note that our Managed Lane Alternative estimate is within 

ten percent of the adjusted H-3 freeway cost. In consideration 
of the extensive trans-Koolau tunneling required for H-3 one 
would anticipate that our Managed Lane Alternative estimate 
should be somewhat less, 
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The 8-page draft does mention the Tampa Expressway and also Dr. Stone's comments, 

Dr. Marty Stone [PhD 4ICP], planning director Joe the Tampa-Hillsborough 
County Expressway Authority, wrote a lengthy defense of the construction of his 
agency's reversible, elevated toll lanes in Tampa for HawaiiReporler.com  on November 
21, 2006. Dr. Stone criticized rail proponents in Honolulu for what he perceived as 
misrepresentation of the Tampa project' in order to discredit the managed-lanes 
alternative in Honolulu. 

However, neither Tampa nor Dr. Stone appear in the subsequent full report. This is a shame 
because it would have been interesting to know why an award-winning public planning official 
would go out on a limb to criticize fellow public officials. 

The full report begins by telling us that the primary objective was to, "confirm absence of bias in 
cost estimation between the Fixed Guideway and Managed Lanes alternatives." Not to 
determine whether there was any bias, but rather to confirm that there was none. 

Booz Allen's 38-page repurt covers a wide variety of cos( estimating material but evades a very 
important and most awkward fact, and that is the cost of the Tampa Expressway was $300  
million. 

The investigator does not grapple with this fact; the word Tampa cannot be found in this 
document. The group that put together the expressway, the Tampa-llillsborough Expressway 
Authority and Figg Bridge have won just about every national award possible 3' and built it at a 
remarkably low cost. 

The Tampa cost is a stubborn and intractable fact, one that will never go away until rail 
proponents confront it instead of evading it as the City has, as the Transit Advisory Task Force 
did and as Booz Allen does in this case. 

To be credible an assessment of the Managed Lane Alternative costs must be performed with 
"scientific accuracy" and has to reconcile the $300 million for the Tampa Expressway (even to 
include the S120 million error) with a similar project in Honolulu for $2.6 billion. Allowance can 
be made for construction costs inflation, location differences, and other smaller issues but an 
honest appraisal is unlikely to he able to bridge this widest of chasms. 

A credible assessment could start by talking to Figg Bridge to ask them how they did it and 
whether it could be done in Hawaii. No one involved in the pricing, and the validation of the 
pricing, of the Managed Lane Alternative 	the City, the Council Task Force, or Booz Allen — 
has ever contacted Eigg Bridge. 

c) Inflated Managed Lane Alternative operating costs  

Parsons Brinekerhoff and the City also inflated Managed Lane Alternative operating costs to 
make the project appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis had forecast that operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative 
would be greater than the FGA. These high operating costs occur because, 

Transit operating costs fin -  the Managed Lane Alternative would range between 
approximately $251 and $261 million as a result of additional buses that would be put in 
service under that alternative!' 

The Alternatives Analysis projects that the Managed Lane Alternative will need a fleet o1906 
buses versus the No-Build Alternative requiring 614 buscs. 35  This would result in the Managed 

k.1.47LOVIVW.I:11111 a -X way . ■2 o 'Elm 1111C111N/A W1111S1 	1.%20A  

3 ' 	Alternatives Analysis, page S-4, at: !..mp:' . ..vww.honoltilLitrarfiv.ckinVA  A D. ill 
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Lane Alternative having 50 percent more buses than the No-Build Alternative yet the City 

projects only 5 percent greater ridership for it. 39  This small increase is projected despite the 

Managed Lane Alternative offering bus users the advantage of a congestion free bus ride from the 

H-I/H-2 merge to Downtown. It begs the question, why would the Managed Lanes Alternative 

offering much raster bus service than the No-Build not generate many more riders? 

Fundamentally, the Managed Lane Alternative provides the existing bus system with a faster 

method of transiting the Corridor. Buses would be able to travel Koko Head bound in the AM 

peak on the Managed Lane Alternative at three times the current 20 mph operating speed of buses 

on the H- I freeway. Buses can then return to their original departure point via the H-1 freeway in 

the Ewa Bound direction in relatively uncongested traffic. 

This will allow some express buses to make two round trips in the time it presently takes to make 

one. One might anticipate that such efficiency would allow a considerable increase in ridership to 

be achieved at about the same operating costs as is experienced currently, allowing for inflation. 

Instead, the Alternatives Analysis forecasts that the Managed Lane Alternative would require the 

operation of 48 percent more busee than the No-Build Alternative while carrying only five 

percent more trips" and that this would cost 36 percent more in operating costs than the No-

Build and even more than the FGA. 

In addition, the Alternatives Analysis projected a totally unnecessary 5,200 parking stalls for the 

Managed Lane Alternative, only slightly less than the 5,700 stalls projected for the entire rail line 

other than a pro-rata increase in the 529 stalls presently available, nor is there any need for bus 

stations on Managed Lane Alternative. 42  

The City's and Parsons Brinckerhoirs plan has been to simply drive up operating costs to project 

that the Managed Lane Alternative is uneconomical in comparison with rail transit. 

d) Effects on vanpools not considered.  

The same benefits accruing to buses, including and freedom from toll charges, will also apply to 

vanpools. Such travel time savings can increase bus and van ridership and decrease both the 

amount of traffic and the share of low occupancy vehicles. 

Vanpools have by far the lowest use of energy of any form of mechanized transportation using 

only 1,322 BTtis per passenger mile. 43  That is less than one-third of that used by the unweighted 

average of rail transit lines and so offers a significant opportunity to reduce energy use, reduce 

emissions, reduce traffic congestion, and since vanpools require no operating subsidy, an 

opportunity to reduce TheF3us operating losses. 

e) Ingress/egress insufficiently studied 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way that could 

only result in heavy traffic congestion at the Koko Head end of the Managed Lane Alternative. 

ts 
Akernaiives Analysis, fable 2-1, at: htip -i.u.evo.v.hothiltilutr1iffiv.vo1V.AA1.).ptif  

" The bus fleet data is taken (thin the Alternatives Analysis, Table 2-1, and the daily trips data from the Aliernativcs Analysis, 
Table 3-7. The percentages shown are calculaied from these dais. Al: Isp://v..w ...y.honoliiluiraftle.etniVAAD.prlf  
Alternatives Analysis, Table 2-I 

.411 	The bus fleet data is taken from the Alternatives At 	Table 2-1, and the daily trips data from the Alternatives Analysis, 
Table 3.7. TIN percentages shown RI'Ll calculated from these data, 

.43 Alternatives Analysis, pp. 3-7/8 and 3-10, at; Inir.'"www.linnolLIIILLIEIIIIC.Coin'AA13.jx1r  
U.S. Dept. or Energy Data Book- , table 2.12, at: hitr/etri.urnl.gov `clataltedb27/Editiun27  ClialBer02.0r 
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The Task Force Report, Appendix 3, 44  contains the following statement, 

In its discussion of travel time benefits of the Managed Lane options, the Alternatives 
Analysis projects that traffic congestion at both the H-I Freel ,Ny access to the Managed 

Lane .facility and at the Nimitz Highway exit at Pacific Street will negate travel time 

benefits gainedfrom travel on the Managed Lane facility itself The Analysis should 

explore how traffic congestion at these points could be alleviated (at least for mass 

transit vehicles.) in order to enhance the overall performance of-this Alternative as a 

transit guideway. 

Parsons Brinckerhoff made no discernible effort to apply its engineering competence and 

ingenuity to the question of ingress and egress for the Managed Lane Alternative in the 

Alternatives Analysis. 

In his letter to the City, copied to the Federal Transit Administration (UTA), Dr. Panus 

Prevedouros, Professor of Traffic Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the 

Transportation Research Board's Highway Micro-simulations Committee and himself a member 

of the Task Force, commented, 

"... the most egregious violation of FTA 's rules on alternative specification and analysis 

was the deliberate under-engineering of the Managed Lanes Aile.rnative to a degree that 

brings ridicule to prevailing planning and engineering principle.s. 

Dr. Prevedottros in his micro-simulation studies of differently designed entry and exit ramps for 

the Managed Lane Alternative shows that with properly designed ramps 46  traffic congestion can 

be reduced and excessive traffic congestion would not occur even during peak-hour traffic. 

I) The City's lack of due diligence  

The Task Force consisted or seven individuals to advise it on the Alternatives Analysis. Kazu 

liayashida, a former Director of the Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT), was 

appointed Chairman. 

In turn, the Chairman appointed two members to be a Technical Review Subcommittee to review 

construction costs. One had been a long time senior employee of the Hawaii State Department of 

Transportation (1-IDOT) and the other was the recently retired Director of Honolulu's City 

Department of Transportation Services and a former H DoT Director. Neither one had the 

expertise to judge construction costs in detail especially for a project of this magnitude and 

complexity. 

After the Subcommittee's first report to the Task Force that they believed the projected Managed 

Lane Alternative costs in the Alternatives Analysis to be reasonable, we asked the subcommittee 

members for a list of the companies they had contacted. We believed there needed to be a detailed 

reconciliation between the Tampa Expressway cost (less the design error) of 5320 million and the 

Parsons Brinckerhoff estimate of S2.6 billion for the Managed Lane Alternative. They told us 

they had only talked to the local office of Parsons Brinckerholf, which had produced the 

projections, and had been assured that the cost estimates were reasonable. 

They talked subsequently to engineers at the Hawaii Department of Tnmsportation who told them 

that the 36-foot wide Managed Lane Alternative would need eight-foot supporting piers, totally 

ignoring the fact that the 59-foot wide Tampa Expressway has only six-foot piers. They mention 

that most agencies on the Mainland use $100 to $200 per square foot to price elevated highways 

but since they had not talked to Figg Bridge they would not know that they quote slightly less 

" Anached as Appendix B. 
vAiro...inmokiltinalfic.coiniNEPAScopingp.eaai.inif  p. A-I 80 

Qic.L01.11.1.:F[cS R,Z110t 014301 p. 39. 
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than $100. Meanwhile they say that the State DOT uses 5400-5500 per square foot but gives no 

sensible explanation of why that should be. 

A project involving billions ordollars should he expected to receive reasonable due diligence on 

the part of the City Council's Task Force. To the contrary, there was little, ilany, performed. 

Accordingly, we suggested a consultation with the Tampa Expressway Authority and with PCL 

Construction Services, Inc., which had built both the Tampa Expressway and the Hawaii 

Convention Center, and maintained offices in both Tampa and Honolulu and would be familiar 

with the costs and construction difficulties in both cities. 

We also suggested they contact the Figg Bridge Company who had designed the Tampa 

Expressway incorporating its new low-cost construction methodology. One of the subcommittee 

members made a single, short phone call to the Tampa F.xpressway Authority; no one contacted 

PCL or Figg Bridge. 

Dr. Martin Stone, AICP, Director of Planning, Tampa-Elillsborough Expressway Authority, 

whose project won the International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association's 2007 Award for 

the Best Toll Operations Project in the World, told them that the City's cost estimate was too high 

but they obviously did not follow up with that. 

When one considers that Parsons Brinckerhoff maintains its national bridge practice in Tampa 

and actually designed a part of the Tampa Reversible Express Lanes project one would think that 

they should have been contacted also but it is our understanding that they were not. The 

Subcommittee report was made part of the Task Force Final Report

The Task Force Final Report makes it clear that there was inadequate study of the Managed Lane 

Alternative. 

"... the Alternatives Analysis should have presented variations on the Managed Lane 
Alternative that could make this alternative more atfi -active. Appendix 3 contains 
suggestions fin -fleshing out possible variants of the Managed Lane Aliernative." 48  

The Report's Appendix 3, "Suggestions for fitrther development of the Managed Lane 
Alternative," written by the former Chief Counsel of the USDOT's Volpe Center, David Glater, 

acting as the Transportation Analyst for the Task Force, concurs in finding an under-engineering 

of the Managed Lane Alternative by producing the list of suggested modifications attached as our 

Appendix B.' 9  From this it is obvious that Mr. Glater anticipated these modifications to be 

adopted in the Draft EIS process. 

The City and Parsons Brinckerhoff ignored these and all other the recommendations of the Task 

Force regarding the Managed Lane Alternative and omitted from the Draft EIS any mention of 

the Task Force, or its Final Report, or the highly relevant questions it posed.. 

We believe this cavalier attitude on the part of the City regarding due diligence violates the rule 

that, 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires the data and analyses in on EIS 
are commensurate with the importance of the impact.''' 

www.hoiloltilutralTir.com •kisklrorrcReno;:t.pdi 

" Task Force Final Report. p. 417 
www.honoltilkitraIll comrfaskForceRepratpill  pp. A-32 to A-33. Appendix _1 also ntacked as oar Appendix B 
40C1R 1502.1.5 
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Subsequent to the Alternatives Analysis process, a micro-simulation study undertaken by Dr. 

Prevedouros and his students concluded that, 

[The Managed Lone Alternative] would reduce H-I congestion by 35%, reducing drive 

times fi -om 4 to 22 minutes. An express has commuter would make the same trip in 12.7 
minutes. The greatest benefit of HOT lanes would accrue to those who never use thent .  
they would pay no added /axes or tolls yet would experience dramatically reduced 

congestion. >1 

g) Summary oldie case for reinstating the Managed Lane Alternative in the EIS:  

Methodology and scientific aCCIIMCy. Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact 

statements. They shall Eden* any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference 

bylbotnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the 

statement. An agency may place discussion of methodology in an appendix. 
(40CFR 1502.24) 5  

The Draft EIS and its accompanying technical memoranda offer no evidence that the City and 

Parsons Brinckerhoff ever undertook to "rigorously explore and objectively eva1uate" )3  the 

Managed Lane Alteniative as required by NEPA. 

Environmental impact statements shall be concise, clear, and to the poMl, and .shall be _ 

supported by evidence  that agencies have mock the necessary environmental analyses. 

(emphasis added) 

We ask that the FTA require the City re-assess the Managed Lane Alternative in a Supplementary 

Draft EIS using a less "client focused" and more independent consultant. Such an independent 

re-evaluation should perform the following: 

1. The requisite due diligence a project of this magnitude warrants. 

2. Have qualified cnst estimators reconcile and document in detail the difference between 

the City's Managed Lane Alternative cost projections and the actual costs of similar 

facilities in Florida and determine the reasons for the differences between them. 

3. Project the outcome of using three-lanes rather than two for all or part uf the facility. 

4. Project the outcome of distributing Koko-Head bound traffic by way or egress ramps in a 

manner similar to that shown in Professor Prevedouros' 1.11-ICS study. 

5. Project the outcome of following the suggestions made in Appendix 3 of the Task Force 

Report. 

If this is done the EIS will meet the requirements of this particular directive: 

During the draft EIS stage all reasonable alternatives, or the reasonable range of 

abernatives, should be considered and discussed at a comparable level of detail to avoid 

any indication of a bias towards a particular alternative(s)." 

• TrwrvrnAllipoy . .-11 'crow, Ives ..loolvvi.Orr thOgroring 	 bellivun I.r_rward dere rend 1 lam...defter noarlefd 

.1.hcro.wirkrolrair ror Siudir 	Study) Directed by Professor Panes D. Preveclotiros with the 1".:Articipation ‘3i .  Undergraduate and 

Graduate Students Specializing it Tiansporiation Studies. University of I iawaii. 2008. 
s! 	hi tp:(leriocket.:LCCe.s,:zpo.griv/cli .  2008J ulcp ' 	r40c ir 1.502.24 rxl t• 

40CFR 502.1 4 
54 
 40CFRI 500.2(h) 

ht 	%LAM C11 V 110 Ll 	S.2I ip 
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In addition the U.S. Secretary of Transportation has responsibilities under 49U5C5309(d)(3), 

... fin-  a major capital investment grant, the Secretaty shall analyze, evaluate, and 

consider 

(A) the results of the alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering for the proposed 

project; 

(B) the reliability of the forecasting methods used to estimate costs and utilization made 

by the recipient and the contractors to the recipient; 

The Alternatives Analysis was legally insufficient and without a reinstatement of the Managed 

Lanes Alternative and a more rigorous and scientific assessment of its benefits in a 

Supplementary Draft FAS, how can the Secretary possibly make a reasoned judgment? 

The importance to the people of Honolulu of thoroughly evaluating all reasonable alternatives as 

required by NEPA is that one or more of the alternatives may offer an opportunity at reasonable 

cost to provide mobility without needing to construct an elevated rail line along the Honolulu 

waterfront and through the center of town. 

(e) Use the NEPA process to identilY and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed 
actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the 

human environment, j6  

Virtually all of Hawaii's environmental organisations are opposed to elevated rail running 

through the core of the city of Honolulu with all the concomitant visual blight and noise 

disturbances that it brings. We need to avoid such an environmental disaster if at all possible. 

2. Use of the 2003 BRT Project 
With some fairly minor modifications the 2003 Bus/Rapid Transit Project, as fully described in 

the July 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement, )7  is a "reasonable alternative" that should 

have been considered in the current Draft EIS since with its projection of 313,000 daily linked 

trips, it was forecasting higher ridership than the current rail project for less than SI billion in 

capital costs. 53  

The State's objection at that time to the Regional segment of the Project appears to have 

evaporated since they have been recently considering changes to 1-1-1 similar to those 

contemplated in the 2003 FEIS. 

Objections to the In-Town segment could easily be mitigated by adoption of the King/Bcretania 

transit couplet described in Dr. Prevedouros' UHCS study. The In-town segment's time savings 

for the Downtown to Waikiki trip projected in the 2003 FE1S were inconsequential and should 

not affect the project's overall cost-effectiveness. 

3. The EZway Plan 
The basic goals of the EZWay plan are to provide: 

a) Substantial congestion relief largely caused at the H-I/H-2 and 1-1-1/Moanalua 

freeway merges by adding critical high occupancy capacity, 
b) Express bus mass transit primarily in the west Oahu to downtown corridor, 
c) Traffic relief at other major congestion spots in Honolulu; and, 

d) Express transit connections to the University of Hawaii at Manoa. 

liuLAvw,....nepa.gov/bui/regsir41  500.11 ni *I 500.2(e) 

latto:"Amw.h000halkitratlic.coinffeis 	files. Of 
littp:/(wv.rw.honolulutrailic.convrois. Lidl 11 	p. 34. 
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The EZWay plan extends the transit service requirement of rail by providing a wider 
coverage, combines strong elements of managed lanes without the use of tolls, and takes 
advantage of the extensive experience of running bus public transit on Oahu and the 
Regional BRT plan o12001-2003. The basic elements of the plan are outlined below and 
discussed in brief. 

The EZWay consists of: 

I. three elevated reversible lanes from the H- lal-2 merge to iwilei, with a priority 
BRT from downtown to the UH, 

2. express buses having exclusive use of freeway shoulders in order to travel at near 
free flow speeds from/to the EZWay, 

3. a downtown underpass for efficient downtown traffic distribution, and 
4. a new Attahi Street transit center for west Oahu bus passenger distribution to 

Kakaako, Ma Moana and Waikiki. 

(1) The EZWay structure is a fully managed expressway facility that can be described as three 

reversible elevated zipper lanes starting at the 1 -1-1/11-2 merge and terminating at Pier 16 

with off-ramps at Aloha Stadium/Pearl Harbor, Lagoon Drive and Wiliakamilo Street. The 

right lane is an exclusive bus lane throughout the length of the facility. At lwilei, one 

elevated lane goes to Hotel St. to connect with King/Beretania BR!' (University spur BRT). 

University BRT runs on priority lanes and with priority signaling along King and Beretania 

Streets. 

The EZWay will open with a minimum occupancy requirement of three people per vehicle. 

This requirement may be increased in the future to avoid congestion. No tolls will be 

collected. Automated steep tines applied to low occupancy violators. No trucks allowed at 

any time. Open to all emergency vehicles at all times. Open to green vehicles with greater 

than 35 mpg EPA highway fuel consumption. This threshold is also subject to change in 

order to maintain at least 50 mph speeds in peak periods. Therefore, usage on the EZWay is 

controlled macroscopically, by occupancy and fuel efficiency requirement, rather than 

microscopically by electronically incrementing tolls. 

(2) Kapolei and Ewa Beach Bus Rapid Transit (FotT) connectors to Waipahu: Hybrid or fuel 
cell buses will be allowed to use shoulders on on-ramps and a few elevated passages or 

priority lanes at intersections (queue jumpers) which allow them to get by chronically 

congested spots. Includes a Waipalm (Farrington Hwy.) on-ramp to/from the EZWay. 

Express buses from Waianae and Makakilo may use upgraded 11- I freeway shoulders to get 

to the EZWay quicker. The same priority treatment applies to express buses from Mililani 

and Wahiawa. 

(3) Ala Moana Blvd. Downtown Underpass (mini-tunnel) starting east of River Street and 

ending both at Alakea Street and Halekauwila Street. Same tunnel reverses in the PM period 

from Halekauwila Street and Bishop Street to Nimitz Hwy. contratlow lane onto the elevated 

zipper lanes. The underpass may continue to large new parking lot(s) cast of Punchbowl 

Street. As a result, a large portion of vehicular traffic may "disappear" from downtown by 

going from the EZWay, through the mini-tunnel directly into a parking structure, one block 

east of Punchbowl Street. 
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(4) New Ward Centers bus terminal on Auahi Street. Express buses that arrive from the EZWay 

stop at this terminal and either return to origin, or continue as regular bus to Ala Moanu 
Center. Contracted tour buses may be deployed at this terminal for direct worker distribution 

to Waikiki hotels. 
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Appendix A 
Ours and the City's projected costs for the Managed Lanes Alternative versus the 
Tampa Expressway and the H-3 Freeway — in millions of dollars. 

  

Tampa Expressway 

 

 

Cost index 

2001 	144.8 	$320.0 original cost 

2006 	221.3 	$489.1 inflated using construction cost index 

+32% 	 $645.6 to allow for Florida/Hawaii cost change 

length 	 14.0 Miles 

$46.1 Cost per mile 

Lanes 	 2.4 

$19.2 Cost per lane/mile based on 2 lanes  

    

  

H-3 Freeway 

 

 

Year 	Cost Index 	Real cost 

1991 	1 07 .5 	$1.300 Original Cost 

2006 	221,3 	$2,676 Allowing for Construction inflation 

Length 	 16.1 	Miles 
$166 Cost per mile 

Lanes 	 4 

$42 Cost per lane mile 

    

  

City s Managed Lane Alternative projected cost 

 

   

 

Year 	 Real cost 

2006 	 $2,572 
Length 	 16 	miles 

$161 Cost per mile 

Canes 	 2 

$80 Cost per lane mile 

 

    

 

Honolulutraffic.com  Managed Lane Alternative projected cost 

 

Year 	 Real cost 

2006 	 $900 
Length 	 12 	miles 

 

 

$75 Cost per mile 

Lanes 
	

2 

$38 Cost per lane rrile 

 

Adjusted cost per lane-mile 

Facility $millions 

Tampa Expressway $19.2 

H-3 Freeway $42.0 
Our MLA estimate $38.0 
City's MLA  $80.0 

All construction cost inflation is corrected using the PRICE TRENDS FOR 
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTiON available at: 
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Appendix B 

TRANSIT ADVISORY TASK FORCE 
do Honolulu City Council 

530 5. King Street, Room 202 
Honolulu, HI 96819 

Phone: (808)523-4139 

Appendix 3 

Suggestions for further development of the Managed Lane Alternative. 

• The Alternatives Analysis' description of the characteristics of the Managed Lane 
Alternative should provide more complete information as to mass transit 
operations utilizing this facility. The Alternatives Analysis States that new 
express and other bus transit routes would be developed for operation on the 
Managed Lane facility. (p. 2-4) A fuller development and presentation of the 
transit services that would accompany the Managed Lane Alternative would be 
helpful (e.g., routes, new/existing stations). There is no description in the 
Alternatives Analysis of any proposed supportive operational practices off oldie 
Managed Lane facility that would complement the facility's use as a transit 
guideway, e.g., transit stations connected to park-and-ride facilities, reserved 
lanes for transit vehicles on existing streets, traffic signal priority for transit 
vehicles. 

• In its discussion of travel time benefits of the Managed Lane options, the 
Alternatives Analysis projects that traffic congestion at both the H-I Freeway 
access to the Managed Lane facility and at the Nimitz Highway exit at Pacific 
Street will negate travel time benefits gained from travel on the Managed Lane 
facility itself. The Analysis should explore how traffic congestion at these points 
could be alleviated (at least for mass transit vehicles) in order to enhance the 
overall performance of this Alternative as a transit guideway. 

• The description of the Managed Lane Alternative in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives 
Analysis states "The H-1 zipper lane would be maintained in the Two-direction 
Option but discontinued in the Reversible Option." (p. 2-4). However, no 
explanation is provided as to why the zipper lane would not be continued in the 
Reversible Option. The Managed Lane Reversible Option's addition of two Koko 
Head-bound elevated lanes for the morning commute appears to result in a net 
increase of only one lane if the inbound zipper lane were removed. 

• The foldout photographic plans presenting the Managed Lane Alternative 
(Alternatives Analysis, Figures 2 - I and 2 -2) do not clearly depict the ramp lanes 
necessary to access the Managed Lane facility from Interstate Highways If-I and 
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H-2 in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible Option, or the ramp 
lanes necessary to exit from the facility to these Interstate Highways. 

• These plans show an approximately one-mile long "facility" in the vicinity of 
Kaonohi Street (Figure 2 ..1), and another in the vicinity of Radford Drive (Figure 
2 ..2), however no description of these facilities is provided. In discussions with 
DI'S Administration staff, these facilities have been identified as transit stations 
with attendant deceleration and acceleration lanes. Assuming this to be the case, it 
would be helpful to see the proposed location(s) of park-and-ride facilities 
planned near these stations, comparable to the information presented in Table 3 - 
5, with respect to the Fixed Guideway Alternative. It is not apparent whether the 
stations would operate in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible 
Option. What are the cost implications of adding access/exit ramps for transit 
vehicles instead of building elevated transit stations? 

• Figure 2 _2 shows a small section of the Managed Lane facility approximately 
2000 feet Koko Head of the end of the facility at Nirnitz Elighway/Paci fie Street. 
This component o f the Managed Lane facility is not explained. Is it an elevated 
structure or at-grade? Which Managed Lane users would be allowed to access it? 

• Figure 2 -1 shows two ramps in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium. It is not clear 
whether these ramps would be available in both the Two-direction Option and the 
Reversible Option, or whether these ramps would be available to other than transit 
vehicles (e.g., to vans, three-person and two-person automobiles, and/or single-
occupant automobiles paying tolls). 

See also Financing Committee's report discussing changes in permitted access to the 
Managed Lane facility that might make the facility eligible for New Starts and/or 
GET 1/2% surcharge funds. 
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HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  
OFFERING COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFErG CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part H — Insufficient consideration of elevated rail impacts 

Use oil practicable means, consistent with the requirements of /he Act and other essential 
considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the quality of the human 
environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the 
quality (Oho human environment. 40CFRI500.2. 1  

At the heart of this issue is that of the environmental harm ufan elevated rail transit line thirty 

feet wide at an average of 35 feet elevation accommodating trains every I 1/2 minutes (three 

minute intervals in both directions) during the peak commuting time and three minutes at other 

times traversing the entire center of urban Honolulu including the waterfront. 

The effect of elevated rail on the built environment has not been adequately addressed in the 

Draft EIS. The following requirement that there be discussions about the built environment is not 

fully addressed. 

Urban quality ... and the design of the built environment including the reuse and 
conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation measures. 

Many environmental organizations have gone on record as being opposed to such an elevated 

structure. The following are some quotes from their recent statements on elevated rail: 

Outdoor Circle: The lack of specific descriptions of how to overcome the visual Iniseq 
that will be heaped upon the O'altu landscape leaves our organization with little 
confidence that damages to the visual environment can or will be mitigated as the project 
moves forward ... Of equal concern to The Outdoor Circle is the pending fate of literally 
hundreds of street trees. Honolulu has fostered a worldwide image of being a city fill of 
beautifid trees. It's an important part of Honolulu Is appeal to both residents and visitors 
... The Outdoor Circle believes the City has deceived the public about the visual impacts 
the project will have on our communities and our quality of life. 

Historic Hawaii Foundation: The proposed Honolulu hunsit Corridor project will have 
a dramatic impact on the landscape oldie island of O'aint; this includes not only the 
direct impact to specific parcels, but primarily the visual effect on the landscape and 
historic resources. HHF is concerned that the Draft EIS does not accurately take into 
account these larger impacts, but rather focuses on those adverse effects caused by the 
direct raking of land. 

Hawaii's Thousand Friends: Elevated fixed rail routes will negatively impact the 
established landscape of Honolulu and significant view planes makai to mauka ...The rail 
line will be the ugly and block views with concrete rail beds 30-feet wide .supported by 
pillars that are 35-40 feet high and six feet in diameter spaced at 150 fret intervals. 

Hawaii Architects position: ... the proposed elevated rail structure will block mazika and 
n7akai view corridors particularly along Nun its Highway through historic Chinatown and 
Downtown ... Elevated rail stations and structures along the waterfront will make a poor 
situation worse by introducing an additional physical and visual barrier ... We are 
concerned that the areas below elevated rail structures and stations will become 

41500.2(0 Sot: also 49 USC 5301(0 and 42 USC 44521 
400031502.16(g) 

  

    

3105 Pacific Ht s Rd Honolulu HI 96813 •1.. ph808.285.7799 •:• email nfo@honoidutraffic.com  
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blighted, "nuisance" environtnents and that the lack of natural public sigh/lines into 
stations will diminish safety and security for passengers wailing on platfOrms. The 

proposed elevated platforms and concourses will also impede convenient access fbr both 
able-bodied and disabled users. 

We believe that elevated rail violates the Oahu General Plan, which states, in part, we must, 

Protect Oahu's scenic views, especially those seen from highly developed and heavily 

traveled areas & Locate roads, highways, and other public facilities and utilities in areas 

where they will least abstract important views of Me mountains and the sea. 3  

We believe there has been inadequate consideration of the detrimental effects of elevated rail. 

What has happened in other communities that once had an El, such as New York's 3' 1  Avenue 

El? What are the detrimental impacts of the elevated sections of Miami's Metrorail and San 

Juan's Trcn Urbano? What happened in San Francisco when they removed the Embarcadero 

Freeway segment? 4  

It should be noted that the Managed Lanes Alternative and the other suggestions for alternatives, 

the 2003 Busaapid Transit proposal, and the EZWay plan, do not propose any elevated 

structures through the urban core or in residential areas or along the waterfront. We believe that 

had these other alternatives been objectively studied as required by NEPA that one of them would 

have been the "environmentally preferable alternative." 

The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the 

national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's Section 101. Ordinarily, this 

means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment; if also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, cultural, and natural resources. 5  

As was also commented on by the Corps of Engineers: 

... the overall project purpose is used for evaluating practicable alternatives under the 
Guidelines, which require that if the overall purpose of a project is practicably met 

through several alternatives, the Corps can only authorize the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative. 

City renderings misrepresent reality 
We asked a professional commercial artist with experience in streetscape renderings to comment 

on those renderings shown in the Draft EIS on pages 4-65 through 4-84. Following are their 

comments: 

In nearly every rendering, the cast shadows have been &emphasized, making the project 

appear much less impact/al. They show shadows, but do not show the correct size and 
extension to match the existing shadow reach (shown by other objects in the photo), or 

especially darkness. This has a significant psychological effect, and they use it to the 
extreme. 

The shadows on the S MC/ UreS themselves have also been &emphasized to give the 
appearance of blending into the scene, which is also a distortion. They make extensive 

3 	
Oahu General Plan, III, Objective B, policies 2 & 3. lki : ...p .,!..,..honolailurlpp.onvplanninetieneralrla5/GP3.pdi 

NEFA implementing regulations provide ih1Il "I eInVironmental impaci statements shall he CUI14:INC, 	alld to the point, and 
shall be xelpportud by evidence [her agencies have ]nadc the necessary environmental .,tnalyses" (40 C.F.R. I 500.2(h)) [emphasis 
supplied I. 
Council oil Envmanmental Quatily's 40 Questions and Answers..Im: Aeci.hss.doe. ,205'1)epairegs.'10.1  I -10.11 . 17'h...1 11(a) 
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use of a 'white concrete appearance. Is that a correct material they will use? Even if so, 
the shadows will be significantly more prominent. 

Their choice of view locations/angles is carefidly done, of course. 

The width of the guideway and its vertical thickness are smaller than what the actual 
plans call for, Mai?y of the support columns are quite obviously slimmer than they should 
be. 

They are showing support columns on thin grassy strips of median with virtually no 

'buffer' between the median curb and the pillar itself That is not legal. 

One of the Dillingham shots (DEIS, fig 4-27) .thaws a pillar resting directly in the right 
turn lane. Pm thinking that may be a no-no. 

These also do no/properly indicate the foliage that will be removed. 

The Dillingham shot similar to our rendering talks about trees 'softening' the visual 
impact, but they don't mention the trees that will be removed on the Mauka side of the 
street. The angle they use disguises if. The Fort Street Mall shot is a joke. They 

positioned the shot to put as many trees as possible in the view line. 

The photos and renderings on the following pages illustrate our concern with the impacts of 

elevated rail along the waterfront and through the center of Honolulu: 
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Our artist carefully calculated the appropriate support column and rail bed widths and added the 

barriers necessary to protect the support piers. The City's version is below and the differences are 

obvious; the dimensions are smaller and the structure appears less intrusive. On all City 

renderings (Draft EIS pp. 4-65 to 4-84), the enviromnental impacts are deliberately minimized. 

Figure 4 -28 Viwpolat 12— DiJIlirghain Boulevard near Honolulu (=mull ltgollege and Kapalaina StatIon Area, 
looking 'Ewa 
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Our artist's rendering of the Varsity Station on University Avenue looking mauka. 

Our artists rendering of the sound mitigation panels to be used along Dillingham Blvd. 
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The City's renderings fail to convey overhead rail's effects on light. 

The Aloha Tower station from the City's video of it available on their website. 

AR00002042 



Honolulutraffic.com  Draft EIS Comments — Part II Page 7 

 

Photo of straddle bent supports tinder a New York highway. Notice that in the City 
rendering below how the sheer ugliness of straddle bent supports is minimized. 

Figure 446 Vlewpollit 20—Mother Waldron Paik near Haleka ow ila Street/Cooke Street intersection, looklmg Ewa 
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OrFERNG cosT-EfrEcTivE SOLUTIONS To TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part III — The Locally Preferred Alternative must be studied in the EIS 

Proposals or pal -is of proposals which are re/cited to each other closely enough to be, in 

effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in a single impact statement.' 

A pmblem of "segmentation" may also occur where a transportation need extends 
throughout an entire corridor but environmental issues and transportation need are 

inappropriately discussed for only a segment of the corridor 2  

As stated in Bill 79 (2006) 3  and Ordinance 07-001: 

The locally preferred alternative fin. the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project shall be a fixed guideway system between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii 

at Manoa ... with the Waikiki branch ... The city administration is authorized to proceed 

with preparation of an environmental impact statement for the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) 

Resolution 07-039 defines a shortened minimum operable segment between East Kapolei at the 
University of Hawaii-West Oahu, near the future Kroc Center, and Ala Moana Center. 

The second and last Scoping Report, p. 5-3, states clearly that: 

Both UN M&noa and Waikiki service are included in fixed guideway alternatives that 
will be evaluated in the EIS. 

However in the Draft EIS, the detailed environmental analysis and documentation applies only to 
the core 20-mile alignment between East Kapolei and Ala Moans Center. The additions from East 
Kapolei to West Kapolei and from Ala Moana Center to UH M5r3oa and to Waikiki are described 
as "future planned extensions." 

The Locally Preferred Alternative should be examined in the EIS in its entirety as was intended 
by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council. The three "planned extensions" 
should not have been segmented from the Locally Preferred Alternative in this Draft EIS. 

As the Corps of Engineers commented tbr the second Scoping Report, A-I0, 

The Corps believes the environmental consequences resulting from construction of the 
"Minimal Operable Segment" and all planned extensions must be considered in the 

project-level EIS, particularly if the Project [meaning the LPA1 benefits, ',Molly or 

partially, are derived from one or more of these future extensions and station locations. 4  

We believe that segmentation of what was formerly the Locally Preferred Alternative into a 
newly designated "Project" (formerly the Minimum Operable Segment and later the First Project) 
and "planned extensions" was surreptitiously undertaken to avoid the following FTA 

... the Federal 'undertaking' in a Fully Funded Grant Agreement (FFGA) will no longer 

be segmented into Project and Local Activities. All activities related to a Federal 
undertaking will be identified as the Federal Project. The Federal funds will be 
distributed among all the activities in the project at a level funding ratio equal to the 

, I0CFR/502.4[afl 
htm 

i1tip:..Avvo,v.lionoltantraffic.co111.l -Ii1179Finald.xle 
Corps of Engineers comments, Second Scoping, App. A-I, p. A-6, at: www.:IonolnIntralTic.eoin/NHPAScoingRenort.pc11 -  

3105 Pacific lits Rd Honolulu HI 96813 	phi -808.285.7799 0: email info@honolulutraffic.com  
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percentage of Federal financial participation in the entire project. Thus, all the elements 
and activities ojihe project, as described in the FFGA will be litnded, in part, with 

Federal fimd.s.; and, the requirements attached In the use of Federal Ands will apply to 

each such task, unless otherwise exempted as provided in the applicable laws, 

regulations and policies.' 

Not segmenting the original Locally Preferred Alternative would mean that the City would get far 

less federal funds for the Minimum Operable Segment and make the MOS even more financially 

untenable than it is already (sec Discussion of Finances). 

The lack of any credible rationale in the Draft EIS for the City's segmentation of the "planned 

extensions" from the I,PA intimates that the segmentation was done to facilitate funding and 

acceptance of the Draft EIS since cost and environment issues for the extensions to UH Manoa 

and Waikiki arc proportionally greater than for the Minimum Operable Segment. 

These combined segments of the project are intended to provide approximately 30 miles of 

unified rail transit line. The cost and environmental impacts of the integrated project will be 

significantly greater than the isolated Minimum Operable Segment or "Project" that is specified. 

The IJEt Manoa and Waikiki extensions will traverse the core urban center of Honolulu creating 

significant cumulative environmental impacts including prolonged lifestyle disruption due to 

construction difficulties, excavation of culturally sensitive areas, severe noise impacts through 

close-quartered residential neighborhoods resulting in great emotional distress, impossible to 

mitigate visual impacts, and negative impacts on property values within close proximity to the 

rail tine. 

When several foreseeable similar projects in u geographic region have a cumulative 

impact, they should be evaluated in a single EIS. 

Like the two sections of the Winston-Salem beltline at issue in North Carolina Alliance, the three 

remaining sections of the Locally Prefen -ed Alternative, 

... constitute coma/alive actions, and therefore should [be] considered in the same 
environmental impact slalement: 

The de fniniMUS discussion of cumulative impacts of the planned extensions in the Draft EIS do 

not justify segmentation of the Locally Preferred Alternative under NEPA. This segmentation has 

occurred because of funding considerations and the arguments found in the Draft EIS are merely 

post-hoc rationalizations for this funding-driven violation of the law. 

The Draft EIS violates both NEPA and the VIA regulations because it fails to consider the fully 

detailed cumulative actions of the Minimum Operable Segment and the "planned extensions" in a 

single Environmental Impact Statement, because these sections were segmented due to funding 

considerations rather than the NEPA criteria. 

The Draft EIS, p. 2-41, states that, 

The Ala Mouna Center and Convention Center Stations would be transfer points between 
the 	Manna and Waikiki branch lines. 

This raises innumerable question about how this would all work and what would be the impacts. 

For example, the engineering drawings'' show that the planned extension to UH would entail 

i1pirhinipocz.,1m0 i -cmcilt1rimrtru.1);;; Irma tic in 	6105.hith  

Resources, Ltd. v. Robertson, 33 F.3d /300, 1306 (9th Cir. 1993), quoted in North Carolina Alliance for Transpoontion Reform v. 
Depi. olTransporEation, 51 F. Stipp. Zd 661, 685 (ivt.D.N.C. 2001). 

151 V.Supp. 2d at 684. 
Drart EIS, Appehdix A, Sheet RP024. 

AR00002045 



fionolultitraffic.com  Dra11 EIS Comments 
	

Part Ill 	 Page 3 

adding a branch line in the vicinity of the junction of Queen and Waimanu Streets. This would 
likely near double the width of the rail bed. The drawings also show that these two rail lines cross 
over one another at Piikoi and Kona Streets with one line continuing at the 35 feet level and the 
one above at 65 feet. - ibis may be an even greater eyesore than was in the original plan. 

how are the two Ala Moana stations going to work? And how are the promised three minute 
headways to he maintained with these future extensions. 

Further, if Ala Moana Center and the Convention Center are transfer points to Waikiki and Uff 
Manoa, how will that work environmentally? if LAI Manoa and Waikiki are also to have service 
every three minutes, how is that going to work with three separate lines — Ala Moana only line, 
UH Mani:pa line and Waikiki line — in operation? 

Is the lower Ala Moana Station to be torn down and replaced by the originally contemplated 
higher one? Or is it that the structures at Ala Moana Center present insurmountable engineering 
difficulties and that the City has no plan to ever build beyond Ala Moana Center? 

Or is it that the "planned extensions" could not possibly pass the FTA's cost-effectiveness test? It 
is obvious that the "planned extensions," which would require a separate EIS, r)  would not come 
close to meeting the cost-effectiveness requirements. 

In another significant omission, the Draft EIS does not give total transit boarding or trip data for 
the various rail alternatives, only Fixed Guideway Boardings. m  However, according to the 
Alternatives Analysis the greatest transit ridership generated of all the rail alternatives is 294,100 
versus 281,900 for the 20.7 mile MOS. That is a mere 4.5 percent increase in ridership requiring a 
25 percent increase in capital costs, again according to the Alternatives Analysis. 

Frankly, failing a coherent plan that addresses these issues, we are presently inclined to believe 
that Ala Moana Center is the final terminus and there may well be no real intent to build the 
"planned extensions." 

Had the City Council and the public been aware of this segmentation at the time of the 
Alternatives Analysis and Scoping, the public responses may well have been very different. For 
example, the Managed Lane Alternative would have been considered more useful if there was to 
be no direct rail connection to UH Manoa. 

In addition, the Minimum Operable Segment will have almost no impact on residential property 
in the dense urban areas whereas the planned extensions to UH Manoa and Waikiki will have 
significant adverse impacts on high rise condominiums, hotels, and family dwellings. 

For all these reasons the Locally Preferred Alternative should be examined in the EIS in its 
entirety as was intended by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council and as 
required by law. 

Draft HS, 2-41. 
Dal EIS, Table 3-28. 

AR00002046 



HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  
OFFERING COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part IV — First Project, Phase I, is an illegal segmentation. 

Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before making 

a final decision. 40CFR1502.2[1]. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative is a major federal action. To have the First Project, Phase I, 
East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands, under construction before such time as the City is granted a Full 
Funding Grant Agreement, or even a Record of Decision, or being given a Letter of No 
Prejudice' clearly violates federal regulations on evaluating environmental impacts (23 CFR 
771.111(t)), which require that: 

In order to ensure meaning/ill evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to 
transportation improvements be/ore they are fully evaluated, the action evaluated in each 

environmental impact statement (EIS) or finding of no significant impact (FONSI) shall: 

Connect log iccil termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a 

broad scope; 

Have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a reasonable 

expenditure even if no additional trumportation improvements in the area are made; and 

Not restrict consideration of alternatives fir other reasonably jbreseeable transportation 
improvements. 

To build Phase l prior to receipt ()Fa Letter oC No Prejudice would violate the regulations. 
Connecting East Kupolei to Pearl highlands where the first three of the six stations are in open 
fields 2  is not exactly connecting "logical termini" especially as the Kapolei terminus and the next 
two stations are in open fields, and where for the last half of its six-mile length is in an area of 
low population density:' 

While the Phase I costs, ridership and cost-effectiveness are not detailed in the Draft EN, it is 
obvious that it cannot possibly have "independent utility or independent significance." 

For these reasons, the construction of Phase l would be an illegal segmentation. 
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OFFERING COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6,2009 

Part V — Unjustifiable forecasts: 

1. Ridership forecasts 

The No-Build forecast is irrational and it stems from the fact that proponents refuse to recognize 

that transit continues to lose market share to the automobile and has been doing so for as long as 

the Census has been collecting commuting data. 

We can also measure the decline by using total urban transit boardings and divide it by urban 

populations — a number that used to be known as the riding habit 

Transit boardings per capita or urban population peaked in 1917 at 289 boardings annually. It 

declined slowly to 276 by 1926 then dropped precipitously during the Depression to 176 by 1940. 

It increased during World War II and 

then dropped back down to the 

earlier level at the end of the war and 

then declined steadily to 49 in 1970. 

Since then it has dropped to today's 

level of L12. 

While the decline continues on it is 

at a much slower rate. And that is 

because of the subsidies. 

In 1960 transit companies were, for 

the most part, profitable tax-paying 

160  privately-operated businesses. In the 

1970's began the massive subsidies 

for transit from local, state and 

federal governments — some S260 

billion just in the last ten years. It has 

slowed the decline in transit's market 

share but it has not stopped it. 

Honolulu has followed the national 

trend. Our ridership is slowly 

declining over time as can be seen 

from the chart below using the City's 

ridership data.' But while the 

ridership is declining despite 

increased population and providing higher service levels to the public, the City and Parsons 

Brinckerhoff continue to forecast increases for the No-Build alternative, which is what happens if 

we do little more than we are doing now and have done for the last thirty years. 

The chart shows the last three forecasts made by Parsons Brinckerhoff for the No-Build option 

for the 1992 rail project, the 2003 forecast of No-Build for the BRT program and now the No-

Build forecast for this Draft HIS. 

The importance of the Nu-Build forecast is that the rail transit forecast uses the same computer 

forecasting model. Thus, if the No-Build is optimistic, so are all the forecasts that use the same 

model, such as the rail transit forecast. 

.................................. "rabic I 8.25 
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U.S. Department of Energy - Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 

Vehicle Techilologies Program 

Fact #221: June 11,2002 
Transit Rail Energy intensity Varies By System 
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Take a hard look at the above chart. Remember that during this period Oahu has had two periods 

of incredible fuel cost spikes and declines. We have had periods of great prosperity in the 1980s 

and late 1990s to 2007 and economic hardship in the early 1990s. We have had population 

growth and a period of slight population decline. And while we had a general slight decline in bus 

ridership it was a considerable decline relative to population growth. 

The historical data strongly suggests that we will get more ol' the same unless major changes were 

to occur. 

Since the last two forecasting models have been drastically wrong on Honolulu ridership and 

since there have been dramatic shortfalls in ridership projections for virtually all new U.S. rail 

transit systems, 3  the public should be wary of the ridership forecasts for the Project and consider 

the impacts or lower (and higher) ridership on their future taxes. 

The last rapid transit line to open in the U.S. was Puerto Rico's Tren Urban° line which only 

achieves 40 percent of its FTA approved ridership projections. 

2. Projected energy savings have not been carefully examined. 
The U.S. Dept. of Energy has 

measured the energy use of rail 

by system and finds the 

following: 

'Becauseof the inherent 

differences.  in the nature of 

services, routes available, and 

many additional factors, the 

energy intensity of transit rail 
Systems can vary substantially 

among systems. The charts [see 

here and Appendix C] show 

that for 2000, light rail systems 

varied fi -oin 1,600 Btu per 

passenger-mile to over 8,000 
Bur per passenger-mile; energy 

intensitylbr heavy rail systems 

ranged from 2,200 to 6,200 Btu 

per passenger-mile, "3  

The average energy use of 

automobiles is 3,400 Btus per 

passenger mile according to the 

U.S. Dept. of Energy . 4  Thus, 

many rail lines consume more energy per passenger mile than does the average automnbile with a 

typical 	oceupants. 5  

Undoubtedly, a full train uses less energy per passenger than a single-occupant vehicle; however, 

trains are rarely full in both directions except in extremely highly populated metropolitan cities. 

See page 5. 

tract 1122 I : .11111e [ 7, 2002 Tranmt Rail Ellen!).  Inicasity Varies 101 Sys Lair 

Source: 2007 1)00 Energy Data Book..rahle 2.13. At: ImI3' , Eda.tito1 .Day'dilialieak27 E(lition27 Chapiel .02.pur 

Load factor used was I. occupants for automobiles and 1.72 occupants for light trucks and KIVs. 

Source: Ill L 1 - Ut 0011 ..gavAiiem'icill.)27/Ediii0027 Appel Id I X_ .A.11(lir 
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Where the confusion arises is that rail proponents unjustly tout the weighted average of rail transit 

energy use. This average is dominated by the energy efficient New York subways, which carry 57 

percent of the nation's rail transit traffic and masks the relative energy inefficiency of most other 
rail lines. 

But Honolulu is not going to usc the ultra heavy rail equipment, such as New York's, because it 

does not have the population size to support such equipment. 

In addition, autos travel directly from their point of origin to their destination, and therefore, the 

total miles travelled are much less than by transit – and thus more energy efficient, 

With the continued growth of hybrid cars and buses we may expect their energy efficiency to 

continue to significantly improve up to the horizon year of 2030 while rail transit projections are 

not forecasting savings. 

Construction energy use:  

Another form of energy use is that used for its construction. The following is an excerpt from the 

Congressional Budget Office testimony given by its Director, Alice Rivlin, before the 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Committee on the Environment and Public Works, United 

States Senate on October 5, 1977. 

"In particular, new heavy rail systems appear much less energy-efficiem than new bus 
services, when the energy needed to build roadways and track, the energy needed to 

manufacture and maintain vehicles, the energy used to heat and light stations, the energy 

required to drive to stations, and the directness of alternative modes of travel are taken 
into consideration. The principal reason for this is that the limited route mileage of rail 

systems necessitates a high degree of auto travel to ant/from stations, resulting in 

overall, door-to-door travel patterns that are less energy-efficient than rail travel by 
itself " 

In short, we believe it will be very difficult for the City to show scientifically and "in an accurate, 

clear, complete, and unbiased manner" 6  that the proposed rail line is more energy efficient than 

the average automobile. 

The Draft EIS shows: 

Daily operating energy for Airport Alternative: 	1,224 million btu/day 

Construction energy lot Airport Alternative: 	 7,480,000 million btu 

This means construction energy would be 20 years worth of daily energy usage. If we allow a 50 

year life for the train and spread the construction energy use over its life then we need to increase 

the daily usage by 40 percent to get a better picture of energy use. 

The construction energy issue together with the shorter distance covered by the automobile makes 

it almost impossible for even a highly energy-efficient rail line to be more energy efficient than 

the regular automobile and this should be made clear to the public. 

3. The Draft EIS financial plan is unduly optimistic 
The City's recently released financial plan shows us that rail is to be funded primarily by the 

1/2 percent General Excise fax surcharge amounting to $4.1 billion and the federal government 

with $1.4 billion for a total of $5.5 billion. 

The Airport Alternative capital plan shows federal New Starts funding of SE4 billion and this is 

much higher than what has been discussed heretofore. 

4 	OMB Guidelines Ebr ensuring the integrity of information. http..lw 	h ou be.govAnnb: fed re..'re rod tit: 
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What is not discussed is that the additional operating subsidy for rail is not accounted for in the 
cash flow plan but will be paid for with the General and Highway Funds, which is to say, by 
property taxes. This subsidy grows 34 percent over inflation through 2030 and the total operating 
subsidy amounts to $5.4 billion during this time. 

In addition, even if this highly optimistic financial plan is met, not only would we have 
$5.1 billion to meet out of property taxes (either increases or foregone reductions) but we will 
also have over $500 million more in Genera! Obligation bonds than at present. 

The City plan shows the GE tax surcharge revenues growing at 5.4 percent compounded annually 
for 2008-2022 even though that is much faster than the 4.5 percent that it grew during 1992-2005. 

The table below consists of the city's forecast taken directly from their 

Cash Flow Tables associated with the Drat' EIS. Calculations of City 

collections of the Y2% GE tax increase 

Fiscal year Our calculation City forecast $ diff. 

Mills. $'s % change Mills. $'s I % change Mills. $'s 

2007 $48 Actual $13 N/A $35 

2008 $169 Actual $161 N/A $8 

2009 $173 2.5% 	$188 16.8% -$15 

2010 $167 -3.5% 	$198 5.3% -$31 

2011 $169 1.3% 	$207 4.5% -$38 

2012 $174 3.0% 	$214 3.4% -$40 

2013 $180 3.1% 	$228 6.5% -$48 

2014 $190 5.9% 	$242 6.1% -$52 

2015 $203 6.6% 	$253 4.5% -$50 

2016 $215 5.7% 	$265 4.7% -$50 

2017 $222 3.4% $274 3.4% -$52 

2018 $231 4.0% $285 4.0% -$54 

2019 $243 5.3% $300 5.3% -$57 

2020 $250 3.0% $309 3.0% -$59 

2021 $260 3.9% $321 3.9% -$61 

2022 $273 5.0% $337 5.0% -$64 

2023 $143 5.0% $261 N/A -$118 

Total $3,312 $4,056 -$744 

Our calculation uses actual collectionsiiven by the City's Department of Budget and Fiscal 
Services for fiscal years 2007 and 2008 , the projection of percentage increases and decreases in 
OF. tax collections by the State Council on Revenues 2009 - 20l5 , and the City's projection of 
annual percentage increases in GE tax revenues for 2016 through 2023 as calculated from their 
Cash Flow Tables. 9  

The net result is a S744 million shortfall from what the City is projecting. It shows that the City is 
going currently into deficit and when the economy turns positive the City never catches up. 

7 	httplihawai i.govilax/rnonthly/2008 fyr1.pdl -  The gross revenues arc shown before Hie %IC !lakes its ten percent share. 
8 ESTIMATES OF GENERAL FUND -FAX REVFNUE: FY 2009u FY 2015 it 

1Ittp://www.state.lii.eisitaNkur/2009g1D1_ .with01 I 2 . [Zpi2Gov.pdi page ,1 of R. 
'filify:/www.lionolo Huai 1K ...corn/Cash P low rziblo„..;  
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4. Risk assessment understated 
The risks that Honolulu taxpayers are taking that are possible, and more likely probable, from 

inaccurate forecasting are poorly and insufficiently addressed. 

The federal government has published two formal studies comparing predicted with actual 

impacts of New Starts projects. In another omission these are not so much as mentioned or 

referenced in the Draft EIS. 

The financial risk assessment is superficial in that it describes events that could affect the 

financial performance of the Project, but does not address the consequences. For example, the 

Draft EIS discusses factors that could affect Project capital costs and funding, and Project 

operating costs and revenues, but it does not elaborate (or even mention) the consequences of any 

shortfall in capital of operating cash flow. 

A significant capital shortfall could result in stoppage of the Project at an intermediate stage, 

and/or delay in completion of any or all of the extensions or be made up by incurring further debt. 

A significant shortfall in cash flow could result in deferral of other City projects or programs, or 

would have to be made up by City subsidies, which are primarily funding by property taxes. 

At a minimum, the risk assessment should include such items as: 

• How any additional borrowing will be paid for. 

• A sensitivity analysis of Project negative cash flows (capital or operations) on property 

taxes. 

• A detailed analysis of projects that would have to be delayed (including this one) based 

on insufficient capital. 

• Identification of environmental projects that would be affected (sewage plant upgrades, 

collection system upgrades, sewer maintenance). 

• Identification of quality-of-life issues (road maintenance and repairs, park maintenance 

and other city services). 

The EIS needs to explain "in plain language" the financial risks taxpayers will be taking with the 

City's rail transit proposal. 

This is particularly important for Honolulu since, on a per capita basis, the 54.5 billion in 2008 

dollars (or 55.4 billion in year or expenditure dollars) projected cost would make it by far the 

Rail transit costs per capita of copulation °  

M SA 
Cost in 
millions 
2006$s 

Metro area 
population 

(thous.) 

Cost 
per 

capita 

Dallas $1,067 5,222 $204 

Denver $358 2,582 $139 

Portland $1,643 2,265 $725 

Sacramento $307 1,797 $171 

Salt Lake City $376 1,334 $282 

St. Louis $464 2,604 $178 

Pittsburgh $1,051 2,571 $409 
Honolulu $4,200 920 $4,565 

most expensive rail lines on a per capita 

basis ever built in the U.S, even allowing 

for inflation and without cost overruns. 

To make a sensible assessment of the 

financial risks of the project, policy 

makers need to review the experiences of 

other metro areas that have built rail lines 

with actual versus projected capital and 

operating costs and ridership. The use of 

comparable projects is widespread in 

business planning and certainly in real 

estate. It should be an FTA requirement 

that transit agencies include eumparable 

data in their EISs. 

I " The i.lata in the table is not completely reliable but dc.c. approximatc the relative. [NA -  capna 
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Until recently the only official U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) comparisons of 

other metro areas capital cost projections and ridership versus actual outcomes, was the 1990 

Pickrell Report' I  which focused "upon the accuracy of projections that were available to local 

decision-makers at the time the choice among alternative transit improvement projects was 

actually made" (original emphasis). This is usually the time when the Locally Preferred 

Alternative is selected. 

This report showed cost overruns for the eight rail projects studied as averaging 42.8 percent. 

Importantly, they revealed a wide error range from the best, the original Pittsburgh light rail line, 

at 11 percent under projection, to the worst, at 83 percent over. 

The second study, FTA's Predicted and Actual Impacts of New Starts Projects 	released last 
year and also compares projected costs at the Alternatives Analysis/Draft BIS and FEIS stages 

with actual costs. The average cost overrun in this study was 40.2 percent, 

Many agencies use cost forecasts that were made much later in the process, some just before the 

opening of the line, long after the primary decisions had been made. These tend to show much 

higher projected costs and therefore show a greater likelihood of coming in "under budget." 

Furthermore, in reviewing the two studies we find little consistency in the percentage overruns. 

While the averages are around 40 percent over, they vary from 28 percent under projection to 186 

percent over so we can take little comfort from the averages. 

The following table shows the range of errors and also the average error for both cost and 

ridership projections in each of the two reports. 

More important than averages is the distribution of the various error rates. For example, if the 

resulting costs of the 21 projects were between ± 10 percent of the original projections it would 

be a reasonable indication to the public of the accuracy of the projections. 

Projections versus Actual — Ridership and Costs 

costs vs. projections Ridership vs. Projection 

Cost range Average Range Average 

Pickrell Report 

FTA CPAR Report 

-11% to d-83% 

0% to +186% 

+43% 

+40% 

-28% to -85% 

-84% to +39% 

-62% 

-39% 

Rut when faced with actual results that range from on budget to nearly triple the projection, what 

is the public to make of it? Based on the wide range of uncertainty, what is the public to believe? 

Even if we were to use just the average it would increase the Honolulu Project cost from $4.5 

billion to $6.3 billion— a nearly $2 billion increase. And ridership would be 39 percent lower 

than projected,' which would mean fare revenues of S800 million less than the City is planning 

on through 2030. 

The City Administration will undoubtedly paint this as ridiculously improbable and wildly 

pessimistic. 

However, each of these recent 21 capital cost projections was thought at the time to be reasonable 

by both the transit agency and its consultant who produced them. Just as our City Transportation 

Department and its consultants, Parsons Brinckerhoff and lnfraConsult, also believe their current 

cost projections are reasonable. 

Pickrell, Don H. Urban Rail Transit Projects: Forecast Versus Actual. Ridership and Cosls. U.S. Dept. of .fransponation. Dekker 
1990. Inlbrinally known as the Pickle!! Report. 
IcdOrti I 	 i Ili S 	i i(111. Tint P ova' icier I ,r.red .1ce earl Imp rcEN. 	.Vow ,S-iiro is I 're2ie 	-- 2007: Cr Tim! 	ro,Pd Ror 	p.  
Amil 200S.  We used (ha Altenlatives AnalysisiDralt EIS looccasts For comparison as did the Pickit:11 Report. 
hi jx.:".iiiw v... lin.iIot.  o 	 tsiNSPA200 7 l'hkall(!) pd l: 'Fable 7. 
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In addition, the FTA's in-house analysts and outside consultants also examined each of these 21 

capital cost projections in great detail and thought them all reasonable. 

And so here we have innumerable transit planners, engineers and accountants, all well educated 

and experienced and all believing that, as a the result of their hard work, the cost projections are, 

dare we say it, reasonable. Yet each new project seems to ignore past experience, and in most 

cases, the project comes in significantly over budget. 

The FTA believes that projects that arc within ± 20 percent range are reliable. 14  On this basis, 

Honolulu's forecast could have nearly a billion dollar cost overrun and still be considered 

"reliable." But, in this latest FTA report, more than half of the projects exceeded the 20 percent 

deviation limit. 

The public needs to understand the financial risk and implications of various levels of cost 

overruns, and then consider how, or even if, they, as taxpayers, can cope with the resulting 

financial impact. After all, Hawaii's senior Senator, Daniel Inouye, said that if the City had to 

spend one billion dollars fixing the sewage treatment facility, it would bankrupt us. The rail 

project could cost as much as S9 billion, before accounting for operating losses and bond interest. 

What would be the financial impact of that? 

The Draft EIS shows us clearly that traffic congestion, with rail, is going to he far worse than it is 

today. 
IS 

 is it reasonable to expect that Honolulu taxpayers to afford to risk this many billions of 

dollars on a project that will not reduce traffic congestion below today's unbearable levels? 

The issue here is that the public needs to be provided in the EIS with sufficient quantified 

information about the financial risks and uncertainties in the project for them to understand what 

could be the impact on their future property taxes. 

The Draft EIS states that transit operating subsidies will increase from the current less than 10 

percent of the City Budget to 14 percent by 2030. 16  Since the subsidies will continue to be funded 

from the City's Highway and General Funds,' 7  what will be the effect on property taxes given a 

range of errors for both capital costs and ridership? 

5. Operating subsidies are understated: 
The City projects operating subsidies to be 70 percent of operating costs, which has been a long-

term City Council policy. Thus the higher the operating costs, the higher the subsidies. 

Operating costs for the mid-priced Airport Alternative are projected to be S68 million 13  annually 

to carry unlinked trips (boardings) of 29.9 million ° , or $2.27 per unlinked trip. 

However, nowhere in the Draft EiS is there any indication of' what is being used as the basis for 

calculating operating costs. 

Since we arc planning to build an elevated steel-on-steel rapid transit system we should compare 

our projected operating costs with those of other U.S. cities with elevated rapid transit lines. 

There are just two elevated lines that seem appropriate, the Miami Metrorail and San Juan's Trcn 

Urbano. Their actual operating costs per trip in 2007 were 4.6l and S6.83 n  respectively. This 

would lead us to believe that Honolulu's projected S2.27 may be understated. 

CPAR p. 9. 
15 

Kalauao Serer:alias:AM Peak Koko Head hound traffic volunics are Ibrccrisl in ihr Omit EIS so increase by sirarly 10 percent 

lissils E oda y's levels with no additional highway raparsty plasma, 

Draft EIS, pp. 6-7 	S 

Draft 	Saotion 6.4.4. 

Draft EIS, -Fable 6-3. 

Draft EIS, Tnbli: 3-16 shows 95,000 averii.ge weekday hoardings, which multiplied by 3[5 resulis in 29.9 million. 

hitp_:::204.6S. I 2 .:[.57finsiprpgrar.it..fpnlbs...`poli. les/ .20.07/agency_profil.es/ . 10. 34.1).0( 
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If we examine actual versus projected operating costs and ridership of other rail lines we can get a 
handle on the risks being taken in this cost category. 

The ETA's latest assessment of ridership published last year showed average shortfalls from the 
projected ridership were 39 percent while the earlier Pickrell Report showed an average shortfall 
0E61 percent. 

Another ETA Report released last year dealt with cost overruns for operating costs. 22  This 
showed an average cost overrun was 87 percent. This was remarkably close to the only other 
assessment ol' operating cost overruns, which was the Pickrell Report averaging 83 percent. 

If we apply the 87 percent overrun to Honolulu's projected 568 million operating costs it results 
in $127 million. And if we reduce ridership by 39 percent to 58 million and then divide that into 
the 5127 million it results in operating costs of $6.81 per unlinked trip, or three times the amount 
currently projected. 

Since the aggregate operating costs for bus and rail combined through 2030 is currently projected 
at over 57 billion 2.' the public should be made aware of the significant risk being taken in this 
area. 

There is also a danger that we may have made insufficient allowance in the calculation for transit 
police, which is usually a major expense and transit agencies often omit it from their forecasts by 
accounting for it in other parts oftheir budgets. 

Los Angeles pays in excess of 550 million annually for their Transit Police with about three times 
the rail ridership projected for Honolulu. We note that is no mention of such costs in the Draft 
EIS. 

6. Replacement and Refurbishing 

The city does not explicitly warn the public in the Draft EIS that virtually all of the rail cars, rail 
lines and other equipment will have to replaced, or rehabilitated, also known as R&R, within 35 
years from the start of operations. 

Other than to project that the City will expend $62 million 24  on R & R through 2030, the 
following two paragraphs is all that is said. 

The estimates include ongoing costs /n replacing, rehabilitating, and maintaining 

capital assets in a state of good repair throughout the forecast period (2007 to 2030). 

Rail rehabilitation and replacement costs are expected to begin 16 years after initial 
construction activities are completed. Draft EIS, 6-3. 

6.4.3 Ongoing Capital Expenditure Cash Now: Systemwide ongoing capital expenditures 

include all necessary replacement, rehabilitation, and improvements to ihe existing 

system (The8us and TheHandi-Van) as well as the Project. Funding sources used to pay 

for these capital expenses consist of discretionary and formula-based Federal funding 
programs (see Section 6.2.3, Funding Sources for Ongoing Capital Expenditures, 'or 
descriptions of these programs). Any resulting funding gap is assumed to be bricked on 

an annual basis with City General Obligation Bonds, as is currently the case with transit-

related budgets. Therefore, the resulting ongoing capital sources and uses would balance 
in any given year. Drat? EIS, 6-10. 

lynpr:R04.68. 95.5 7in 	l'a IWO Li 1.),:p 	lc s...2007/agelic v p ro 	 11 

htt1t://www.hia.doi.govkioctirtients/CPAR_Final_Repoi .t_-_2007.01 -  
Dial! EFS Cash Flow Tablcs, Airport Altentativiz, bLat YOES. 

EIS Cash Flow Tables. hi 2008 dollars. or $1 IS million in YOES. 
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Failing to provide for R&R results in this Washington DC headline that "Metro needs 511.3 

billion" which goes on to explain that, 

$7 billion alone is needed just to maintain service and keep the system running safely and 
reliably from 2010 to 2020. Thai includes repairs to leaking tunnels and crumbling 
platforms, as well as replacements fin -  aging rail Cm's.

The following are some oldie provisions made for R&R by other rail transit lines such as San 

Francisco's BART, the Chicago Transit Authority's rail transit, and Atlanta's MARTA, as 

follows: 

Chicago Transit Authority capital expenditure plan spells out that: 

"A ll rail cars rehabilitated at mid-life (12-13 years), overhauled at their quarter-life 
points (6 cmd 18 years), and either rehabilitated or replaced at the end of their use,ful 
(25 years). 26 

the Atlanta Transit Authority concurs: 

"MARTA started work last year to rebuild and upgrade all 98 miles of track It is an 
extensive project that will not be complete until mid-2007. Our trains have run every day 

for over 25 years — this work is necessary to keep the system strong for the next 25 years 
and beyond. The Track Renovation is part of a major capital program that also includes 
the overhaul of over 200 of MARTA 's rail cars.''' ? ' 

Los Angeles plans for R&R using the Peskin model: 

"Projected rehabilitation and replacement costs are based on a methodology developed 
by Robert Peskin of KMPG Peal Marwick (commonly called Peskin Model). This 
methodology was developed based on actual costs experienced by the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). Actual WMATA rehabilitation and 
replacement costs were con ipared to their original installation capital costs. The MTA 
rail rehabilitation (MC/ replacement costs were calculated in the same manner based on 
the Metro Blue, Red, Gold and Green Lines original installation capital costs. The 
rehabilitation and replacement costs are estimated to begin five years after a rail line 
begins revenue operations. Some limited repair is assumed in the forecasting model fin -
the first few years as reflected in the five-year zi/ITA Capital Improvement Program (C1P) 
and annual budget." 

Based on the MTA Office of Management and Budget near term forecast and Peskin Model in the 

later years the rail rehabilitation and replacement costs through 2025 are S4.7 billion. 28  

BART began its first major repair and rehabilitation plan in 1994 at a cost of S I .2 billion within 

only 20 years of opening. At the time, their balance sheet showed "Facilities, property and 

equipment" was 52.4 billion, net of 50.7 billion in depreciation:29  Thus, the total invested in this 

category through 1994 had been 53.1 billion. 

The Bay Area's Transportation and Land Use Coalition 35' tells us that the BART Planning 

Department reported to the Board of Directors meeting on November 9, 2000, that total repair 

and refurbishing requirements for BART during 2001 to 2030 would be 56.8 billion spread across 

the entire 30-year period. 

111.111:1(WWW. Vi:ISIlil);!roni hales c)mOiews'2003!sc5i23/incen-neori,-11:1 , 1bil.noni 
h [try 	transitchwal ,o..conAltishleSS  '124 tiaitalpwm .am.lit 

Shoo  Range 'Irr.:111M)(11VILIf11.1 Ph 11 COI' 1.o Anif.cles Couniy. Tcchnkal Document 2003 
Bay Area Rapid Transit, 1972 through 1994 Annual. Repoi is. 

tp:.`"www.iranscoalnion.enorts/o%  cfoxi/overexienticd.litinl 
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The San Francisco Bay Area voters were unaware at the time of the BART decision that BART 
would need to refurbish or replace "facilities, property and equipment" in amounts far exceeding 
BART's original cost; they had been sold on the concept that once you have built rail it is there 
forever. 3 ' 

Honolulu's rail line financial plan should make provision for potential refurbishing liabilities 
using the Peskin model (or similar) to provide decision-makers with the appropriate financial 
information detailing likely future financial obligations for replacement, refurbishing and system 
enhancement. The Peskin Model 32  is used by the Washington Metro and Los Angeles among 
other. A useful discussion of the subject is in the 2004 Status of the Nation's HiRhways. Bridges.  
and Transit, Chapter 7c. 

The Federal Transit Administration (ETA) requires that, 

"Agencies planning major capital investments need to incorporate the [repair and 

refurbiyhingl (R&R) of those assets in the later years of the capital plan in addition to the 
ongoing R&R the existing asset base. ' w  

It would be helpful to think in terms of the Aloha Stadium which has cost far more to maintain 
than it ever cost to build. As the Honolulu Advertiser explained last year, 

The estimated $185 million renovation of Aloha Stadium is expected to tramsibim the 
rusting, 33-year-old facility into a "new stadium," ... Since opening in 1975 at a cost of 

$32 million, the states largest facility has been dogged by costly repairs and lawsuits. 

From 1985 to 1995, rust treatment cost $80 million..." 

The City needs to establish a detailed schedule of R&R obligations that the rail line is likely to 
face in future years so that the public is fully aware of what they are getting themselves into, 

The impacts of forecasting errors 
A major concern is that the City's Cost-Effectiveness Rating of"Medium" hovers near the 
"Medium-Low" rating, which would make the project ineligible for federal New Starts funds. 

The ETA rating is calculated by dividing projected new riders into the total of projected 
annualized capital costs and projected annual operating costs. At present the ETA rates a new trip 
as cost-effective Wit costs S22 or less. That amounts to a subsidy of over S '0,000 per new rider 
annually. 

.11 

Excerpt float a speech by Todd Litman at the Mayor's Transit Symposium. 

Peskin, Robert 1.. 1988. "Methodology ler Projecting Rail Transit Rehabilitation and Replacement Capital Financing Needs." hi: 

Transportation Research Record 1165. Washington, DC: Transportation Research Guard, National Research Council 

S OLIVCC: 	 rwildiV..'n111111ill. environment 2423111ml 

8.3.1.1 Rehabilitation and Replacement. The rehabilitation and replacement (R&R) of capital resources is needed for several 

I . C3S(711S. First, capital resources wear oui. Stations, maintenance facilities, irack-way, signal systems, pfoptilsion systems, and 

vellictes all have distinct uschil lives. These assets must lye ic-capitalized before deterioration leads to service disruptions. 

Second, technological obsolescence due to the availability of parts or technological advances may spur the replacement of various 
systems. Old rail cars may become increasingly difficult to maintain and require rephicement or agencies may wish to implement 

communications based train control, automatic train stop, or passenger inlbrination systems to improve system reliability and 

safety. Third, changes in operating or safety policies 'nay require. new capital investment. One cram/vie is simion or vehicle 
e nhancements to assure compliance with the American's with Disabititics Act (ADA). 

Prudent capi tal planning requires an inventoly of the agency 'a assets and an evaluation of the expected useful I i lb °leach major 
C0111130110.11l. An R&R cycle is assumed for cacti of ike major :Issots and annual costs ate pi ojoctotl at cast 20 years into the future. 

Agencies planning major capitai investments need to incorporate the Raft of those tisseis in the later years of the capital plan in 

addition to the ongoing R&R of the existing asset base. 

In most cases, the capital costs for R&ft will vary markedly liKtin one year to ihe next duo to different cycles and widely varying 

costs fur the numerous components. Agencies typically establish reserve accounts, sometimes called sinking funds, to provide the 

funds for sudden incavases in capital spending. Occasionally, agencies smooth out the R&R cost swings by using a multi-year 

lulling average as the annual cost estimate. 

bttpl:/.111e.honolultiiitIverusercomiarticle.12008iltitiMflitliawaii806270385.litinl  
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However, if the projections are not achieved and recent FTA assessments of cost overruns for 

capital costs, cost overruns for operating costs and shortfalls in ridership occur then the cost 

effectiveness calculation changes dramatically. 

We are also concerned that the fact that at this late stage the Project does not yet have an VIA 

rating yet there is no explanation of why that should he, as is required by NEPA: 

(Drqft EIS's) must present for all alternatives — the information used by FTA to 

assign New or Small Starts ratings if that information has been vetted by ETA. If the 

information has not been vetted with ETA, then the absence of the information must be 
highlighted in the document. 

The intent of this policy is to comply with FTA requirements for AAs and the Council on 

Environmental Quality for DEISs by identifying information relevant and important to a 

decision on a locally prel&rred alternative. If this requirement cannot be met, publication 

of the AA or AAIDEIS would not be delayed; rather,  the absence of the information and 

its relevance must be explained in the AA or AAIDEIS. (emphasis addee 

Instead, in the Draft EIS, the City slides by the issue rather than highlighting and explaining why 

the Project is not rated. This is the City's explanation: 

The cost-effectiveness indices Ibr the Build Alternatives compared to the baseline fall 

within the "medium" range established by PTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along 
with other considerations, is currently required to quali)Y fin -  New Starts funding. FTA is 
currently reviewing the estimates made for ridership and user benefits, operating and 

maintenance costs, and capital costs for the Build Alternatives. If these results hold up 

through subsequent phases of project development, along with other ETA considerations, 

the Project would he in the competitive range for finding consideration. Funding 
recommendations are made each yearftom among Ihe projects that have completed the 
planning and project development process, including the National Environmental Policy 

Act process. These recommendations reflect the merits of the projects competing for 

available Federal JUnds at the time, as well as the availability u/ New Starts funding 
authorization. DEIS, p. 7- 9. 

The fact that the Project is not yet rated is not made clear. It is certainly not highlighted since the 

subject is not even mentioned in the Executive Summary. This is important as without a rating 

the Project cannot enter Preliminary Engineering. 

htteltalocketaccess.gpo.gov/2007/pdf/07-2774.pdf  p.3.0913. 
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Appendix C 

Energy Use per passenger mile of rail systems 

Light Rail Transit 

Btu per 

City, State 	 passenger-mile 	Average 

Cleveland, OH 	 8,250 

Pittsburgh, PA 	 7,526 

San Jose, CA 	 7,035 

Buffalo, NY 	 6,839 

San Francisco, CA 	 6,591 

Dallas, TX 	 5,935 

Philadelphia, PA 	 5,828 

Baltimore, MD 	 5,508 

Seattle, WA 	 5,383 

Sacramento, CA 	 4,368 

Boston, MA 	 3,878 

Denver, CO 	 3,612 

Portland, OR 	 2,927 

Los Angeles, CA 	 2,621 

New Orleans, LA 	 2,594 

St. Louis, MO 	 2,366 

San Diego, CA 	 2,337 

Salt Lake City, UT 	 1970, 

Newark, NJ 	 1,597 

Sub Total light rail 	 87,165 	4,588 

Heavy Rail Transit 	 Btu per 

City, State 	 passenger-mile 

Cleveland. OH 	 6,173 

Lindenwold, Ni 	 5,027 

Miami, FL 	 4,928 

Boston, MA 	 4,464 

Chicago, IL 	 4,205 

Philadelphia, PA 	 4,001 

Baltimore, MD 	 3,845 

Washington, DC 	 3,761 

New York, NY 	 3,388 

Oakland, CA 	 2,745 

Brooklyn, NY 	 2,482 

Atlanta, GA 	 2,249 

Sub Total heavy rail 	 47,268 	3,939 

Grand Total all rail systems 	 134,433 	4,337 

11.5. Dept. of EnergOransit System Energy Use. 

Average auto 	 3445 

Average transit bus 	 4323 

Source. U S. Dept. of Energy Data Book, tables 2.12 & 2.13 
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OFFERING COST-ErrECTiVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part VI — "Strategic misrepresentation" in the Draft EIS 

The University of Aalborg, Denmark, conducted the most extensive international study ever of 
actual versus estimated costs in transportation infrastructure development. A summary of the 
study was published in the American Planning Association Journal. The study concluded: 

"Based on a sample o[258 transportation infrastructure projects worth US$90 billion 

and representing different project types, geographical regions, and historical periods, it 

is found with overwhelming statistical significance that the cost estimates used to decide 
whether such projects should be built are highly and systematically misleading. 

Underestimation cannot be explained by error and is best explained by strategic 

misrepresentation, that is, lying. The policy implications are clear: legislators, 

administrators, investors, media representatives, and members of the public who value 

honest numbers should not trust cost estimates and cost-benefit analyses produced by 
project promoters and their analysts." 

Other distinguished and authoritative transportation experts have warned about cost 
misrepresentations in rail projects. Dr. John Kain, Chair Emeritus of Harvard's Economics 
Department, wrote Deception in Dallas, Dr. Don Pickrell, Chief Economist of the U.S 
Department of Transportation's Volpe Center, wrote what is known as the Pickrell Report, Dr. 
Martin Wachs, Head of Rand Corporation's Transportation practice and Chair Emeritus, 
Department of Urban Planning, UC-Berkeley, wrote When planners lie with numbers," and there 
have been many, many others. 

The Draft EIS needs to make clear the amount of scholarly literature produced by academic 
transportation experts 2  detailing the misrepresentations by promoters of rail transit and the virtual 

Flyvbjerg et al. Uutlerusf brut ipa. Cows in Pahl ic 	ks Pryji-ri.,.. Erre h. -  or 	American Planning .Association Journal. 

Summer 2002. 

Hall, P. (1980). Great planning disasters. Harinondsworth, 	Penguin Books. Penguin Books, 

!tall, P. (n.d). Cheat planning disasters revisited. Unpublished manuscript, Bartlett School, University College, London. UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Holm, M. K. S.(1999). lot:curacy of traffic roiecasts and cost estimates in Swedish road and lad projecls. Unpublished 

manuscript, Aalborg University, Department of Development and Planning. 

I Itifsehmidt, M. NI., & (Join, J. (1970). Systematic errors in cost estimates lor public investment projecis. In J. Margolis (Ed.), 

TIT indlysis of public output (pp. 267 315). New York: Columbia Univerany Press. 

K iln, S. F. (1990). Deception in Dallas: Strategic misrepresentation in Ind transit promotion and evaluation. Journal or the 

American Planning Association, 56(2), 184 I 90. 

Leavitt, D., Ennis, S. & McGovern, P. (1993). The cost escalation of rail projects: Using previous experience to re-evaluate the 

calspeed estimates (Working Paper No. 567). Berkeley: Institute or Urban and Regional Development, University or California. 
Ivfaekie, & Preston, J. (199(5). "Twenty-one worsen OrCITOF nod bias in transpon project appraisal. Ti anspor Policy, 5(1), 1-7. 

tvlerewitz, L. (1973a) flow do urban rapid transit projects compare in cost estimate experience? (Reprint No. 104). Berkeley: 
Instinde or Urban and Regional Development, University orCalifornia. 

Merewiiz, L. ( I 97314. Cost OVCIPLITIS in public works. In W. Niskanen, A. C. Hansen, R.14. Bavemann, R. Turvey, & 
R.ileckhauser (Eds.), Benefit cost and policy analysis (pp. 277-295). Chicago: Aldine. 
Nijkainp, P., & Uhbels,13. (1999). Flow reliable sire estimates .Tinfrastructuie casts? A soinparative analysis. International 

Journal orTransporf Economics, 26(1), 21-53. 

Piekrell, D. H. 0990). Urban rail transit projects -. Forixast versus actual ridership and cost. Washington, Der U.S. Department or 

Transportation. 

Pickrel I, D. H. (1992). A desire named streetcar: Faniasy and Fact iii nil transit planning. Jouu nal. or the American Planning 

Association, 58(2), 15S- I 76. 

Simon, 3. (1991). Lou's make forecast and actual comparisons bin TR News, 136,6-9. 

Skamns, NI. K., & Flyvbjel•g, B. (1997). Inaccuracy or iniffic forecasts and Cost estinaties on large iransport projects. "Transport 

Policy, 4(3), 141-146. 

Szyliowicz, J. S., & Coca; A. R. (1995). Cietting realistic about niegaproject planning: The case or the new Denver International 

Airport. Policy Sciences, 28(4), 347-167. 

Wachs, M. (1986). Technique vs. advocacy in forecasting: A study or rail rapid transit. Urban Resources, 4( I ), 23 •30. 

Wachs, M. (I 9(19). When planners lie with numbeas. Journal or the American Planning Association, 55(4), 476-479. 

3105 Pacific Hts Rd Honolufu Hl 96813 	ph:808.285.7799 	email info@honoluiutraffic.com  
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complete lack of such literature defending them. The public needs to be so sufficiently informed 

about it that no one will be able to complain in the future that they were not warned. 

NEPA procedures iMISi insure that environmental information is available to public 
officials and citizens be.fore decisions are made and before actions are taken. The 
information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency 

comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing ATEPA. 3  

There are many misleading elements of the Draft EIS. There are both errors of commission and 

omission and are dealt with below under the following headings: 

1. Omissions of relevant material. 

a) OMPO surveys 

b) Future traffic conditions vs. today omitted. 

e) The Draft EIS omits relevant infomiation about highways. 

d) Change of observed volumes without discussion 

e) Does not discuss the differences between Draft EIS and Alternatives Analysis 

2. Misleading purpose and need statement. 

3. Renderings that do not match reality 

1. Omissions of relevant material 
a) OMPO surveys: 

In its entirety, this is how the Draft EIS describes the 2004 Oahu MPO Survey': 

As part of its work to update the Regional Transportation Plan, the 0`ahir Metropolitan 

Planning Organization (0`ahinVIPO) surveyed 0`ahu residents about transportation 

issues in 2004. The survey results identified traffic congestion during the commute period 

in the study corridor extending from 'Ewa and Central 0`ahu to Downtown Honolulu as 
the biggest concern. Nearly twice as many residents responded that improving transit 

was more important than building more roadways. Seventy percent of /lie respondents 

believed that rail rapid transit should be constructed as a long-term transportation 

solution, and 55 percent supported raising taxes to provide local funding for the system. 

(Draft EIS p. 1-3). 

From this one would not gather that the same Oahu MPO Survey Summary said in its entirety:  

"Based on the survey, most reside.nts appear to accept the necessity of tax increases to 

fund specific capital projects, such as new road-building, road widening and extensions. 
Between a Rapid Rail system and the BRT, residents do not indicate a strong preftrence 

for one over the other. There is broad support for either system, generally, with strongest 

support fur the Rapid Rail system coming from the Ewa/Kapolei and Leeward areas of 
Oahu." 

Or that in a later page it would summarize question responses as follows: 

• 60% would reportedly support a tax hike fin. road widening or extensions. 

• 59% would support a tax hike for new road-building. 

• 57% would back a tax hike for a rail rapid transit system 

Wad's, M. (1990). Ethics and advocacy m forecasting lb, public policy. Business and Piolessional Ethics Journal, 9(1-2), 141 - 
[57. 
Walnisley, D. A., St Pickett, M. W. (1992). The coo and patronage of rapid transit systems compared with forecasts (ScsCalch 
Report 352). Crowthorno, UK Traasporl Rcocairch Laboratory. 
Edwards. Chris. Government Just Can't Coniaii) 	C. 	1nstituie. September 23 2003 

pr.Aaloc kc it cc ess.wo.govic lr2002.ukltl40o Cr 1 500.1.1itin 

n 	onto in!. Oiilic coin ,.:ssuessurvey,ptlf 

AR00002061 



Honolultitraffic.com  Draft EIS Comments — Part VI 	 Page 3 

• 54% would back lax inci .eases to improve the bus system. 

Adding to these errors of omission is that the City avoided altogether discussing a subsequent 

2006 OMPO Survey'. Here is one excerpt from this Survey's Summary: 

Oahu traffic and, in particular, congestion in Ewa/Kapolei, remains a key concern of 
residents. The key priorities are: (I) road-widening of the H-1 in the Honolulu corridor; 
and (V widening Kurington Highway in Kapolei and Waianae. 

Relative. to Rail Rapid Transit, over one-third of Oahu residents indicated that they would 
use the system on a regular basis. 

There is also majority support for the concepts of HOT lanes from Ewa to downtown and 
for a Pearl Harbor bridge or tunnel, but not for jimding construction via higher taxes. 

b) Future traffic conditions versus today's traffic omitted 

From the beginning the City and Parsons Brinckerholf have misled the public into believing that 

rail transit will relieve congestion. 

Far from "supporting proactive public involvement " 6  our elected officials and their appointees 

and consultants have continually alluded to the idea that rail transit will result in traffic 

congestion relief even though the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft EIS both show that traffic 

congestion will get significantly worse with the rail transit alternative than it is today. 

A significant omission in the Draft EIS is that nowhere does it discuss future highway conditions 

with rail. In fact, it deliberately goes out of its way to avoid doing so. For example, the discussion 

of traffic conditions in section 3 assesses future traffic conditions for No-Build but not with the 

Build alternative. Nor does the Summary of Findings on page 3-53, which is shown below. 

Existing Conditions: Increasing traffic congestion and constrained transit operating 
conditions have reduced system reliability and mobility/Or all travelers. 

Effects of the No Build Alternative: Traffic congestion would worsen, even with $3 billion 
in other planned roadway improvements, affecting mobility and reliability for till 

travelers. 

Effects of the Build A 'lei-natives: [No mention of treic congestion]. 

The omission of future traffic congestion with the Build Alternative compared to the congestion 

that exists today in both the body and the summary shows that it was deliberate. 

In addition, the Draft EIS has avoided any discussion of the new 2006 National Strategy to 
Reduce Congestion on America's Transportation Network ? . Its preamble reads, 

Congestion is one of the single largest threats to our economic prosperity and way of 
Whether it takes the /brim of trucks stalled in traffic, cargo stuck at overwhelmed 
seaports, or airplanes circling over crowded airports, congestion is costing-  America an 
estimated $200 billion a year. 

Each year, Americans lose 3.7 billion hours and 2.3 billion gallons o f fuel sitting in 
traffic jams and waste $9.4 billion as a result of airline delays. Worse, congestion is 
affecting the quality ofAmericans lives by robbing them al -  time that could be spent with 
families and friends. 

littp://www.11onolkthatrarlii:.col»!Ton:: Pi ,oj Stay Rcsulis 
It is Liu; policy of iha ... Federal Transit Athill 1.1 iS tiat ion (FTA) to aggressively gtimort proactive public involvement at all giagcs 
of planning and project davalopitteni. 	 VillVett trrInniCt.r0,i " MI 

latp://ialtIcAlot.goviOLPFiles/OSTO I 2953.0.(11 
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Congestion is not a fact 	II is no a scie0fic inysiely, nor is ii an uncontrollable 
Ibrce. Congestion i-esults from poor policy choices and a failure to separate solutions 
that are effective from those that are not. 

Given the current traffic conditions in Honolulu, and also the following NEPA requirement, one 

would think the new policy worthy of mention, if not analysis: 

An agency shall identifi ,  and discuss all such factors including any essential 
considerations of national policy which were balanced by the agency in making its 
decision and state how those considerations entered into its decision. 40CFRI505.2(b) 

c) Highway capacity data omitted  

In the Alternatives Analysis, Table 3-12, highway capacity data was given for each of the 

corridor's highway components. This has been omitted and makes it difficult to understand what 

caused the dramatic reductions in the Draft EIS from the Alternatives Analysis in forecast traffic 

volumes at the various screenlines. 

For example, the Kalauao screenline in the Alternatives Analysis shows that the observed traffic 

volume for 2003 during the peak hour slightly in excess of the highway capacity shown, which 

motorists in the corridor would find accords with experience. However, the Draft EIS observed 

volume for 2005 shows an eight percent reduction in traffic from 18,870 to 1 7,300, and less than 

the highway capacity shown in the Alternatives Analysis, which certainly does not accord with 

experience. 

Kaiauao Screenline AM Peak 
	

Koko 

Head bound volumes 

AA= Alternatives Analysis 

AA 	AA 	AA 	AA 

Highway 	2003 	2030 	2030  

Capacity 	Actual 	No-Build 	Build 

18,450 	18,870 	28,023 	26,101 

Draft EIS 	Draft EIS 	Draft EIS 	Draft EIS 

Highway 	2005 	2030 	2030 

Capacity 	Actual 	No-Build 	Build 

N/A 	17,300 	20,800 	18,910  

Further, there is a 28 percent reduction in 

projected traffic volume for the Draft EIS 2030 

Build Alternative compared with that of the 

Alternatives Analysis from 26,101 down to 

18,910. No explanation is given for this. 

We know that with no planned widening of 

H-I the freeway cannot accommodate either 

the 18,910 given in the Draft EIS, let alone the 

26,101 vehicles per hour projected by the 

Alternatives Analysis. Are we to assume that 

the City and Parsons Brinckerhoff recognise 

that the highways will be excessively 

congested and that the excess traffic will be 

accommodated in extended shoulder periods? 

Source: AlternatIves Analysis, Table 3 - 12, Draft EIS, 	In other words, those who currently leave 
Tables 3 - t2 & 3 - 20 	 home at 5:00 AM to miss the worst of the 

traffic will, in the future, with rail have to leave home at 4:00 AM — or earlier? 

If this is the case, why does the City not say so? Or is it once again to avoid any discussion of 

traffic congestion relative to today's unbearable levels? 

2. Misleading purpose and need statement: 
Congestion is nof a scientific mystery, nor is it an unconirollable force. Congestion 
results from poor policy choices and al() ihrre to separate solutions that are effective from 
those that are not. 8  

tp://i vIdc. d 	ovi01 	cs: 0 S 'NJ I  
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The relevant federal requirements regarding the "purpose and need statement" are as follows: 

the lead agency shall provide CM opportunity .for involvement by ... the public in 

defining the purpose and need fin- a project ... The statement of puipose and need shall 

include a clear statement of the objectives that the proposed action is intended to achieve 
(SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002). 

"FHWA and ETA review would include making sure that objectives or choices derived 
ft.-0in the transportation plan were: based on transportation planning factors established 

by Federal law; reflect a credible and articulated planning rationale; founded on reliable 

data; and developed through transportation planning processes meeting FHWA and ETA 

statutoty and regulatory requirements. In addition, the basis 161 -  the goals and choices 
must be documented and included in the NEPA document.  "9  (emphasis added) 

Consistent with NEf3A, the purpose and need statement should be a statement of a 
transportation problem, not a specific solution A purpose and need statement that 

yields only one alternative may indicate a purpose and need that is too narrowly 
defined.")  

The NEPA regulations require that, 

Environmental impact statements "shall be written in plain language ... so that the 
public can understand them."" 

The purpose statement in the Draft L:IS is presented here in its entirety while the need statement 

that follows is truncated in the interests uf space: 

1.7 Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to provide high-

capacity rapid transit in the highly congested east-west transportation corridor between 
Kapolei and UH Manoa, as specified in the O'altu Regional 1) -ansportation Plan 2030 

(ORTP) (0'ahti WO 2007). The project is intended to provide faster, more reliable 
public transportation service in the study corridor than can be achieved with buses 
operating in congested mixed-/low traffic, to provide reliable mobility in areas of the 

study corridor where people of limited income and an aging -  population live and to serve 

rapidly developing areas of the study corridor. The project also would provide additional 

transit capacity, an alternative to private automobile travel, and improve transit links 

within the study corridor. 

Implementation orthe project, in conjunction with other improvements included in the 
ORTP, would moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the study corridor. (Draft EIS 
p. 1-19.) 

: 	 uov'ilei)(01H:111 evil 050222.01 

iluip:Iicdockei.acces2:.zpo.gov:2007:11411. ,07-493.  It11.-  Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 30/ p. 7282. 
10 C.F.R. 	1502.8 
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1.8 Need*.  Transit hnprovernems 

There are several needs for transit intprovements -  in the study corriclor These needs are 

the basis for the following goals: 

Improve corridor mobility 

Improve corridor travel reliability 

Improve access to planned development to support City policy to develop a second urban 

center 

Improve transportation equity (Draft EIS, p. 1-2(1/21) 

The main misrepresentation in this purpose and needs statement is that it is in total conflict with 
what the public understands. The Drat'. EIS says that the "purpose and need" is a need for "transit 
improvements" and the purpose is to build "rapid transit." 

Aside from the misrepresentation the statement is at variance with FTA/FHWA guidance, 

Consistent with NEPA, the purpose and need statement should be a statement of a 

transportation problem, not a specific solution. 12  

The public believes that the purpose of the project is to reduce traffic congestion. This is 
reinforced in the Draft EIS by the following: 

Total congestion would be reduced by 21 to 23 percent with the Build Alternatives. "S-5 

"Implementation of the project, in conjunction with other improvements included in the 

ORTP, would moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the study corridor." (p.1-19) 

The general understanding of the public is that the purpose of the Project is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Corridor so it less than today's unbearable levels and also, incidentally, provide 
improved public transportation. 

"The statement of purpose and need shall include a cleat -  statement of the objectives that 

the proposed action is intended to achieve ... " SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002. 

When does one hear the ordinary citizen use phrases like "Improve corridor mobility," "Improve 
corridor travel reliability," and "moderate anticipated traffic congestion"? 

This is jargon for those working in the transportation industry; it is not understood by the average 
resident unless they habitually parse sentences in City documents. To the average citizen, to 
moderate or reduce traffic congestion means relative to what they experience today — and not 
some projected condition in the future unless explicitly told so. 

A "clear statement" would say instead that, "It is not the Purpose of the Project to reduce traffic 
congestion below today's levels, it is to provide an alternative to automobile travel," That the 
language is not a clear statement understandable to ordinary citizens proves that the process lacks 
public involvement. To involve is totally different than to inform. 

The intent of the statute is for the public to be involved and to this end it is essential that the 
language be clear. Instead, this jargon lulls the average citizen into believing that the primary 
purpose of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to reduce traffic congestion 
from current levels. 

w. envi roil men t. rim doi. gov!stlilnlov.i1inkinvtralls.aS11 
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Lacking an ETA definition of involvement we have to fall back on the dictionary definition, 

which tells us that to involve is, 

"To engage as a participant; embroil; involved the bplanders in his dispute with the police. 

"To connect closely and often incriminatingly; implicate: evidence that involved the 

governor in the scandal. 

"To influence or affect: The matter is serious because it involves your reputation. 

"To occupy or engage the interest of: a story that completely involved me lbr the rest of the 

evening,"" 

To make clear the distinction: If you are involved in a murder, you may be hanged. If you are 

only injormed of a murder you will not be. 

It is derelict to omit any discussion of traffic relief relative to today's congestion in the Draft EIS 

especially since there has been a constant refrain from City officials implying that the purpose 

and need is for traffic relief. 

To be a "clear statement," the purpose and need statement requires it to say that, "It is not the 

Purpose of the Project to reduce traffic congestion below today's levels; it is to provide an 

alternative to automobile travel" and, "After the rail transit line opens, traffic congestion will be 

worse than it is today, though somewhat less than what it might be otherwise." 

The NEPA regulations require that, "Environmental impact statements shall be concise, clear, 

and to the point ... " 14  and the purpose and need statement is the complete antithesis of this. 

3. Renderings misrepresent reality 

See this issue covered under Part II, Insufficient consideration of elevated rail impacts. Pages 2:7 

Excerpted from the American ficriiaget Dictionary. 
" 400411500.2 (1) 
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HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM  
OFFERING cosr-ErrEcTivE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part VII — Misrepresentations outside of the Draft EIS 

We understand that federal officials do not wish, and are possibly not even empowered, to 
involve themselves in local politics. However, the current situation concerning the City 
administration misleading the public is more serious than is usually the case. 

When public support for a project has occurred only because of the voluminous amount of lies 
and misrepresentations made by the local agency, then it is incumbent upon the federal agency to 
not approve such a project until the situation has been mitigated. Certainly this would accord with 
the spirit and purpose of the environmental statutes and the responsibility of the lead agency. 

For example, the federal government directs the Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB) to: 

provide policy and procedural guidance to Federal agencies/Or ensuring and 
maximizing the quality. objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including 

statistical information) disseminated by Federal agencies. d  

The NEPA statute and associated laws and regulations are replete with language about 
"objectivity," "scientific evaluation," and "integrity." 

What is the point of the lead agency meticulously ensuring that the integrity of information in the 
Draft EIS (and the thousands of pages of appendices and technical memoranda) which most of 
the public will never read, if the lead agency then knowingly evades dealing with the fact that the 
public has been totally misled about the berietits and disbenefits of the project? 

Does the agency want an environmentally destructive alternative chosen over an equally 
effective, but less costly, and less environmentally intrusive one? 

Citizens of the City and County of Honolulu have been consistently misled not only by how the 
Project will reduce traffic congestion, but also the other purported benefits of the rail transit 
project, such as the presumption of energy savings, the merits of alternatives, the "success" of 
Mainland public transportation agencies and the dislike of Oahu residents for new highways. 

This has not occurred through the occasional "slip of the tongue" statement but by a deliberate 
coordinated and continuous barrage of half-truths and deception in public meetings, through 
millions of dollars of media purchases ?' in TV, radio, newspapers, and in public "bully pulpit" 
pronouncements by the Mayor, our Congressional delegation, city employees, city transit 
consultants and their sub-consultants? 

City taxpayers and have spent 52.4 million promoting transit through June 30 last year and we 
expect that when the final report comes in on their spending before the November 4 election, it 
will add another million dollars to the City total. In addition, the Mayor spent a great deal of his 
campaign money promoting his rail idea. Others rail supporters, Go Rail Go, Support Rail 
Transit, and the Carpenters Union between them spent a total of 51.1 million promoting rail in the 
November 4 referendum. 

P'ublic Law 105-554', H.R. 5655). Section 515. See hun:N...v...w.wI1Iicllonsc.gov/ornbiledre...repro(Ineiblc.2.141  

..V/ayor, reuRupporiers olaspent oppoonenis. Honolulu Advertiser. December 9,2008. 

nnp. .„'.'www.11101101LliElElthlatiScl.COLTI:drliCie'2008 209;N WS05:S I 2090355L l.'NEWS05 

- Proponents and opponenis of Honolulu's pianned 53.7 billion eommuter rai system have saturated Hawaii airwaves with 
[idvernsing. -  huff '.'ihe.holiof  

3105 Pacific Hts Rd Honolulu HI 96813 	ph .808.285.7799 • email info@honolulutraFfic.com  
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A major financial support for Go Rail Go was Parsons Brinckerhoff. 4  We do not know their total 

contribution since hai Col Ge Rail Go's contributions were made before the ballot issue was 

certified and before that time contributions did not have to be enumerated. Countering the over 55 

million spent promoting rail was the puny 5100,000 spent by the Stop Rail Now organization. 

Examples of these misleading statements are detailed in Appendix D. 

The most important of the misstatements are those relating to traffic congestion. The public 

believes that the "purpose and need" of the Project is to reduce traffic congestion in the Corrider 

to less than today's unbearable levels and also, incidentally, provide improved public 

transportation. 

As evidence of this, 73 percent of residents in a Honolulu Advertiser poll ofJuly 27, 2008, said 

they agreed with the statement, 

"We need a light rail system in order to reduce traffic congestion cmd commute times 
along H-1 " 

Their misunderstanding has been encouraged by our elected officials, their employees and 

contractors. Their public statements to gain support for rail transit constantly imply, or state 

outright, that the need is for traffic congestion relief. In his 2008 State of the City speech, the 

Mayor said, "traffic congestion is the most significant challenge to our quality of life. '6  And in a 

policy statement, "Our residents ... arc dying for relief from traffic congestion." 7  

Our elected officials (and the public) know precisely what is needed for "improving 

transportation conditions." 

City accuses us of lies and misrepresentations:  

The City Administration's Transportation Director Wayne Yoshiok2 took the position that the 

opposition (Stop Rail Now and Honolulutraffic.com ) was putting out so many "lies and 

misrepresentations" that the city had to respond to this 'misleading and false information' with 

the truth." He added that "most of their statements are not true." 

This was the most outrageous action by the City yet. On September 3, 2008, the City Council's 

Executive Matters Committee discussed a bill that would restrict the use of taxpayer funds for 
advocacy of rail transit by the Administratinn. 

We responded that all Honolulutraffic.com's information was footnoted and sourced and if 

anyone is lying it is the city. 

Yoshioka was unwilling to specify what our lies and misinformation were but the Committee 

Chair eventually persuaded him to agree to supply a list o120 such "lies and misrepresentations" 

within five working days. Fortunately, all of this is on video. Three weeks later he produced 

them. 

There is nothing in the list he produced that could reasonably be called a lie or misrepresentation. 

For example, he states that our comment, "The city admits future traffic congestion will be worse 

litto:Avw tv. 11011(11 LI kW LI VC I ,. Ser.1011 r [lc 1,14 2008120W N FAV 505.5120003.55!- I :N 	S 05 

Also see the Campaign Spending Commission Reports: lutps://nc.csu hawaii.goy•NCISPublic/4portLiskitD 
5 5vww.honoltiltitrailic.coni/HA 	po 111_0 .  !Hi r 

6 	lit i 	+.v o. hono I hi.tisimayorisoc200R.pdr 
7 	

[IL 4.1:!AVW .1111110111 [II. gi V/F.17 rtiktifl.'1707 I 4:1:0111/1101111L7W06:111aVO rOlterscompromiseoniransitta:simasse.htin  

Since it i s a two hour tape we have provided a time line in hours and minutes below: 
0:24 ---1Y1 -5 Dirccior Yoshioka begins iestimony on bill 01 -1R9 regarding rail transit advocacy. 

1.08 — Corporation counsel begins iesiiinony. 

1:32 •• • Ci ill' Slater begins testimony. 

1:40 — Council begins discussion and with legal counsel. 

2:08 • • - End or proceedings. 
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with rail than it is today" was, "... a cleverly crafted statement that knowingly uses only part of 

the information available. The Alternatives Analysis shows that a fixed guideway will reduce 

future traffic congestion between Kapolei and Honolulu by 11 percent." 

This is pure spin. He is not denying that traffic congestion will be worse in the future with rail 

than it is today, only that it will be II percent better than it would be without rail. In fact, he and 

Mike Schneider of InfraConsult finally admitted we were right during a debate on KHVI1 radio 

some weeks later. The crucial four minute clip of this admission is available. We have detailed 

our responses to this and all his other charges in Appendix D. 

The issue regarding spin, lies and misrepresentation is that it has been used to garner support for 

rail. The culmination was that after all this the City could only get 50.4 percent of the voters to 

approve the rail referendum. It begs the question of what would have been the support if the City 

had told the truth. 

While strictly speaking these misrepresentations are not part of the NEPA EIS process, these 

misleading activities by Hawaii government officials are of great import. it is one matter to 

attempt to ensure accuracy and objectivity in the Draft EIS, but can a federal agency evade 

evidence of local government actions that seek to undermine the EIS process? 

What is the point of following the NEPA process to the letter and spirit of the law when local 

political authorities and their campaign contributors, consultants and all their employees are 

conspiring to undermine the NEPA process by spending literally millions of dollars lying about 

traffic congestion relief, among other matters? When Parsons Brinckerholl is giving 525,000 to 

fund Go Rail Go efforts to persuade voters to vote for rail with gross misrepresentations of the 

facts? 

It is one thing that the [-TA not involve itself in local political matters but it is quite another when 

their own federal environmental process is being undermined. It is not being ignored •--- because 

FTA is (idly aware of what has transpired. Rather, the undcnuining of the process is being 

evaded. 

Appendix D 
Following are a few examples of the many claims of prospective traffic relieloffered by the City 

administration. 

Mayor Hannemann, KGMB interview, 10/30/2008, "People arc tired of being stuck in traffic and 

they want solutions." 

Bill Brennan opted in Hawaii Reporter 6/26/08. "Cities with large, well-established rail systems 

have significantly , less traffic congestion ... A comprehensive rail transit system can reduce per 

capita congestion delays by half, and even greater reductions probably occur on specific 

corridors." http://www.hawaiireportercom/story.aspx?6847fd0b-ddce4lc1-82e9-3dcd7335de50  

Mayor Hannemann's 2008 State of the City Address, "I've said time and time again that traffic 

congestion is the most significant challenge to our quality of life ... the fixed guideway presented 

the most effective means of relieving traffic congestion and accommodating the anticipated 

growth in West and Central Oahu. 

Mayor Hannernann said, "Our residents, particularly those in Leeward and Central Oahu, are 

crying for relief from traffic congestion. A mass transit system represents our best near- and long-

term solution to this worsening problem and I'd hate to see our efforts derailed because of 
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disagreements over who-does-what .... any delays in implementing the tax and completing our 
planning will delay relief for tens of thousands of commuters who are squandering hours of 
precious time in traffic," City Hall press release: Mayor offers compromise on transit tax impasse. 
June 21, 2006. 
hitp://www.honolulti.govirefslcsd/publiccorn/hunnews06/inayorufferscompromiseontransittaximu 
asse.htin 

This video of Mayor Hannemann and Rep. Neil Abercrombie's city hall "Traffic sucks!" rally 
held on December 5th, 2005, typifies the grossly misleading statements emanating from our 
elected officials. 
Intp://infile.akamai.comll 2891/w mv/vodi bsys.com12005/0707/4695365.200k.asx 

"[Hannemann] said the [rail] system will help all parts of the island, easing traffic overall because 
'there'll be less cars on the road, 
htto://the.hunoltiluadvertiser.com/article/2005/May/12/111/in02p  .htini 

Mayor's Press Secretary: "Slater misrepresents just about everything Mayor Mull Hannernann, 
Transportation Services Director Ed Hirata and other supporters of transit have said, from the 
timing of federal requirements to tax calculations, highway capacity and a rail system's potential 
to ease traffic congestion." 
http://the.honolultiadvertiser.com/article/2005/AuQ/10/op/508100321.htrni   

Were poised to break ground for a long-awaited fixed guideway system that will reduce the time 
commuters spend in their cars and away from their families " Mayor Hannemann, editorial, 
Honolulu Advertiser, June 29, 2008, Living Green section, 

"Mayor Mufi Hannemann chided Lingle at the rally and said the city needs a rail system to 
alleviate increasing traffic congestion. U.S. Rep. Neil Abercrombie, ll-Flawaii, also blasted a 
possible veto and said that he and the rest of Hawaii have had enough of the traffic problems. He 
said commuters are fed up and don't need any more "Lingle lanes" filled with traffic congestion." 
http://www ,bizjuumals,com/paci1ic/stories/2005/07/04/dai lv 8.1itml?t–printable 

"How does rail transit help reduce traffic congestion? ... Building rail transit now is the most cost-
effective way to avoid even more congestion in the future This brochure is provided by the 
City & County of Honolulu as part of the public information program required by the Federal 
Transportation (sic) Administration." City's 8-page II" x 12" full color glossy brochure inserted in 
the Honolulu Advertiser, Honolulu Star-Bulletin and the weekly, Mid-Week, circa. October 19, 
2008. Combined circulation was about 500,000. To add insult to injury the brochure was marked, 
"Paid for by City taxpayers." 

"The {rail l project shrinks future traffic congestion by more than 20 percent." Mayor Hannemann 
quoted in the Honolulu Advertiser on November 2, 2008, under a bold above the fold headline, 
"Study predicts rail to ease traffic 23%". Honolulu Advertiser, November 2, 2008. p. Al 

'Rail transit can improve the quality of life for residents across Orahu by reducing traffic 
congestion ... and will shrink traffic congestion by at least 21 percent as it matures 	my hope is 
that this is an action we collectively take for the future -- for the generations of children to come 
who deserve an island home where they can live, work and raise their families free from the grind 
of constant traffic gridlock." Senator Daniel K. Inouye, Draft EIS bodes well .fi)r transit. Honolulu 
Advertiser, November 2, 2008. p. BI. 

'What's more, today's rail technology is already proven and successful, like Vancouver's 
SkyTrain, the Trax system in Salt Lake City, Portland's MAX Train, and the Washington, D.C. 
Metro. When each of these systems was first proposed, there were questions and concerns raised. 
But today, they are vital parts of their cities' overall transportation solutions: reducing traffic 	" 
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Radio commercials repeated this endlessly in the weeks leading up to the November 4 rail 

referendum. of course, the facts are that traffic congestion in these cities since they built rail is as 

bad as other cities — if not worse, according the Texas Transportation Institute. 

The Mayor's behavior during the 2008 mayoral candidates' debates exemplified the refusal of 

city officials and their contractors to admit that traffic congestion will get worse with rail. During 

the September 9 debate, Dr. Panos Prevedouros asked the Mayor, "Your own city studies show 

that traffic congestion in the future, with rail, will be far worse than it is today. Is that true? Yes 

or No?" The Mayor totally dodged this because he knows full well that the answer is "Yes" but 

the viewers did not know that traffic congestion will indeed get worse with rail. Watch him duck  

and dive duriin  this video.  

Other aspects of misrepresentations by the city during the rail transit debate follow: 

The following transcript is of a one-minute City radio commercial that ran incessantly on many 

Honolulu radio stations in the months leading up to the referendum vote: 

TRANSCRIPT: "Will mass transit attract riders in Honolulu? Actually, we already know 
the answer. Honolulu has the fourth highest transit ridership per capita in the nation. 

People here already know that mass transit, like the bus, is a great way to deal with 

traffic, parking and save money. So, how about rail transit, which will he even fitsier and 

more efficient? Again, we don't have to guess. Look at how people in cities nationwide 

are responding to fuel costs and traffic hassles. In Portland, San Francisco, New York 
and Washington, D.C., rail ridership has increased more thanfive percent in the lust 
year. In Los Angeles, a city that loves its cars, rail ridership is up overfifieen percent. In 

Seattle, it's up twenty-eight percent. In Charlotte, thirty-four percent. And in Sacramento, 

rail ridership has increased forty-three percent in just a year. It's too bad we don't 

already have rail transit. The next best thing we can do is start building it now. To learn 
more, visit Honolulu Transitorg." 

The above statistics were repeated in the City's newspaper advertising. For example, the 

Honolulu Star-Bulletin, October 14, 2008. 

The following paragraphs show the city's statement numbered and in quotes followed by our 

comments. Our data is drawn from the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 

website. For comparison calendar years 2007 vs. 2006, the file is found at 

httE//www.aoia.com/researchistaisitidership/ridcrep/documentsi07q4rep.pdiThe  latest available 

data is that of the 1st quarter of 2008 and the file comparing it with the same quarter of 2007 is 

at:hup://www.apta.conairesearch/stats/ridership/riderep/documents/08cil rep.pdf 

#1: "In Los Angeles, a city that loves its cars, rail ridership is up over fifteen percent," 

For 2007 versus 2006, total public transportation in Los Angeles was down 1.78 percent, 

heavy rail was up 2.03 percent, light rail was up 0.81 percent and buses were down 2.53 

percent. For the first quarter 2008, heavy rail was up 5.37 percent, light rail was up 1.77 

percent and bus ridership was down about 7 percent (two categories). Los Angeles total 

public transportation was down 4.57 percent. 

#2: "In Seattle, [rail ridership] it's up twenty-eight percent." 

This is a statement that is accurate but misleading. For 2007, Seattle's light rail was tip 

3.8 percent and commuter rail commuter rail (real trains, long distance between stops) is 

up 27 percent, but it is a minor issue since it carries just 1.5 percent of all public 

transportation in Seattle. The primary reason for the great increase in this minor 

commuter rail line is that there have been extensive increases in commuter rail service 

during the past two years. See: http://enwikinedia.org/wiki/Sounder  commuter rail 
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#3: "In Charlotte, [rail ridership is up] thirty-four percent." 

Charlotte's rail line did not open until November 2007 and so there is nothing to compare 

it to. The supposed 34 percent increase is a pure figment of someone's imagination. 

#4: "And in Sacramento, rail ridership has increased forty-three percent in just a year." 

For the year 2007, Sacramento's rail was up 1.41 percent over the prior year. For the first 

quarter of 2008 rail was up 3.12 percent. 

The above statements are not only inaccurate but they mislead citizens into believing that recent 

increases in gasoline prices have driven motorists to public transportation far more than they 

actually have. The national experience is that the First quarter of 2008 shows a 3.3 percent 

increase in hoardings over the year earlier quarter. Some cities were up slightly more, while 

others experienced declines. 

Source: http://www.apia.coin/rnedia/releases/080602  ridership  reaort.cfin  

The City repeated these data in ads placed in local newspapers in 2008, for example, in the 

Honolulu Advertiser, October 13, 2008. p. A9. And since our local newspapers will print the 

City's official line without any research whatsoever this gets repeated, as for example, in the main 

editorial of May 15, 2008. 

InfraConsult LLC is a consultant to the city whose management is comprised of former Parsons 

Brinckerhoff employees. They run the "Public Outreach Program" for which they hired Elisa 

Yadao for 5500,000 as its program manager. 

Dr Prevedouros had written a paper on 20 reasons why we should choose bus technology. That 

was criticized by InfraConsuIrs Managing Director, Michael Schneider, and below we comment 

on his criticism. The more egregious of his misleading comments are shown below as EXCERPT 

followed by OUR COMMENT. 

EXCERPT: "Virtually eveiy city in the U.S. with a population over 750,000 people has 
both buses and some form of rail technology in opera/ion, construction, or in the 
advanced planning stage... Every major city in the world, whether a "capital city" or 
not, has some form °frail system. The size oft/cc rail system planned jar Honolulu is 
appropriate for the community's size." 

OUR COMMENT: The spin here is to use the term "city" whereas all normal discussions of rail 

systems use "metro area" or "urban area," which are contiguous urban areas almost regardless of 

political division. Thus, the San Francisco Bay Area contains all of the contiguous urban areas 

within the Bay Area. Portland's urban area consists of Portland and the surrounding counties. 

When we review Honolulti's size relative to other metro areas we find that we are the 56 th  largest 

in the U.S. and that if we were to build any kind or rail line we would be the smallest in 

population size. in fact, most of the metro areas larger than Honolulu do not have rail lines. 9  

The next largest city that has a totally grade-separated rail line powered from a third rail, usually 

termed 'heavy rail,' is Miami whose population is more than four times that of Honolulu. 

- [he other issue of appropriateness is that of cost. The cost of the proposed Honolulu rail line is 

out of all proportion to the population and tax base. The table on page 24 hows the relative local 

tax burden falling on Oahu taxpayers as compared to other communities. Honolulu will likely 

receive only about 18 percent of capital costs from federal funding. 

9  List or the on 	U.S. Metropuliran Area,: from the 2000 Census. Some ihree more metro ilCCAS have added rail since the CI1011 

was prepaied but that does not change he siatoncni, 
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As the primary consultants, Parsons Brinekerhoff has been active in spreading misinformation 

about rail on various radio programs. 

For example, on this radio program, Parsons Brinekerhoffs Steve Hogan discussed transit with 

Dr. Prevedouros, UH Professor of Traffic Engineering, on the Rick Hamada Show on KHVH 830 

AM for an hour on May 12, 2008. The full discussion may be heard on the podcast made of it. 

During the radio program Hogan said that it took six lanes offiveway to have the same cardying 

capacity as rail transit. 

Our comment: A single lane of busway on the New Jersey f-495 carries 32,000 passengers on 

buses per hour during the peak hours.' °  This lane carries more passengers per hour than any rail 

line in the U.S. with the sole exception of one line of the New York City subway. So it is 

nonsense to talk about rail having more capacity than Bus/Rapid Transit. 

Further, Parson's Brinckerhoff's own HOV Manual says: 

"(This) comparison of person moving capacities jbr various US. rail and HOV 

prqects...appe.ars to cut through the myth that HOV facilities (e.  .g. busways) do not have 

the person cardying equivalent of rail lines. Both modes can serve the person carrying 

capacity needs of about any corridor in North America."' I  

Hogan Men argued that there was no space to put the HOT lanes in Honolulu. 

Our comment: Parsons Brinckerhoff designed the Managed Lane Alternative and included it in 

the Alternatives Analysis with maps and engineering drawings showing that it fit. 

Hogan later tried to belittle the multiple on/off ramps Dr. Prepedouras has proposed for the HOT 
BRT alternative by saying that on the Tampa Expressway there's no stopping after you get on, 

until you get off at the other end. 

Our comment: The fact is that the Tampa Expressway has multiple on/off ramps and a map of 

them may be seen on the on/off ramps page. The Expressway's Director of Planning sees no 

difficulty with having even more on/off ramps. 

Then Steve Hogan argued that rail is more fuel efficient than autos on HOT lanes. 

Our comment: Only when New York City subways are included using weighted averages do rail 

transit lines show as more energy-efficient than cars. See the arguments on this issue on page xxx 

The efficient systems, such as New York, have a great deal of traffic going in both directions in 

their core areas in the off-peak while the energy-inefficient systems, such as Miami, tend to be 

those that are highly directional during the peak hours — full going from suburbs into town in the 

morning and empty going back out, with the opposite being true in the afternoon while there is 

little traffic during the middle of the day. 

For a meaningful assessment of what Honolulu is likely to experience we must look at the 

experience of those modern systems built since 1970. 

The average rail line is less energy efficient than the automobile (3,496 for ears and 4,329 for 

light trucks and SU Vs) according to the U.S Department of Energy as shown and described in the 

chart to the left u  and in other DOE publications. I3  

Transportation Itesearch Board's Highway Capacity Manual. Table 1-13. 
" Charles A. Fuhs. High Oct . rpcorclir Vehicle Facilthes. Parsons, 13thickerholl. December 1990. 
12 	Iltivz7wwwl..ccre 42ticrly ..gpvArchicicsantliuckiriLitsitltvoritcs!fivi  ron.v22 1 .hind  

hltp://www.catt eys. co .1.1k/rmid LestAyundai/14074.11.312 

" 	liltp.Wettionill.si..ovAlai:iliccil)27"F.(111101127 Chapicy02.pd(Table24 2.12 Ac 2.1.3 
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While it is still possible that Honolulu's prospective rail line could be more efficient than an 
automobile this is not likely. It is especially unlikely when the target year for discussion is 2030 
and automobiles are getting tar more fuel efficient every year and trains are not. 

Then Hogan said that even in Tampa the Expres.sway would today cost 3.5 times what it 

originally cost to build. 

Our comment: There are multiple construction cost indices, such as the Corps of Engineers Civil 
Works Index for Roads and Bridges, covering Florida from 2003-2008 and none of them show 
anything higher than a 50 percent increase. In addition, the Figg Bridge Corporation has been 
recently estimating new facilities in Florida similar to the Tampa Expressway and their current 
projected costs are less than a 50 percent increase from what the Expressway actually cost. A 350 
percent increase is nonsense; it is simply Parsons Brinckerhoffs attempt to justify the 
preposterously high projected cost of S2.6 billion that Parsons BrinckerhotT used for the MLA. 

Anyone believing that Parson's Brinekerhoff s employees are reasonable and objective in 
inforrning the public about rail transit and the Managed Lane Alternative should hear the 
poDcAsT  of this Rick Hamada Show. 

City brochure misleads 
The city's widely distributed May 2008 Transit brochure is grossly misleading.. The city prints 
thousands of these transportation brochures and distributes them to a city wide mailing list in 
addition to placing it on their website www.honolulutransit.com . Following are our comments on 
the City's May transportation brochure (takes time to download). 

Front page: Top reasons for rail: 

EXCERPT: Good for MOBILITY -- One train can more 300 people which equals 6 buses 

or 300 cans-1 That means one rail line equals 6 lanes of 

OUR RESPONSE: We dealt with this canard in earlier pages. 

EXCERPT Good for the ENVIRONMENT-- sustainable - rail can be powered by 
alternative energy like solar, wind or H-power. This means less air and water pollution 

and fewer green house gas emissions. 

This is a typical environmental appeal which has no substance in fact. As proof of that, there is no 
mention of these potential power sources in either the Draft EIS or its supporting technical 
documents. It is another case of spin being good enough for local consumption but not valid 
enough for submission to the FTA. 

EXCERPT: Good for the ECONOMY-- The rail project will creole 90,000 person years 

of employment or 11,000 direct and indirect jobs annually. And, building a reliable, 
dependable, efficient transportation system encourages healthy economic growth. 

OUR RESPONSE: 82 percent of the capital cost and 100 percent of the operating losses will be 
funded with local dollars. No mention is made of the downside of incurring higher taxes and 
higher City debt to justify a make-work project. 

EXCERPT .  Good for COMMUNITIES -- Rail encourages managed, orderly growth 

along the route. Planning where and how communities expand means we can keep lhe 

country country. 

OUR RESPONSE: It really means Transit Oriented Development, or heavy subsidies for 
developers, which has been the case in every other TOD; the subsidies are needed to entice 
people to live in so-called "vibrant" communities. No mention is made about the subsidies needed 
and their effect on local taxes. 
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EXCERPT: "filousion] Metro says ridership on its light mil .vystem has doubled in 20 

months." 

OUR RESPONSE — The American Public Transportation Association shows ridership on 

Houston's light rail was up 6.29 percent 2007 over 2006 and up just 3.08 percent for the 

Quarter 2008 over the same quarter in 2007. Some doubling. 

"The Dallas DART is up 9%. In Los Angeles - a city that loves its cars - rail ridership is up over 

15%. In Seattle it's up 28%, in Charlotte 34%, and in Sacramento, rail ridership is up 43% in just 

a year. Across the country rail ridership is up 11.2%." City advertisement, "Paid for by City 

Taxpayers," in the Honolulu Advertiser, October 13, 2008. p. A9. 

Since our local newspapers will print the City's official line verbatim without any research 

whatsoever, these untruths are repeated, for example, in the Advertiser main editorial of May 15, 

2008. 

Stop Rail Now's so -called "Lies and Misrepresentations" 

This refers to the discussion on page 38 when the City accused Stop Rail Now and 

Honolulutraffic.com  on statewide television of disseminating "lies and misrepresentations." 

When they finally presented the list to the City Council they called it "Inaccuracies." 

The City's listing of our sister operation Stop Rail Now's supposed "lies and 

misrepresentations" are in larger type bold-faced and flush left. The City's response to our 

comments is shown underneath each of them. Our responses are shown underneath each of 

the items but are in small type and indented. We have listed here only those "lies and 

misrepresentations" attributed to Stop Rail Now. 

This exchange took place before the Draft EIS had issued and so our comments related to 

that time and the Alternatives Analysis. 

The following retains the City's original format: 

Inaccuracies 

Stop Rail Now Ad 

Sunday, September 14, 2008 • Honolulu Advertiser. Page A25 

1. "The recent GET Tax increase and federal funds will be insufficient 
to fund rail." 

Through the financial plan in the Alternatives Analysis, adequate funding sources 
have been identified for the approved Kapolei to Honolulu route. The financial 
plan also includes almost $1 billion in contingencies. The financial plan was 
thoroughly reviewed by transportation experts with the Federal Transportation 
Administration (ETA) prior to its release. 

There are five reasons for believing the funds will be insufficient: 

First, the projected revenues from the GE tax hike will most probably fall short over the 

15-year life of the tax given the current state of our economy. They will certainly be no 

more than that shown as the lower of the three growth scenarios, the "Trend Forecast," in 

the AA, table 5-4 8c. 5-7. 
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Second, the Alternatives Analysis (AA) financial plan, Table 5-8 end the Financial  

Feasibility Reaort (FFR) p. 4-4, calls for S1.2 billion in federal funds for the 20-mile 

option using the Trend Forecast for GE tax revenues. 

The fed does not deal in inflation adjusted dollars only nominal dollars. There is no 

likelihood of us receiving 51.2 billion. In fact, the only FTA assurance that we have in 

writing is the minutes °fan OMPO Policy Committee Meeting ( sec 

htip:iloahumpo.org/PC(pc2004/pc04rnm0323.htinl) where Mr. Rogers, head of FTA's 

Region IX told the Committee that, "The FTA program office is looking to limit any New 

Starts funding to no more than 5500 million per project." The minutes were accepted as 

true by the Committee inembers. This is the only written assurance from the FTA of us 

getting anything. 

An email of 10-7-2008, from the FTA's Paul Grillo to us, reads as follows: "it is far too 

early to tell whether Honolulu's proposed rail project will receive New Starts funding, 

The project hasn't yet been accepted into the New Starts Program. " 

Third, the plan does not cell for operating losses to begin until 2019 

(www.honolulutraffic.com/FFR.pdf,  p. B-4.). However, according to city officials, plans 

call for operations to start in 2012. If operations do begin earlier it will increase the 

subsidies shown in the financial plan. 

Fourth, the capital cost estimate for the 20-mile line is about one billion understated and 

the 28-mile by 52 billion. See www.honolulutra1lic.com/costunderstate4.pdf  for a 

discussion of the 1992 rail project, the Miami Metrorail and the San Juan Tren Urbana all 

adjusted for construction inflation and location. 

Fifth, there will likely be change orders and other cost overruns. The average of the most 

recent FTA evaluation of New Starts Actual versus Projections  and Costs showed 

average cost overruns of 40 percent. 

That the "financial plan was thoroughly reviewed by transportation experts with the FTA 

prior to its release" is no assurance to anyone who has the slightest acquaintance with the 

' ,TA's record. The last two rail lines to open, Charlotte and San Juan, both want over 100 

percent over projected costs. 

2. "For the beginning 20-mile line we are unlikely to get all of the 
supposed $900 million in federal funds." 

The Federal Transit Administration would not have allowed the City to continue 
with the project if it were not a reasonable estimate. In fact, in the Alternatives 
Analysis, it was assumed that federal funds would total $700 million. If we 
receive more, it will be a bonus. 

Congressman James Oberstar, chair of the U.S. House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee has twice told the local media he strongly supports this 
project and mentioned $900 million as a reasonable figure. 

2. Dealt with above. 

3. "This amount together with the operating subsidy will take at least a 
40 percent hike in property taxes." 

This is a scare tactic. The subsidy for rail could be funded without any increase in 
taxes, property or otherwise. 
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Our statement related to the full Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and included 

operating losses. We estimate that the City's projected cost of the Full Corridor 

Alignment at S5,1 billion in 2006 dollars (AA, table 5-1) is 52 billion understated (see 

www.honolulutraffie.comieostundcrstate4.pd1:) and to that must he added the airport spur 

bringing the total to 57.5 billion. This will take more than a 40 percent hike in property 

taxes. See Intp://www.honoltilutraffic.conflrailfundingl3.pdf which is a spreadsheet using 

an earlier estimate of S6.4 billion that resulted in a 40 percent hike in property taxes. If 

the City wishes to disagree, they should be specific. 

4. "Automobiles are on average more energy efficient than modern rail 
lines." 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2007 Data Book, rail uses 36 
percent less energy per passenger-mile than cars and trucks. 

This attempt to confuse the average of rail lines with the weighted average of all rail 

lines, which includes New York, is quite deliberate. They know that New York City's 

energy efficient subways provide 57 percent a the nation's rail transit ridership and 

dominate the weighted average. We should he comparing ourselves to rail technologies 

similar to what we would be getting. In fact, whether you take just modern rail lines, or 

all rail lines including New York City, but use a straight average instead of a weighted 

average the automobile still comes out ahead with Btu's per passenger mile of 3,445 

versus rail's 4,337. They know we are right on this. See this web page: 

.coinlnwsubenergy  

5. "The city admits future traffic congestion will be worse with rail than 
it is today." 

This is a cleverly crafted statement that knowingly uses only part of the 
information available. The Alternatives Analysis shows that a fixed guideway will 
reduce future traffic congestion between Kapolei and Honolulu by 11 percent. 

This is pure spin. He is not denying that traffic congestion will be worse than today only 

that rail will reduce congestion by I I percent from what it would be without rail. 

6. "The city's own Parsons Brinckerhoff studies forecast that with rail, 
rush hour traffic will be 37% greater than it is today." 

This is another cleverly crafted statement that uses only part of the information 
available. With the expected increases in population and employment in the 
future, rail transit promises the greatest reduction of this increased congestion. 

More spin; he is still not denying that congestion will be worse with rail than it is today. 

7. "Bus . Rapid Transit and autos on High Occupancy Toll 'HOT LANES' 
is [sic] the most cost-effective way to reduce congestion and thus 
reduce pollution and energy use." 

This statement has no basis in fact. The Alternatives Analysis compared the 
costs per users of Managed Lanes and the 20-mile fixed guideway and found 
that the Managed Lane is between $63 and $50 per user, while the fixed 
guideway is about $21 per user. 

In addition, Managed Lanes would provide approximately 2 million hours of user 
benefits per year. The 20-mile fixed guideway would provide approximately 12 
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million hours of user benefits per year. Page 6-6 of the Alternatives Analysis 
states, The Fixed Guideway alternative is approximately four times as effective 
at providing transit user benefits per annualized incremental dollar cost as the 
Managed Lane alternative." 

Our statement refers to the detailed findings of the UHCS Study, which the city has made 

no attempt to refute. All they have done is personally attack Dr. Prevedouros who led the 

study. Failing any significant analysis of the UHCS Study by the City we will continue to 

quote it. 

GETTING IT RIGHT 

Misinformation about rail 

Below are inaccurate statements about rail transit and HOT lanes taken from 
their source websites. The statements are grouped by category: traffic 
congestion, financial plan-costs, Managed Lanes-HOT lanes, ridership, travel 
times, Environmental Impact Statement, population, train speed, route, 
environment, downtown and Phileas buses. 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

"You may be even more outraged to find that it has never been our elected 
officials intention to improve traffic congestion." (stoprailnow.com ) 

One of the goals from the beginning has been to reduce traffic congestion and 
improve corridor mobility, which includes reducing travel times and 
improving travel time reliability. 

Nowhere in the AA is there any sign of intern to reduce traffic congestion below current 

levels, only to "increase urban mobility" by which they mean by public transportation. 

These excerpts from a letter sent by DTS Director Melvin Kaku to Cliff Slater on June 

20, 2006, show that the City did not have congestion reduction as a main requirement 

"Projects with the purpose of providing roadway mobility for automobiles and 

commercial vehicles are outside of the authorization of Act 247; therefore, they will not 

be considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project ... 

"While the transit system will reduce the number of drivers on congested roadways 

within the corridor, the corridor is expected to continue experiencing growth in travel 

demand. The transportation corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at 

Manoa will continue to experience substantial traffic congestion; however, congestion in 

the corridor is expected to decrease somewhat after the system opens, and grow at a 

reduced rate after that time because of automobile trips diverted to transit." 

All the City hopes to do is to use rail to reduce congestion to levels below what they 

would be if we did nothing. The AA table 3-12 shows that present peak hour levels on the 

regular H-1 freeway lanes arc 10,960 vehicles. If we build rail the city forecasts 17,414. 

That will mean a considerable increase in traffic congestion relative to today's levels. If 

we do nothing (No-Build Alternative), the demand will only increase to 18,049. 

FINANCIAL PLAN-COSTS 
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"Even if Honolulu receives $900 million in federal aid, all of it will be 
spent in foreign countries or on the mainland. No federal funds will 
ever reach Oahu." (stoprailnow.com ) 

This statement is absurd. The largest cost elements of the project are the 
construction of the guideway, stations and maintenance facility and associated 
costs for utility relocations and street repaving. All of this work, of course, will be 
done on-site in Honolulu, as will most of the professional service activities. 

Stop Rail Now finds no record of us saying this. However, it may well be 

true it is just that we have not researched this issue. 

The City cannot afford rail because it will cost $150 million a year to 
operate and maintain." (stoprailnow.com ) 

The estimated annual operating and maintenance costs for a fixed guideway are 
approximately $60 million. The cost of operating and maintaining a bus and rail 
system will be less than the cost of carrying the same number of riders on a bus 
only system. 

We can find no record of us having said this. However, it may well be true; 

we have yet to research it. 

MANAGED LANES-HOT LANES 

"Engineers for the Tampa elevated toll lanes say an elevated toll road can 
be built in Honolulu for less than $1 billion." (stoprailnow.com ) 

According to an e-mail from Linda Figg, whose firm designed the Tampa project, 
We (Figg Engineering) have not done any "detailed engineering studies of what 

estimates of probable construction costs would be for the elevated structure." 

We simply took those actual cost figures (from Tampa) and escalated the costs 
to today's time and included the escalations that might be anticipated for 
construction in Hawaii. The values that Cliff Slater is referencing look like the ball 
park figures that we determined from that back of the napkin review." 

What they precisely said was that they could not believe that it would cost as 

much as one billion dollars. Figg Bridge does other work in Hawaii and is 

familiar with geotechnical and labor conditions. They are also familiar with 

the proposed route of the HOT lanes proposal. Given that they are not going 

to perform "detailed engineering studies" for the city for free, their comments 

are valid and we think reasonable. 

"In the 2006 AA, 10-mile Hot Lane performed only a little worse than 20 
miles of rail line." (stoprailnow.com ) 

The fixed guideway is projected to reduce traffic congestion by about 11 percent 
in the study corridor. The Managed Lane-HOT lane option reduces future traffic 
congestion by about 4 percent. The fixed guideway is a more cost-effective 
solution per user benefit than Managed Lanes-HOT lanes (M, table 6-1). 

We can find no record of this poorly written sentence coming from us. 
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HOT lanes pay for themselves with toll revenues and federal funds." 
(various) 

Toil revenues would fund only about 20 to 25 percent of the cost of HOT lanes. 
No other funding sources have been identified. 

We see no reason why toll revenues cannot provide half °Idle $900 million 
capital costs and FIEWA the other half. Even if F- WA did not fund it, the local 
taxpayer load $450 million is so incomparably small relative to rail transit that the 
city could have the state legislature amend Act 247 to allow its use for HOT lanes 
and still be able to terminate the tax in about four years. 

POPULATION 

"The rail project is totally out of line for the size of our community." 
(stoprailnow) 

Honolulu is fifth densest among cities with populations of 500,000 or more. We 
are the only one without a rail system. 

More spin. No one compares "cities" but rather inetro areas — contiguous urban 
areas with logical linkage for sharing urban transportation. Rather than San 
Francisco the federal government reviews the whole Bay Area. The USDOT's 
listing of inetro areas has I. ionolulti as the 56` h  largest and most of the 55 that are 
larger than us have no rail. 

En addition, rail transit's cost per capita for Honolulu is at least seven times the 
next highest cost per capita among all metro areas and ten times the average. 

TRAIN SPEED 

"Train is not rapid." (stoprailnow.com ) 

Rail will achieve a top speed of 55 mph or greater between many stations. 

More spin. We, of course, only deal with average speeds from origin to 
destination. The city claims they will average 30 mph but that will be a reach and 
be, more likely, 25-28 inph. In any ease, 30 mph is not rapid in comparison to 
uneongested highway speeds of 60 mph such as the HOT lanes would provide. 

ROUTE 

"Virtually everyone will have to use buses to get to rail stations. 
(stoprailnow.com )" 

Rail stations will [be] accessible by automobile, bus, bicycle paths and walkways. 
In the transit corridor, 23 percent of the population and 38 percent of the 
employment will be within a 10-minute walk of a rail station. 

We do not find it credible that 23 percent of the corridor population will be within 
a ten minute walk from a station. We will ignore for a moment that a quarter mile 
is considered by the beds to be the maximum that people will walk to station or 
bus. 
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However, we have not made a detailed study of this and if the city has, we will be 
happy to review it with them and concede that they are right should that turn out 
to be the case. 

"They are delaying the theoretical opening until 21:119." 
(stoprailnow.com ) 

The projected opening is 2018. 

The City's AA Financial Feasibility Report, Table B-4, shows that operating and 
maintenance costs for the 20-mile project begins in 2019, while the full length 
system begins in 2020 (Table B-5). 

ENVIRONMENT 

The noise from steel on steel is an environmental blight." 
(stoprailnow.com ) 

Rail decibel levels are about the same sound as a city bus. 

Yes buses are noisy. However, raii has a particularly annoying sound that at 79 
decibels @ 50 feet coming by every 1 /2 minutes, in addition to buses and other 
ambient noise, makes the situation far worse. 

AR00002081 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: {808) 768-4730 • Internet: w.w.r.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEM.ANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
OEFUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299088R 

Mr. Cliff Slater 
Honolulutraffic.com , Stop Rail Now 
3105 Pacific Heights Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Slater: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Anal EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Cover Letter 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Airport Alternative is defined as the 
Project, and is one of the alternatives studied in the document. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA 
regulations (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). Further, FTA's NEPA regulations for projects proposed 
to be funded with major capital investment funds, the level of detail necessarily increases 
between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS through preliminary engineering work (23 CFR § 
771.1230)). The Final EIS addresses each of the points of concern noted in your letter. 
Specifically, Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS compares existing congestion levels to future 
levels both with the Project and without to provide a point of reference to the reader for future 
conditions. These tables include traffic volumes, level-of-service, and maximum volume 
thresholds for individual roadways in the project corridor. Table 3-14 of the Final BS provides a 
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comparison of the No Build Alternative and the Project in 2030 and shows that the Project will 
result in an 18 percent reduction in congestion, as measured by daily vehicle hours of delay 
(VHD). The environmental benefits and impacts of the Project are detailed in Chapter 4 of the 
Final EIS. Table 4-1 provides a summary of those impacts and proposed mitigation. 

An analysis of the financing of the Project is set forth in Chapter 6 of the Final ES. 
Figure 6-3 illustrates forecast transit operating needs from the Highway and General Fund, 
which includes property tax revenues. As stated in Section 6.4.2 of the Final EIS, overall transit 
operating and maintenance costs (i.e., the Project, TheBus, and TheHandi-Van) are expected to 
increase from approximately 11 percent to 14 percent of the City's operating budget. This small 
increase is typically accounted for in the normal budgeting of available funds and will not by itself 
result in an increase in property taxes. Financial risks associated with the Project are discussed 
in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS. The travel forecasting model has been refined since the Draft 
EIS to add an up-to-date air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), improved drive access 
(driving alone or carpooling) module and a better presentation of non-home based direct 
demand trips (trips that do not originate or end at home). The results are not substantially 
different than those in the Draft EIS. As stated above, VHD will decrease by 18 percent with the 
Project versus the No Build Alternative. 

The summary section of Chapter 4 in the Final EIS provides a list of technical reports that 
were prepared for the Project. In addition, various technical reports were used as the basis of 
the transportation and modeling analysis conducted for Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
These reports are available from the Department of Transportation Services and on the project 
website at www.honolulutransitorg.  

Chapter 2 of the Final ES also summarizes the screening and Alternatives Analysis 
processes that were used to identify and develop the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
The detail requested is provided in the supporting reports listed as references to the Draft EIS. 
To quote from the FTA "Keys to Efficient Development of Useful Environmental Documents" (US 
DOT, 2007): The NEPA implementing regulations provide that "leinvironmental impact 
statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that 
agencies have made the necessary environmental analyses" (40 CFR § 1500.2(b)). This means 
that the impact statement itself should not contain elaborate and extensive analyses of different 
types of impacts, but rather, relatively brief descriptions in plain language of the results of those 
analyses; the brief descriptions are meant to discuss impacts associated with alternatives that 
were analyzed and presented in comparative form. The Final EIS explains the analysis of the 
various alternatives considered and environmental impacts of the proposed Project in 
compliance with NEPA. 

According to 23 CFR § 771.130, a Supplemental ES is prepared when the 
Administration determines that: 

(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts that 
were not evaluated in the BS; or 
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(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on 
the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the BS. 

Neither of these instances is applicable to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project or demonstrated in the comment letter. 

Part I — Alternatives Studied 

Project scoping was conducted in two phases, as allowed for in FTA SAFETEA-LU 
guidance. Early soaping was completed during the Alternatives Analysis phase and NEPA 
soaping was completed after selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative. The process is 
detailed as follows. The Alternatives Analysis phase, as documented in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, including managed lanes, 
in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis for the Alternatives Analysis. Scoping followed the FTA process that provides for a 
culling of alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The following scoping 
meetings were held as part of the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project: 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue in 
Downtown Honolulu from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. (agency scoping meeting) 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue in 
Downtown Honolulu from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

• December 14, 2005: Kapolei Middle School Cafeteria at 91-5335 Kapolei Parkway in 
Kapolei from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

The scoping process initiated for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, 
bus and fixed guideway options for consideration. As a result of this scoping effort, the 
proposed Managed Lane Alternative was expanded. It was revised again during the 
Alternatives Analysis to improve its performance. Despite the improvements, the managed lane 
alternative was not able to meet the performance of the fixed guideway. 

A second scoping opportunity was initiated in support of the Draft BS in March of 2007. 
All meetings held were open to the public: 

• March 28, 2007: Kapolei Hale at 1000 Uluohia Street from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

• March 29, 2007: McKinley High School at 1039 South King Street from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m, 

• April 3, 2007 at Salt Lake Elementary School at 1131 Ala Lilikoi Street from 5:00 to 8:00 
lam 

In this later scoping effort, the public was requested to propose alternatives that would 
satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, less environmental or 
community impact and alternatives that were not previously studied and eliminated for good 
cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria was a fixed-guideway 
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alternative following an alternative alignment. All reasonable alternatives That emerged from 
these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. Your letter suggests that 
a second scoping process was held because the first scoping process was "inadequate or 
unsatisfactory"; that is not the case. In 2006, FTA issued guidance that stated a scoping 
process could be held before the Alternatives Analysis with a second scoping process held after 
the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS: 

According to SAFETEA-LU Environmental Review Process Final Guidance issued jointly 
by the Federal Highway Administration and FTA: "Certain New Starts project sponsors have 
advocated publishing a Federal Register notice of intent to prepare an EIS, more accurately 
called an "early scoping notice," and then conducting the New Starts planning Alternatives 
Analysis as a super-extended scoping process (so called 'Option 1.59. This option may provide 
an opportunity to identify and engage participating agencies.. .earlier, I. a, during the New Starts 
planning Alternatives Analysis, through the early scoping notice... Under this option, project 
initiation [scoping process] would occur after the New Starts planning Alternatives Analysis at 
the start of the environmental review process." 

The FTA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS in the Federal Register on March 
15, 2007. All interested individuals and organizations, as well as Federal, State, and Local 
agencies, were invited to comment on the Purpose and Need to be addressed by a fixed 
guideway transit system; the alternatives including modes, technologies and alignments to be 
evaluated; and environmental, social, and economic impacts to be analyzed. The alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIS are the result of the alternatives screening process and reflect 
comments received during the scoping process, as summarized in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project National Environmental Policy Act Scoping Report (DTS 2007). Several 
scoping comments were received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative 
that was considered and fully evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase and found to 
perform substantially less effectively than the fixed guideway alternative that was selected for 
further development in the Locally Preferred Alternative. Because no new information was 
provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the 
Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. Had 
information been provided that demonstrated greater effectiveness, the managed lane 
alternative would have been reconsidered in the Draft EIS. 

Regarding alternatives studied, the Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated a reversible 
Managed Lane Alternative and documented that it performed poorly compared to the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative on a broad range of metrics. Based on public comments received on the 
Draft EIS, additional information, as summarized from the Alternatives Analysis Report and 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum, has been 
added to Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EIS to explain why this alternative was rejected. Both the 
Alternatives Analysis Report and Screening Memorandum were available to the public. The 
following is a quote from Chapter 6, Section 8.6.12, of the Final EIS: 

"A number of commenters stated that the alternatives studied did not properly address 
other options for the corridor. In particular, there was a concern that the Managed Lane 
Alternative was not included in the Draft EIS as an alternative." 
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The process of alternatives screening and selection is discussed in Chapter 2 and in 
Section 8.6.1 of the Final EIS. As discussed, alternatives were developed through three general 
phases: (1) the FTA Alternatives Analysis process; (2) the selection of a Locally Preferred 
Alternative; and (3) the NEPA scoping and Draft EIS process. The initial screening of alterna-
tives is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (DTS, 2006a) (Screening Memorandum). The subsequent FTA 
Alternatives Analysis process is provided in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) (Alternatives Analysis). 

The initial screening process considered a wide range of alternatives, including 
'construction of a 'managed' two-lane elevated structure for transit vehicles and potentially 
carpools, as well as single occupant vehicles willing to pay a congestion-based toll," as 
described on page S-2 of the Screening Memorandum. The screening results for the Managed 
Lane Alternative are discussed on pages C-4 through C-5 of this report. The analysis found that 
the transit mode share under the Managed Lane Alternative would hold constant with the No 
Build Alternative; the automobile mode share would increase; and the bike and walk mode share 
would decrease. Vehicle hours traveled would decrease, while vehicle miles traveled would 
increase slightly. 

This initial screening process identified four alternatives that were presented at scoping 
meetings held to obtain public input. As described on page 5-2 of the Screening Memorandum, 
one of the alternatives recommended for further evaluation was the Managed Lane Alternative. 
The Managed Lane Alternative originally was described as follows: 

The Managed Lane Alternative would include construction of a two-lane grade-
separated facility between Waiawa Interchange and lwilei for use by buses, paratransit 
vehicles and van pool vehicles (see Figure 5-1). The lanes would be managed to 
maintain free-flow speeds for buses, while simultaneously allowing High-Occupancy 
Vehicles (HOVs) and variable pricing for toll-paying single-occupant vehicles. 
Intermediate bus access points would be provided in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium and 
Middle Street. Bus operations utilizing the managed lanes would be restructured to use 
the Managed Lane and enhanced to provide additional service between Kapolei and 
other points Ewa of Downtown, through to the University of flawei at Manoa." 

The scoping process resulted in the revision of this proposed alternative. As discussed 
on page 6-1 of the Screening Memorandum: 

"Based on scoping comments, a second operational option was included under the 
Managed Lane Alternative. The initial option proposed a two-lane grade-separated 
facility between Waiawa Interchange and lwilei which would operate as one lane in each 
direction at all times of the day. The second option proposes similar infrastructure, but it 
would operate as a reversible facility with two lanes traveling Koko Head during the 
morning peak period, and then reversing to travel Ewa in the PM peak period. Both 
operational options would include restructured and enhanced bus operations by utilizing 
the managed lanes to provide additional service between Kapolei and other points Ewa 
of Downtown, and both would be managed to maintain free-flow speeds for buses. 
Providing that enough capacity existed, High-Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs) and toll-
paying single-occupant vehicles would also be allowed to use the facility under either 
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scenario; however, it is possible that under the initial option (one lane in each direction), 
there would not be enough excess capacity to allow toll-paying single occupant vehicles 
and still maintain reasonable speeds. Intermediate access points would be provided in 
the vicinity of Aloha Stadium and the Keehi Interchange." 

This alternative was further developed in the Alternatives Analysis Report, with additional 
features added to maximize the performance of the alternative, as discussed on page 2-4: 

"The Two-direction Option would serve express buses operating in both directions during 
the entire day. The Reversible Option would serve peak-direction bus service, while 
reverse-direction service would use H-1. Twenty-nine bus routes, with approximately 93 
buses per hour, would use the managed lane facility during peak hours for either option. 
One limited-stop route and one local route would continually operate in the managed 
lane. A total of 27 peak-period express routes would operate in the peak direction using 
the managed lane facility. Of these, three would be new express routes serving 
developing areas and nine would be new routes developed for exclusive use of the 
managed lane. The nine new managed lane express bus system routes would originate 
from Kalaeloa, Kapolei, or Central Oahu and terminate at the Alapai Transit Center, 
Waikiki, or UH Manoa. Other peak-period, local and limited-stop mutes would follow a 
route similar to the current structure but would use the managed lane for the line-haul 
portion of the route. 

"A toll structure has been developed that ensures that the managed lane facility would 
operate to maintain free-flow speeds for buses. To maintain free-flow speeds in The Two-
direction Option, it may be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HO Vs 
using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would be allowed to use 
the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have to pay a toll." 

As discussed on page 3-8 of the Alternatives Analysis Report, the enhanced bus system 
would include an increased fleet size, estimated at 321 buses beyond the existing fleet for the 
two-direction managed lane facility and 381 buses for the reversible managed lane facility, to 
provide a sufficient fleet to ensure that the alternative would function as planned. 

1. Reversible Managed Lane Alternative 

The Alternatives Analysis Report estimated total capital and operating costs for the 
Managed Lane Alternative. As discussed on page 2-16, capital costs for the Managed Lane 
Alternative were estimated to range between $3.6 and $4.7 billion, of which $2.6 to $3.8 billion 
would be for construction of the managed lanes. Transit operating costs for the Managed Lane 
Alternative would range between approximately $251 and $261 million as a result of additional 
buses that would be put in service under that alternative. These costs do not include the cost of 
maintaining the managed lane facility. Capital costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternative, 
including bus system costs, would range between $5.2 and $6.1 billion for the Full-corridor 
Alignments, of which $4.6 to $5.5 billion would be for the fixed guideway system. The costs 
would be $4.2 billion for the 20-mile Alignment, of which $3.6 billion would be for the fixed 
guideway system. Operating costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternative in 2030, in 2006 dollars, 
would be approximately $192 million. The total operating costs for the Fixed Guideway 
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Alternative, including the bus and fixed guideway, would range between approximately $248 and 
$256 million. 

The capital cost of the Managed Lane Alternative thus is potentially somewhat lower than 
the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Alternative and significantly lower than the Full-corridor Alternative. 
Operating costs would be slightly higher. These cost factors were considered in conjunction with 
other project goals in evaluating the alternatives. 

With respect to transit travel time benefit, the Managed Lane Alternative options would 
improve some trips that were particularly well-served by the managed lanes. In general, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would increase transit travel times by increasing traffic on the overall 
roadway system and creating more delay for buses. The H-1 Freeway leading up to the 
managed lanes would become more congested because cars accessing the managed lanes 
would increase traffic volumes. Significant congestion would occur where the managed lanes 
connect to Nimitz Highway at Pacific Street near Downtown. Much of the time saved in the 
managed lane itself would be negated by the time spent in congestion leading up to the 
managed lane, as well as exiting the lanes at their downtown terminus. Furthermore, areas that 
are not directly served by the managed lane would not experience much positive change from 
the No Build Alternative. As discussed on page 3-14, the Alternatives Analysis Report found 
that, "although the Managed Lane Alternative would provide some travel-time improvement for 
certain areas, it has significant limitations with regard to improving travel times or transit service 
for a broader customer base. 

As discussed on page 3-17, transit ridership would increase only 5.3 to 6.4 percent over 
the No Build Alternative, a small increase compared both to the cost of the Managed Lane 
Alternative and the increase that would result from the Fixed Guideway Alternative, which would 
increase transit ridership by 21 percent for the 20-mile alignment. 

The volume of peak-hour vehicles in key areas would actually increase under the 
Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative. As discussed on page 3-27, 
the Fixed Guideway Alternative would reduce the number of vehicles by 3 to 12 percent. 

With respect to the goal of providing equitable transportation solutions that meet the 
needs of lower-income transit-dependent communities, the Alternatives Analysis Report noted 
that the Managed Lane Alternative, "would not substantially improve service or access to transit 
for transit-dependent communities, as buses that use existing HOV facilities would be routed to 
the managed lane facility but would continue to be affected by congestion in other parts of their 
routes. Arterial congestion would increase in the study corridor with the Managed Lane Alterna-
tive, making bus access to the managed lanes less reliable" (page 6-8). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report also considered consistency with existing land use 
planning and regional transportation planning. On page 6-13, the report concluded that the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative, "best serves the areas of Oahu that are designated for future 
growth and development. It is also the only alternative that is consistent with regional 
transportation system planning defined in the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation Ran (Ompo 
2006a)." 
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The evaluation of alternatives inevitably involves trade-offs. As stated on page 6-13 of 
the Alternatives Analysis Report, the "greatest trade-off among the alternatives is between the 
transportation benefit provided and the cost to implement alternatives....The Managed Lane 
Alternative provides slightly more benefit [than the Transportation System Management (TSM) 
alternative, which had little effect on traffic], but at a substantial cost. While the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative would have the highest cost, it is also the only alternative that would provide a 
substantial transportation benefit, measured both by the benefit to transit users and in the 
reduction in congestion compared to the No Build Alternative." 

The November 2006 Alternatives Analysis Report provided information about all 
alternatives considered, including the Managed Lane Alternative. As stated in the Summary of 
the Alternatives Analysis Report, "the Managed Lane Alternative would provide some travel time 
improvements between selected origins and destinations that are well served by the facility, but 
in many cases the travel time savings experienced is offset by the increased congestion 
experienced before entering and upon exiting the facility." The summary also states that the 
Managed Lane Alternative would "generate the greatest amount of air pollution, require the 
greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would result in the largest number of 
transportation noise impacts. It would provide little community benefit, as it would not provide 
substantially improved transit access to the corridor." Additionally, Table 6-3 in Chapter 6 of the 
Alternatives Analysis compares each of the alternatives studied in the Alternatives Analysis, 
including the Managed Lane Alterative, in relation to project goals and objectives. This table 
shows that the Fixed Guideway Alternative performs the best when considering all the objectives 
related to the goals of improving corridor mobility and improving transportation equity. 

The Alternatives Analysis findings are also summarized in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIS. The Managed Lane Alternative is discussed in Section 2.2.2 of this Final EIS. As 
stated in the Final EIS and supported by the lengthy analysis that preceded the preparation of 
the Draft EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative was not pursued because the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have achieved project goals and objectives, would not result in 
substantially fewer environmental impacts, and would not be financially feasible. For all of these 
reasons, it was not advanced to consideration in the EIS. The City Council eliminated the 
Managed Lane Alternative from consideration when it selected the Locally Preferred Alternative 
on December 22, 2006. The Council's selection was signed into law as Ordinance 07-001. 

Comments received about the Managed Lane Alternative referenced in the Draft EIS 
suggested there were significant differences between the alternative studied in the Alternatives 
Analysis and an ideal managed lane option. However, there was no substantial difference 
between the alternatives proposed in comments and those studied in the Alternatives Analysis 
that would have resulted in a different outcome. The primary concern raised about the 
Alternatives Analysis alternatives was that they did not allow access other than at the beginning 
and end of the facility. That is a misunderstanding of the Alternatives Analysis alternatives. 
Both provided access at Aloha Stadium and Middle Street to allow connections to intermediate 
points along the corridor. Any additional access points would substantially increase the cost of 
the facility because of right-of-way and structure costs and would affect the ievel-of-service 
provided by the investment. 

Also questioned in the comments was the provision of a congestion pricing system that 
would make the facility available to single occupant vehicles or those with two occupants at a 
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cost that would rise during periods of high demand. In both cases, the Managed Lane 
Alternative evaluated a pricing option, and the two-lane reversible alternative description stated 
that "A toll structure has been developed that ensures that the managed lane facility would 
operate to maintain free-flow speeds for buses" (Alternatives Analysis Report, page 2-4). While 
there may be some minor details of the proposed alternatives that differ from the Alternatives 
Analysis alternatives, the evaluation assesses the concept fairly in the context of the Project's 
Purpose and Need. 

In addition, the statement in Chapter 2 of the Draft BS that "the Managed Lane 
Alternative would provide slightly more benefit [than the TSM] at a substantial cost" is supported 
by information provided in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIS. As shown in this table, the cost per hour of 
transit-user benefit compared to No Build is $13.54 for the TSM Alternative and $50.34 to $63.42 
for the Managed Lane Alternative whereas the reduction in vehicle hours of delay and daily 
islandwide transit trips are comparable between the two alternatives. This supports the 
statement that the Managed Lane Alternative provides benefits at a "substantial cost." As further 
shown in Table 2-1 of the Draft BS, the cost per hour of transit-user benefit for the fixed 
guideway project compared to the No Build Alternative is $21.32 to $27.05. 

The Transit Task Force was created to assist the City Council in selecting the locally 
preferred alternative. Page 2 of 7 of the Task Force Report states: The Task Force finds that 
the Alternatives Analysis' presentation and assessment of [the Managed Lane] alternative were 
fair and accurate, however it may well be that operational variations of this alternative could 
make it more attractive and/or feasible than the specific version considered." The operational 
variations discussed by the Task Force were focused on improving bus operations on the 
managed lane. The Alternatives Analysis Report (p. 3-13) indicated that the bus would operate 
very well while on the managed lane system, but would not be able to maintain performance 
once it transitioned to the local street network. Since the primary issue with buses was the 
performance on too& streets, the suggestions of the Task Force were not substantive in 
improving the managed lane alternative performance overall and would not have resulted in a 
change in the relative merits of the alternatives evaluated. Furthermore, The Task Force did 
not identify any additional information that the Council must obtain before proceeding [to select a 
Locally Preferred Alternative]." 

a) Zipper lane: As discussed in the Chapter 5, Alternative 3b of the Detailed Definition 
of Alternatives Report (2006), the reversible lane Managed Lane Alternative provides 
three managed/HOV lanes in the peak direction, which is sufficient to satisfy the demand 
for restricted lanes. Eliminating the zipper lane frees up two off-peak direction lanes — 
one NOV and one general purpose lane. In other words, it was not needed to 
accommodate the demand in the eastbound direction. Additionally, Table 3-11 of the 
Alternatives Analysis Report showed that westbound demand during the a.m. peak hour 
at the Kalauao Screenfine would increase from approximately 7,600 vehicles per hour 
(vph) in 2003 to approximately 10,600 vph in 2030 with the Managed Lane. While the 
demand in the reverse direction would increase by approximately 40 percent, the peak-
direction demand would increase by only 30 percent. Eliminating the zipper lane while 
evaluating the reversible managed lane alternative provided the greatest benefit to 
freeway users by increasing capacity in both directions. Access ramps were provided at 
several locations. Park-and-ride facilities and bus stops were included to maximize 
transit use, providing the alternative the greatest opportunity to generate transit user 
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benefits while reducing traffic congestion. However, as stated in the Alternatives Analysis 
and Draft and Final EISs, the Managed Lane Alternative was less effective at reducing 
congestion than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

b) Managed Lane Alternative capital costs: The engineering cost estimate for a two-lane 
reversible managed lane facility, which was calculated following the same rigorous cost 
estimating process used for the Fixed Guideway Alternatives, was $2.6 billion in 2006 
dollars. The City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force reviewed the Alternatives 
Analysis and concluded in their report of December 14, 2006 that the assessment of 
each alternative was "fair and accurate" and that capital cost estimates were compiled 
using the same methodology and unit cost and that the construction cost estimates were 
fairly and consistently prepared. Shortening of the Managed Lane Alternative, whether to 
14 miles, or 10 to 12 miles, would not have increased the benefits to the traveling public 
compared to the alternative evaluated. 

Regarding the costs of the I-1-3 Freeway, according to construction cost indices prepared 
by the Washington State Department of Transportation, construction costs doubled 
between 1997 (the year construction ended on the 1-1-3 Freeway) and 2006 (the year of 
the Alternatives Analysis). If construction of the H-3 Freeway had begun in 2006, that 
project would have cost approximately $2.6 billion. In addition, both the H-3 Freeway 
and the Managed Lane Alternative face unique situations that affect cost estimates. 
Construction of the Managed Lane Alternative would have occurred in a heavily 
developed corridor. As a result, there would be substantial disruptions to traffic and 
utilities, both of which add to the time, and thus cost, of a project. The H-3 Freeway was 
built in an undeveloped part of the island and while it had its own challenges, expensive 
traffic and utility disruptions were minimal. 

Regarding the Tampa Expressway, the Task Force compared the Managed Lane 
Alternative to the Tampa Expressway. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself 
admitted that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many 
differences between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa 
Bay elevated toll lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs 
quoted are from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose 
dramatically after 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are 
built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or 
crossings, and was built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on 
Oahu. In addition, real estate costs between the two locations are different, with costs 
being substantially higher in Honolulu. As stated in the Transit Task Force Report (dated 
December 14, 2006) Paul Santo, HDOT Highways Division, stated that there are 
substantial differences in cost for bridge construction between Hawaii and the mainland 
US. At that time, the State DOT Bridge Section used $400 to $500 per square foot for 
planning purposes whereas "most highway agencies on the mainland use $100 to $200 
per square foot with some even below $100. He believes the high cost in Hawaii is due 
to its location and the lack of competition," The Transit Task Force Report stated that 
"the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus 
projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in 
actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the 
comparison unreasonable." 
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An increase in the number of lanes on the facility would not have substantially changed 
the findings of the analysis. It would have increased the cost and marginally increased 
freeway capacity, but the arterial system would still have experienced increased 
congestion, resulting in total systemwide congestion similar to or worse than the No Build 
Alternative and substantially worse than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

Any increase in the number of access points to the facility would result in significant 
additional right-of-way requirements and additional costs beyond the $2.6 billion cost 
estimate (2006 dollars). The geometric implications of building additional ramps and the 
structures that are needed to support them are significant. The elevated structure would 
need to be widened beyond the two full travel lanes to accommodate a deceleration lane 
approaching the ramp and an acceleration lane rising to it. These will be carried at a full 
lane width at the full height of the facility for between 600 and 1000 feet before the ramp 
descends from the facility or after the ramp rises to join it. These improvements add 
substantial additional cost to the project, make it more difficult to build and increase its 
impact on the nearby communities. 

c) Managed lane Alternative operating costs: The approach used to develop the costs of 
the managed lane was the same as for all other alternatives. 

d) Effects on van pools.' According to the data in the 2008 Transportation Energy Data 
Book, vanpools provided less than 2 percent as many passenger-miles of service as 
transit vehicles. As such, they do not provide a significant alternative to transit service. 
The benefits of reduced congestion that will be provided by the Project also will 
benefit any vanpool operations in the corridor. 

e) Ingress/egress: As shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the Alternatives Analysis Report, 
there were four access locations in the managed lane alternative. The primary issue with 
access is that too much access may reduce the performance of the facility as a result of 
weaving and merging traffic and too little access makes the facility unavailable to many 
potential users. The access locations identified in the alternative were designed to serve 
the primary population centers in the corridor at the most desirable locations for access. 
The other side of the access question is that it introduces additional costs to the facility 
and creates right-of-way, relocation and general disruption of the communities where 
they are located. To clarify, each access location requires acceleration and deceleration 
roadways. Each requires an additional lane approaching an exit ramp and a lane 
following the on-ramp leading to a merge with the mainline lanes. Deceleration and 
acceleration require about 1,000 feet each, including transitions if high speeds are to be 
maintained through the diverging and merging maneuvers. That means each access 
location requires about 2,000 feet of an additional lane on the elevated structure (i.e., a 
wider structure by about 12 feet than needed for the mainline only) in addition to the 
property impacts on the ground and the necessary roadway features where the ramping 
system joins the surface roadways. 

The Purpose and Need of the Project in Chapter 1 states that the selected alternative 
must improve transportation mobility, reliability and equity. The necessarily limited 
number of access points, even if strategically placed as in the Alternatives Analysis, 
provides convenient access to only a select population. The Managed Lane Alternative 
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cannot guarantee high performance once the vehicle leaves the managed lane itself, 
offering no improvement to reliability under congested conditions. Limiting access 
through the high tolls (up to $6.40 during peak periods as noted on page 5-11 of the 
Alternatives Analysis) required to maintain free-flow speeds is also not consistent with an 
equitable solution given most people's inability to pay. 

t) Due diligence: Development of costs for the Managed Lane Alternative followed the 
same approach used in establishing the costs of the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The 
City did complete due diligence both in Hawaii and through its consultant Parsons 
Brinckerhoff (PB) regarding the use of appropriate costs of the managed lane alternative 
and the comparison of construction costs between Tampa Bay and Honolulu. Costs of 
bridge construction were verified and corroborated through PB contrary to the comment 
letter indication of an "understanding that they were not". The findings of the Transit 
Task Force Report cited above are one example of such corroboration. Further 
corroboration is available from FTA's Project Management Oversight Contractor (PMOC), 
Booz Allen Hamilton, which prepared a Cost Validation Analysis and Report, May 2007, 
In response to concerns regarding the estimate procedures for the Managed Lanes vs. 
the proposed Fixed Guideway, cost estimates for both alternatives were compared to 
identify any potential cases of analysis bias in favor of one model alternatives over the 
other. Two comparison activities were completed, a comparison of detailed unit costs, 
and a comparison of the cost build-up process for the Managed Lanes and Fixed 
Guideway alternatives. The PMOC determined both the unit costs and the cost build-up 
process were exactly the same for the Managed Lanes and Fixed Guideway alternatives. 
No evidence was found indicating a bias in favor of one modal alternative over the other. 

g) Managed Lane Alternative in the EIS: The Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the 
Managed Lane Alternative and documented that it performed poorly compared to the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative on a broad range of metrics, for reasons stated previously in 
this response letter. The analysis is summarized in Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EIS. As 
explained previously and shown in Table 6-3 of the Alternatives Analysis Report, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would perform poorly at addressing the purpose and need for 
the Project. These findings are further summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final BS, 

As stated previously, the requirements for the preparation of a Supplemental EIS are not 
applicable to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

2.2003 BRT Project 

Your letter references the 2003 Bus Rapid Transit Project. This proposal was a variation 
on the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative that was evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis. While the alternative was cost effective, its overall system benefit was 
very low. Dynamic pricing was included in the analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative, which 
found that a very high toll would have to be paid that would limit access for many users. 

3. The EZway Plan 

Regarding the EzWay Plan referenced in your letter, which included a 15-mile, 3-lane 
viaduct was developed as a hybrid of a plan for elevated lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on- 
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concrete transit system. This concept was similar to the Managed Lane Alternative, as 
described in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives Analysis, which accommodated both single occupant 
and transit vehicles, and which was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. The main 
difference with the reversible Managed Lane Alternative was that it eliminated the toll element for 
single occupant vehicles. The EzWay concept was proposed by a mayoral candidate for 
consideration just prior to the release of the Draft EIS and the mayoral City of Honolulu election. 
It represented a subtle variation on the Managed Lane Alternative (i.e., no tolls would be 

allowed) of the Alternatives Analysis, but did not provide a substantive departure from the work 
completed previously. There may be many other versions of this type of system with minor 
adaptations to suit one or another special concern. In the end, however, they all face similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. Specifically, they do not 
address the Purpose and Need of the Project, which aims to reduce congestion, increase the 
reliability of the transportation system, serve future land use plans, and improve transportation 
equity in terms of the fairness of and access to the transportation system. The other alternatives 
also would not offer an alternative to private automobile travel, an element of the purpose of the 
Project. 

Part II — Consideration of elevated rail impacts 

The Draft and Final EISs present the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
action. These are presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft and Final EISs and summarized in 
the Executive Summary of the Final EIS. 

The Draft and Final EISs present the environmental impacts of the Project on the built 
environment. The following resources of the affected built environment were analyzed in the 
following sections of the Draft EIS: transportation system (Chapter 3); land use (Section 4.1); 
economic activity (Section 4.2); acquisitions, displacements, and relocations (Section 4,3); 
community services and facilities (Section 4.4); neighborhoods (Section 4.5); environmental 
justice (Section 4.6); visual and aesthetic conditions (Section 4.7); noise and vibration (section 
4,9); energy and electric and magnetic fields (section 4.10); and hazardous waste and materials 
(Section 4.11). In fact, the majority of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIS 
pertains to impacts on the built environment versus the natural environment. The potential 
impacts of the Project on the built environment have been thoroughly analyzed in the 
environmental process, and those results are presented in the Draft and Final EISs. 

The Project is located in Honolulu; therefore, none of the listed locations have direct 
applicability. The New York system is now an obsolete construction technology. Neither the 
Miami nor San Juan systems have generated additional significant adverse impacts that were 
not addressed in the environmental review documents for those systems. The Embarcadero 
was an elevated highway, more akin to the elevated traffic lanes preferred in the comment. One 
of the reasons it performs poorly is that it does not serve segments of the corridor where 
congestion is worst. Furthermore, these examples do not suggest there would be additional 
significant impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Draft or Final EISs. 

Visual renderings 

Figure 4-27 in the Draft EIS has been revised for the Final EIS. This figure (now Figure 
4-28) shows the column located within a raised median and is a correct rendering of the Project 
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based on current design drawings. The Project will not be as iarge as depicted in the drawing 
you provided nor will it include barriers between lanes as shown in your letter 

The Project will not construct any structures in the vicinity of University Avenue. The 
Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from 
any extensions that may be constructed in the future, including a possible extension to the 
vicinity of University Avenue. The future extensions will not be constructed as part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statues and NEPA as part of the Project (Please note that the potential future extensions are 
discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final DS). Thus, the 
graphic of Varsity Station included in the letter does not represent the Project. 

The next graphic included in the letter does not adequately represent the Project. Figure 
4-28 of the Draft EIS illustrates the Project on Dillingham Boulevard near Honolulu Community 
College and Kapalama Station Area. A 3-foot parapet wall is included in project design along 
the entire alignment. As such, the effects of the parapet wall are shown in each of the 
simulations provided in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. 

Visual and aesthetic conditions are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final BS. The 
Project will be set in a primarily open urban context where visual change, including shade and 
shadow, is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical (e.g., new high rise 
buildings). The Final EIS acknowledges that the fixed guideway and stations will be elevated 
structures, and thus will result in noticeable changes to existing views and in the foreground of 
these views. This change will also affect the location and extent of shadows. 

The analysis acknowledges that shadow impacts along the alignment will vary with 
orientation, height of the stations and guideway, and the height of surrounding trees and local 
development (see Section 4.8.3 from the Final EIS). Shade and shadow effects are correctly 
illustrated in the simulated views included in Section 4.7 of the Draft BS and Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS. 

The intent of the comment about the "ugliness" of straddle bents is unclear as there is no 
noticeable difference between the two pictures shown in the comment. Recognizing the visual 
concerns about the Project, however, the following measures will be included with the Project to 
minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation. 

• Replant trees close to their original locations. 

• Shield exterior artificial lighting. 

• Coordinate the Project design with City transit-oriented development planning and 
Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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Part III— The Locally Preferred Alternative 

The Project is defined in the Final EIS as a 20-mile fixed guideway from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana Center. In February 2007, the City Council passed Resolution 07-039, which 
directed the first construction project to be fiscally constrained by anticipated funding sources 
and to extend from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The potential 
future extensions are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final EIS. The potential future extensions are not part of the Project, thus they are not required 
to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statues and NEPA. Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a federal agency. 

Here, because the potential future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this 
time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. While a statement may have been 
made about a broader project concept, scoping is an early and open process for determining the 
scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed 
action. Among other things, the scoping process determines the scope and the significant 
issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact statement. The scoping process is 
part of the environmental review process that led to the identification of the Project. The broader 
project concept, which includes extensions to Waikiki and the University of Hawaii at Manoa, are 
not part of the Project; and therefore, must be the subject future environmental study if it is ever 
built. The extensions are addressed in Sections 3.6.2 and 4.19.3 of the Final EIS under 
Cumulative Effects, because while they are not part of the Project, they may be considered a 
reasonably foreseeable future action. It would be premature to undertake an environmental 
analysis of the extensions (beyond the analysis conducted as part of the Alternatives Analysis 
and in the cumulative effects sections of Chapters 3 and 4) because they are not part of the 
proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. The City has not requested funding from FTA 
or any New Starts approvals for the future extensions of the elevated rail system. If and when 
local funding becomes available and future extensions are proposed for implementation, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives analyses will be 
undertaken at that time. 

The Final EIS describes the total extent of the proposed Federal action of construction 
and operation of a fixed guideway transit system between logical termini in East Kapolei and Ala 
Moana Center, a project included in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030. There is no 
segmentation between a Federal and local undertaking. Possible future extensions from East 
Kapolei to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, and from Ala Moana Center to UH Manoa and 
Waikiki are addressed in the Final EIS as cumulative effects in Chapters 3 and 4. The 
extensions represent elements of the long-range plan that are not part of the Project or proposed 
action. The commenter suggests presenting an evaluation of an action that is not proposed for 
implementation, which would be a violation of both Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statues 
and NEPA. 

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS includes an evaluation of the cumulative effects of the Project 
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including the future extensions. 
When the planned extensions are evaluated in the future, a range of alternatives and complete 
analysis of potential impacts will be conducted. 
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Future extensions are not precluded by the Project identified in the Draft and Final BSs. 
The 35-foot-high station at Ala Moana Center is a logical terminus for the Project, which will 
serve the shopping center and area properties. In the future, when funding is available, the 
extension would be designed to best accommodate the possibilities available at that time. The 
high level option over the shopping center is still available and does not obviate the need for the 
35-foot option built now. There are operating plans for the system that will continue to rely on 
the 35-foot station even after an extension is built. If a future extension is constructed beyond 
the Ala Moana Center, it is preliminarily proposed that the branch lines would have longer 
headways than the core system, and service that terminates at Ala Moana Center would use the 
lower platform, while through service would use the upper platform. Riders traveling towards UN 
or Waikiki would use the upper platform, while those traveling to Ewa could use either platform. 

The Draft EIS provided estimates of cost-effectiveness for those build alternatives 
addressed in the document, namely three fixed guideway alternatives from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. The cost-effectiveness discussion in the Final BS has been revised since the 
Draft BS to reflect updated modeling and financial information. In addition, cost-effectiveness is 
only presented for the Airport Alternative. Future extensions from East Kapolei to West Kapolei, 
Salt Lake Boulevard, and from Ala Moana Center to UN Manoa and to Waikiki are addressed in 
the Final BS as cumulative effects in Sections 3 and 4. 

Table 3-15 of the Draft EIS provides total transit boardings and linked trips in 2030 for 
each of the "First Project" Build Alternatives (East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center). Table 3-28 of 
the Draft EIS shows fixed guideway boardings for each of the "First Projects" and the "First 
Projects plus extensions" (East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center with the West Kapolei, UN Manoa, 
and Waikiki extensions). These tables have been revised in the Final EIS to show boardings for 
the Airport Alternative and the Airport Alternative plus future extensions (Tables 3-18 and 3-29 
respectively). 

As documented in the Alternatives Analysis and summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative performed poorly in comparison to both the 20-mile and full-
corridor Fixed Guideway Alternative alignments evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. Chapter 
2 in the Final EIS includes a discussion of why the Managed Lane Alternative is no longer being 
considered. Despite any prior comments, the Project in the EIS was defined to be the 20-mile 
fixed guideway that is the subject of the BS by City Council action in adopting a financially 
constrained alternative. Because of available funding, the Project was, of necessity, limited in 
scope and, as a consequence, so was the content of the supporting EIS. Please note that the 
planned extensions are addressed generally in the Cumulative Impacts sections in Chapters 3 
and 4 of the Final EIS. This Project has been consistent in its presentation to the public since 
the beginning of the EIS/Preliminary Engineering project began in mid 2007. 

Part IV—Project Termini 

The Record of Decision, acceptance of the Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 EIS, 
and applicable permits are required prior to construction. Pearl Highlands is not a project 
terminus, rather, it is a construction phasing point. The questions of logical termini, independent 
utility, and not restricting other foreseeable transportation improvements apply to project limits of 
East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. First, the Project still connects logical termini and is of 
sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope as required by 23 CFR 
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771.111(0. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the open fields alluded to in the letter are 
slated for major residential and commercial development including a significant new campus of 
the University of Hawaii (University of Hawaii West Oahu) as well as the Kroc Center, a major 
destination community center complex. In addition, Ala Moana Center is a logical Koko Head 
terminus because it is a major activity center as well as a major transit hub with more than 2,000 
weekday bus trips. The Project can operate independent of any future transportation 
improvements. Lastly, the 20-mile alignment will not preclude any reasonably foreseeable 
transportation improvements since it is proposed almost entirely within the median of existing 
roadways where no transportation improvements would occur. The Project enhances the 
existing transportation system by adding substantial new person-carrying capacity to the corridor 
by making more efficient use of the roadways. Construction phasing points such as Pearl 
Highlands are not relevant to the completion of the EIS as long as the entire Project is covered 
in the document. 

Second, the Project has independent utility, because it will be usable and be a 
reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made. 
As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Project will connect multiple activity centers, 
provide cost-effective transit-user benefits, and meet the Purpose and Need whether or not the 
planned extensions are built. 

Third, the Project will not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation improvements. Construction of the Project will not preclude future 
development of the planned extensions, nor will it preclude development of other projects on the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). 

Because of its length, the Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community disruptions. 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The construction phases are not project segments and are considered in total in the Final 
EIS to meet the requirements of 23 CFR 771.111(f). 

Part V— Forecasts 

1. Ridership forecasts 

National trends show substantial ridership increases. Last year (2008) recorded the 
highest demand for public transportation in 52 years (APTA 2008 Ridership Report). National 
transit ridership has grown 16 percent over the past ten years (2007 National Transit Summaries 
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and Trends, National Transit Database). Honolulu transit ridership has grown over the past 
several years recovering from three fare increases (July 1, 2001, July 1, 2003, October 1, 2003) 
and a month-long strike (FY 2004). As identified in the Final EIS (Chapter 3, Section 3.2), transit 
ridership forecasts, for rail and bus service, are based on a travel demand forecasting model 
used by the Oahu Metropolitan Transportation Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan. This model is based on guidelines established by FTA and is required to 
qualify for federal grant funding under the New Starts program. FTA forecasting guidelines have 
been revised periodically to take advantage of experiences on other projects to ensure 
projections are realistic and reproducible. The ridership figures presented in the Final EIS have 
been developed using the latest and best practices put forth by the FTA. 

In addition, the Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast The uncertainty analysis evaluates the 
variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership 
projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during this work effort. A variety of factors 
were considered in the uncertainty analysis, including the following: 

• Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution patterns of future 
growth in the Ewa end of the corridor. 

• The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure. 

• The expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system. 

• Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place. 

• The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities provided by the new 
guideway vehicles. 

Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is 
expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 
116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

2. Projected energy savings 

According to the U. S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy Data Book, for the 
year 2006, passenger cars require 3,512 BTUs per passenger mile while transit trains require 
2,784 BTUs per passenger mile and transit buses require 4,235 BTUs per passenger mile. 
While New York City carries more transit trips than any other city, it represents only 22 percent 
of the rail passenger-miles traveled, not 57 percent, according to the Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics (B TS). Furthermore, the commenter applies the most convenient interpretation of the 
Department of Energy information to make his point about energy utilization. If we use 1600 
BTU/mile instead of 8000 BTUsImile, it can be argued, using the same statistics presented in the 
comment, that many transit riders use less than half the 3400 BTUs./mile consumed by people 
who drive. The analysis presented in both the Draft and Final EISs applies more reasonable 
numbers for energy use. As the Department of Energy advises, great care should be taken 
when comparing modal energy intensity data among modes. Because of the inherent 
differences among the transportation modes in the nature of services, routes available, and 
many additional factors, it is not possible to obtain truly comparable national energy intensities 
among modes. These values are averages, and there is a great deal of variability even within a 
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mode, as the commenter has demonstrated. The same Department of Energy report referenced 
by the commenter shows that between 1970 and 2006, highway transportation energy 
consumption has been growing at a rate of 1.8 percent per year. The commenter's assertion 
that highway transportation energy consumption will stop growing on an annual basis is not 
supported by data collected over the past 36 years. 

With regard to construction energy usage, a construction project will obviously require 
the use of energy. If no construction is done, less energy will be used. Under any alternative 
evaluated to this point, with the exception of the ineffective No Build and TSM Alternatives in the 
Alternatives Analysis, avoiding construction is not possible and affords no possible way to meet 
the Project's Purpose and Need to improve mobility and reliability, access to planned growth 
areas, and improvement in the equity of the transportation system. Recognizing the demand for 
energy during construction, measures are being taken to reduce energy use during construction 
as noted in Chapter 4.18.6 of the Final EIS. 

3. The Draft EIS financial plan 

The financial plan for the Project is discussed in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The 
commenters statement that "the additional operating subsidy for rail is not accounted for in the 
cash flow" is incorrect. The referenced cash flow table anticipates a City subsidy of $4.726 
billion will be spent to support all public transit operations and maintenance during the 2009- 
2030 period. This is approximately 14 percent of anticipated revenues from the City's Genera/ 
Fund and Highway Fund during this period of which the Project will represent less than 25 
percent. Approximately 60 percent of General Fund and Highway Fund revenues come from 
property taxes with the remainder coming from a variety of other taxes and fees. 

The commenter is correct in noting that over $500 million ($571 million) in General 
Obligation Bond proceeds are anticipated to be used for ongoing capital expenditures during the 
2009-2030 period. This is a continuation of the City's long-standing practice of using General 
Obligation Bond proceeds to pay for ongoing capital expenditures for the transit system. As 
shown in the cash flow table for the Project, about 9 percent of ongoing capital expenditures 
during the 2009-2030 period are anticipated to be related to the rail line, with the remainder 
going to the purchase of vehicles and other capital projects for TheBus and TheHandi-Van. It is 
likely that many of these expenditures, utilizing General Obligation Bond proceeds, would occur 
even if the Project were not implemented. In reference to General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
collections, the Final EIS financial analysis recognizes the reduction in GET surcharge 
collections, forecasting total revenues of $3,524 million from the GET surcharge, almost the 
same as presented in the commenter's letter. 

The financial plan is a dynamic document that will be regularly updated to reflect 
changing conditions. The City will continue to refine revenue forecast and cost estimates as the 
Project proceeds through FTA's New Starts process. The financial analysis presented in 
Chapter 6 shows the overall Project financial plan to be balanced using federal and GET 
surcharge revenues. The primary change has been the amount of federal funding to be 
requested from New Starts has been increased. This revision has been presented to the FTA. 
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4. Risk Assessment 

Chapter 6, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS provides a detailed discussion of the risks 
associated with Project funding ranging from project construction risks to market uncertainty to 
inflation. It also presents other possible revenue options should conditions warrant their 
consideration. 

The operating cost model was developed using information from Washington Metro, Los 
Angeles and Miami as noted in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The procedure used was in 
accordance with the guidance of the FTA and has been reviewed by the FTA. All transit projects 
have a variety of different characteristics and thus do not provide an "apples to apples" 
comparison. While cost comparisons may be somewhat helpful in evaluating projects, they 
cannot form the primary basis for such an evaluation because of the unique physical conditions, 
engineering and other characteristics of each geographic area and system. 

The "Pickrell Report" is widely accepted as being out of date as it reviewed a small 
sampling of systems that were built over 20 years ago and which were not exposed to the 
current more rigorous requirements of the FTA's New Starts process. The 2007 FTA report 
shows real costs to be much closer to estimates, in general. Sixty percent of the percentage 
discrepancy presented by the commenter is recognized in the report by the FTA to be 
attributable to one project, the Tren Urbano in Puerto Rico. Comparing the final estimate before 
construction of the same list of projects without the Tren Urbana shows the comparison of actual 
cost and estimate to be within a reasonable range. These kinds of discrepancies are now the 
subject of careful review by the FTA using third party financial specialists to supplement their 
own reviews. The New Starts process is designed to refine estimates as the engineering and 
design elements are advanced. In the end, the analyses in these reports serve to aid FTA in 
improving the way estimates are done. 

Cost estimates and ridership projections for the Project have been developed in 
accordance with the latest guidance issued by FTA. FTA and the Project have the benefit of 
experience from other systems built in the U.S. FTA continuously adjusts the requirements to 
improve practices where necessary. As mentioned above, there are many checkpoints within 
the development of the Project subject to FTA scrutiny, review and, ultimately, approval. The 
Financial Plan and ridership analysis prepared for the Project and documented in the Final EIS 
contains the best available data, and their development adheres to FTA requirements. The 
Final EIS also discloses the potential risks and uncertainty associated with funding for the 
Project (Section 6.6). 

The fixed guideway alternative was shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report to provide 
the best improvement in travel conditions over the No Build Alternative compared to the 
Managed Lane and the TSM alternatives. This analysis is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The fixed guideway will reduce VHD on the highways by 18 percent compared to the No 
Build Alternative. Other alternatives studied offer negligible improvement compared to the No 
Build Alternative. 

The fixed guideway component of public transit operating costs is projected to be 25 
percent of the systemwide total. Increasing operating costs are a consideration for the entire 
transit program. Operating costs for the transit system as a whole (i.e., TheBus and TheHandi- 
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Van and, eventually, the Project) are funded from the City's Genera/ and Highway Fund which is 
made up of a variety of sources, including property taxes, vehicle license fees and other items. 
The operating budget is set each year by the City Council during the budget process. The 
additional costs of the transit system will not by themselves cause a need to increase property 
taxes (and the contribution from the Project is even less likely to do so), but the City Council will 
review all competing needs and the available resources and make that decision each year as 
they do now with all City operating programs, 

5. Operating subsidies 

Chapter 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the basis for the operating costs used in the 
financial calculations. The primary public transit properties used for comparison were 
Washington D.C., Los Angeles, and Miami. These systems were selected because they had 
detailed information available as required by FTA. Other apparently comparable operations did 
not maintain the appropriate types of data needed for the detailed analysis required by FTA. 
The methodology to develop operating and maintenance cost estimates for the fixed guideway 
project was reviewed by the FTA. All properties used for comparison were steel-on-steel grade-
separated systems. Your comment that Miami's operating cost per trip of $4.61 compared to 
Honolulu's projected $2.27 cost per trip suggests that Honolulu's operating cost may be 
understated. However, cost per trip is a poor metric for comparisons of operating costs because 
the measure also depends on ridership response to the service. Cost per vehicle revenue hour 
is a much better metric because vehicle-hours are a direct quantification of the amount of 
service provided. Miami's cost of $9.65Ivehicle-hour is only slightly higher than Honolulu's 
projected cost of $9.201vehicle hour. 

Regarding the long term cumulative operations cost, the fixed guideway portion of the 
overall transit systemwide cost is less than 25 percent. Chapter 6.6 of the Final EIS discloses 
the risks and uncertainties associated with the financial analysis of the Project. 

The cost of security is included in the operating costs estimated for the Project as part of 
the development of the overall operating costs for the system. Security costs are reflected in 
"professional services" element of the operating costs for all the systems used in developing 
Project. The security cost for the Los Angeles system cited in the comment is for all transit 
services not just fixed guideway service, which is significantly more extensive than Honolulu's 
proposed Project. 

You also reference FTA's Contractor Performance Assessment Report (CPAR), 
September 2007. The findings of the CPAR with respect to operations and maintenance (O&M) 
costs are inconsistent with your assertion. Quoting from page 26 of the CPAR Appendix "Figure 
8 shows that actual O&M costs tend to be less than the estimate prepared for the ANDEIS — a 
finding consistent with the level of service offered." Quoting from page 27 "For the projects 
reported here the as-operated O&M costs are on average 92 percent of the estimate." Quoting 
from page 28 "It is rare for New Starts project O&M costs to exceed the planning estimates." 

6. Replacement and Refurbishing 

Information regarding replacement and refurbishing has been included in the Final BS 
and is shown graphically in Figure 6-1. Similar replacement and refurbishing practices will apply 
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to the fixed guideway as they do to TheBus. Afthough railcar equipment is more costly, it has a 
much longer lifespan than buses and associated equipment and facilities. The funding for 
refurbishing and replacement will come primarily from discretionary and formula federal funding 
such as FTA Urbanized Area Program and the Fixed Guideway Modernization Program. The 
City will receive a higher share of formula funding because of the Project. 

Replacement and refurbishment costs are minimal for the Project as a new system. 
Costs are expected to be very small with no full replacement needed until 16 years after the 
opening of the first segment (2028 at the earliest) and only minor repair costs about five or six 
years after opening. This places the demands for replacement and refurbishing outside the 
planning horizon for the Project. However, recognizing the need to provide for this cost over 
time, the Peskin approach has been used effectively for estimating these needs. 

The need for refurbishing and replacement of capital assets is addressed in the Financial 
Plan and discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, including funds available for that purpose. 
There will be ongoing costs to maintain the fixed guideway system as there are with any capital 
investment overtime. A possible method of calculation of such costs is mentioned above. 

Forecasting and Cost Effectiveness 

At a $16.241hour cost-effectiveness index (CE!) as indicated in Chapter 7 of the Final 
EIS, the Project is well under the $23.991hour level the FTA requires to find a project to be cost-
effective. Ridership and costs are based on the best information available and have been 
developed consistent with FTA guidance and under FTA scrutiny. Even at lower levels of 
ridership or higher costs, the Project would still qualify under the FTIS's CEI criterion. 

FTA approved the Projects entry into Preliminary Engineering on October 16, 2009, 
giving the Project an overall rating of "Medium." This rating is sufficient for the Project to be 
advanced in the Federal project development process and for the Project to be recommended 
for Federal funding. The information related to the New Starts evaluation of the Project is 
discussed in Chapter 7, Section 7.6. 

Part VI— Information in the Draft EIS 

Numerous transportation reports were prepared for the Draft and Final EISs, including 
the Transportation Technical Report; Addendum 01 Addendum 02, and Addendum 03 to the 
Transportation Technical Report; Model Development, Calibration, and Validation Report; Travel 
Forecasting Results and Uncertainties Report; Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report; and 
Addendum 01 to the Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report. These reports are available 
on the Project website and listed in the References section of the Final EIS. 

1. Other material 

a) OMPO surveys: 
The statements quoted from the 2004 Oahu MPO Survey indicate that there is 

broad public support for an improved transit system and a willingness to fund the 
improvements with local tax revenue. 
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The 2006 survey provided little new information about the public's opinion about 
the fixed-guideway project. The indication that one-third of Oahu residents plan to use 
the Project on a regular basis would indicate a substantial desire of current drivers to 
change mode to reliable transit. 

b) Future traffic conditions versus today's traffic:  
The Draft EIS provided existing traffic conditions in Table 3-7 and 2030 conditions 

with and without the Project in Table 3-20. The information is provided for the public to 
compare current conditions to those projected for the future both with and without the 
Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS present traffic volume information for 
existing conditions and for 2030, with and without the Project, during the am. and p.m, 
peak hours. These tables have been revised in the Final EIS to show the component 
roadway facilities of each screenline, level-of-service, and maximum volume thresholds. 
As shown in these tables, traffic decreases with the introduction of the Project. The Final 
EIS includes a statement in the Summary of Findings (now appearing as Table 3-1) 
stating that roadway conditions in 2030 will be better with the Project than the No Build 
Alternative. Table 3-14 compares the 2030 No Build Alternative with the Project and 
clearly shows the benefits of building rail to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle hours 
traveled (VHT) and VHD. All measures decrease significantly with the implementation of 
the fixed guideway compared to the No Build Alternative. 

c) Highway capacity data  
In response to comments and additional analysis, the travel forecasting model 

has been refined since the Draft EIS to account for non home based direct demand trips 
during off peak periods, in addition, the air passenger model was updated to reflect 
current conditions. The Final EIS reflects updated ridership numbers resulting from 
model refinement. Screenline information for existing conditions, 2030 No Build, and the 
Project are shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10. Updated VMT, VHT, and VHD for all time 
frames are shown in Table 3-14. 

Under the No Build and Build alternatives, travel forecasting has assumed 
several transportation projects, including congestion relief projects in the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030 (as shown in Table 2-4 in the Final EIS). As identified in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS (Table 3-14), the fixed guideway alternatives will result in 
reduced islandwide vehicle delay of 18 percent as compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The screenline volumes in the Alternatives Analysis report were incorrect and 
have since been corrected. Numbers have been updated for the Final EIS based on the 
Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel demand forecasting model. The updated 
results continue to show that traffic will decrease with the addition of the Project. Tables 
3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS contain updated screenline information including level-of-
service, maximum capacity thresholds, and the component roadway facilities of each 
screenline. 

2. Purpose and Need statement: 

Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS specifically states the Project's purpose: The purpose of the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the 
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highly congested east-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH Manoa, as specified 
in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (OahuMPO 2006). This Purpose and Need in 
the Draft EIS reflects the work completed during the Alternatives Analysis and the findings 
resulting from that effort that led to a City Council decision to pursue a fixed guideway system for 
Honolulu. The Project is intended to provide faster, more reliable public transportation service in 
the study corridor than can be achieved with buses operating in congested mixed-flow traffic, to 
provide reliable mobility in areas of the study corridor where people of limited income and an 
aging population live, and to serve rapidly developing areas of the study corridor. The Project 
also will provide an alternative to private automobile travel and improve transit links within the 
study corridor. Implementation of the Project, in conjunction with other improvements included in 
the ORTP, will moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the study corridor. The Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project also supports the goals of the Honolulu General Plan and the 
ORTP by serving areas designated for urban growth. 

The need for transit improvements are discussed in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS, and are 
addressed by the Project goals as discussed in Section 1.9 of the Draft EIS. They include: 
improve corridor mobility, improve corridor travel reliability, improve access to planned 
development to support City policy to develop a second urban center, and to improve 
transportation equity. 

The purpose and need statement complies with the requirements of NEPA and 
applicable FTA guidance. 

3. Visual renderings 

Please see our response to this topic above, under Part II. 

Part VII — Information outside of the Draft EIS 

The Draft and Final EISs include a clear and objective evaluation of project alternatives 
and impacts. 

Project funds have been expended to inform the public and solicit public input about the 
status and details of the Project 

The comment related to political contributions is not related to the environmental analysis 
of the Project. 

The purpose of the Project, as stated in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS, includes moderation 
of anticipated traffic congestion ("Implementation of the project, in conjunction with other 
improvements included in the ORTP, will moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the study 
corridor"). As shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, in comparison to the No Build Alternative, in 
2030 the Project will result in an 18 percent reduction in islandwide congestion, as measured by 
daily vehicle hours of delay. Thus, the Project meets the purpose of moderating anticipated 
traffic congestion. 

You are correct in pointing out that traffic congestion will be worse in the future with rail 
than what it is today without rail, and that is supported by the data included in the Final EIS. In 
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fact, projections suggest that traffic conditions will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances. 
The Alternative Analysis supports this statement as does the analysis of transportation impacts 
in the Final BS. The comparison that is key to the Project is that rail will improve conditions 
compared to what they would be if the Project is not built. With the fixed guideway system, total 
islandwide congestion (as measured by VHD) will decrease by 18 percent (as shown in Table 3- 
14 in the Final EIS), compared to the No Build Alternative. In addition, traffic volumes were 
studied at various screenlines in the study corridor. The travel demand forecasting model was 
used to forecast traffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with and without the Project 
(as shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS). Analysis revealed that traffic volumes at 
these screenlines will decrease up to 11 percent with the Project. Accordingly, traffic conditions 
will be significantly better with the fixed guideway compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The comment regarding inaccuracy in statements made by politicians is not related to the 
NEPA environmental analysis of the Project. FTA is the federal lead agency and will continue to 
ensure compliance with NEPA as part of their responsibilities under NEPA and federal law. 

The NEPA process is unrelated to any electoral processes. Further, this comment 
regarding the electoral process is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

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

7Ve tr Iy yours, / 

/21 

WAYN Y. Y SHI 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR000021 06 



Status : 
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First Name : 
	

Theresa 
Last Name : 
	

Hookano 

Business/Organization : 
	

Central Pacific Bank 
Address : 
	

220 S. King Street 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No. : 
	

550 

City : 
	

Honolulu 
State : 
	

HI 

Zip Code : 
	

96813 
Email : 
	

theresa.hookano@centralpacificbank.com  
Telephone : 
	

544-0756 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 
	

Email 

Submission Method : 
	

Website 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 
	

02/06/2009 

Submission Content/Notes : We are concerned about the impact construction will have on our 
Kapalama Branch located at 1535 Dillingham Blvd. 

1. How will the construction impact traffic along Dillingham Blvd.? Will 
construction be phased to close one lane at a time thus creating traffic 
bottle necks? 
2. During construction, we are concerned egress into our facility will be 
compromised. 
3. We are concerned about the construction noise, dust and heavy 
equipment vibrations during business hours. We understand the street 
will be a construction site, however we need to conduct business in a 
business like fashion and not have to raise our voices to be heard by our 
customers. 
4. Will there be road closures during normal business hours? 
5. Is night work a consideration? 
6. Will portions of the property need to be condemned or encroached 
upon to allow the raii structure? 
7. How will the project phasing be communicated to affected 
businesses? Will we receive prior notification of critical work that will 
impact our foot and vehicular traffic? 
8.After completion of the project will visibility to our facility be 
compromised? We rely on street visibility of signage and placements of 
vertical support structures may block visibility. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-334789 

Ms. Theresa Hookano 
220 South King Street, #550 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Hookano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

This letter will address your comments in the same manner as your letter. 

1. The exact impact of construction activity on traffic is not yet known. As 
discussed in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 
Plan will be developed in advance by the contractor with approval from the 
City Department of Transportation Services and Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify measures to mitigate temporary 
construction-related effects on transportation and will address roadway 
closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. As stated in 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, several public involvement strategies will be 
used to inform businesses and the public about construction activities, 
including roadway detours. These include a public involvement 

AR000021 08 



Ms. Theresa Hookano 
Page 2 

plan developed prior to construction to inform business owners of the 
construction schedule and activities, as well as public information campaigns 
to reassure people that businesses are open during construction and to 
encourage their continued patronage. Public information regarding 
construction activities will be provided in print and on television and radio. 
The Project will provide advance notice if utilities are to be disrupted and will 
schedule major utility shut-offs during non-business hours. 

2. As stated in Section 4.18.1 of the Final BS, access to businesses near 
construction activities could temporarily be affected. Drivers may be required 
to change their approach in order to enter businesses. The MOT Plan will 
address temporary effects on access to businesses during construction. 
Mitigation measures will include maintaining access to businesses during 
construction and providing business owners prior notification regarding 
construction activities and schedule. 

3. As discussed in Section 4.18.5 of the Final EIS, prior to construction, the 
contractor will be required to obtain an approved Community Noise Variance 
from the Hawaii Department of Health. The permit will regulate construction 
times and activities and include mitigation commitments. Mitigation measures 
will include monitoring plans, temporary noise barriers or curtains, and 
placement of construction machinery. Noise impacts from construction will 
not be constant, and business disruptions will be kept to a minimum. The 
contractor will be required to provide mitigation for pile driving activities that 
are closer than 75 feet to buildings. As discussed in Section 4.18.4 of the 
Final EIS, dust will be controlled by using watering trucks, covering truckloads 
of dirt, using windbreaks, washing and cleaning construction equipment, and 
minimizing construction-related traffic on and off work sights. 

4. As shown in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS, temporary peak-period lane closures 
will be necessary along that section of Dillingham Boulevard. An MOT Plan 
will address the duration of lane closures and provide mitigation strategies. 
As discussed previously, several public involvement strategies will be used to 
inform businesses and the public about construction activities, including 
roadway detours. 

5. Yes, nighttime work is a possibility. 

6. Dillingham Boulevard in this vicinity will require widening to the makai side of 
the roadway. Additional right-of-way will be required to relocate the sidewalk 
farther makai and allow for widening. Owners of properties where an 
acquisition is required have all been individually contacted to discuss right-of-
way impacts to their property. As design progresses, there will be a 
refinement of property requirements. Specific right-of-way needs are shown 
in Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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7. As discussed previously, Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS discuss the effects 
that construction will have on businesses. Communication and coordination 
with businesses will occur throughout the process. Access to businesses 
near construction activities could be temporarily affected. DTS will coordinate 
with affected businesses prior to construction. A public involvement plan will 
be developed prior to each construction phase, which will detail outreach 
tailored to the construction phase. DTS will maintain the project website 
(www.honolulutransit.org), which will also provide information to the 
community regarding construction phasing. 

8. Building the Project will have short-term effects on the environment, including 
the business community, as discussed in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS. 
During that period of time, every effort wi//be made to inform the surrounding 
affected community about upcoming and ongoing construction activities. 
Access may temporarily change during this phase, but there will be access to 
your place of business during construction. The guideway will be about 
30 feet above the center of Dillingham Boulevard as it passes by the 
Kapalama Branch and McNeill Street. The visibility for motorists along 
Dillingham Boulevard is illustrated on Figure 4-29 (Viewpoint 10) of the Final 
EIS. The simulated view shows that the guideway columns would not block 
views of businesses or signage as the guideway will be constructed overhead 
and the columns will be constructed in the median and spaced at substantial 
intervals of between 120 and 1,550 feet. In addition, the signage for the bank 
will be visible under the guideway to travelers on Dillingham Boulevard. 

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

Veryluly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSI-1 OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00002110 



Status : 
	

Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 
	

12/11/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 
	

Paul 
Last Name : 
	

Hooper 
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UHM (ref) 

Address : 
	

700 Richards St. 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 
	

2406 
City : 
	

Honolulu 
State : 
	

HI 
Zip Code : 
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Email : 
	

hooper@hawaii.edu  
Telephone : 
	

341-3136 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 
	

Standard 
Submission Method : 
	

Website 
Other Submission Method 

Submission Date : 
	

12/11/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : Having been loosely associated with rail transit matters since the time of 

the initial Fasi proposal, I am a strong supporter. Major cities simply 
cannot function well over the long term without some version of off-grade 
rail transit. However, I also believe the present proposal should be 
modified in several ways. First, in light of the immense cost involved, it 
should be made clear that no ground will be broken until there is iron-
clad assurance that all possible Federal support (including new 
prospects presently under discussion) will be available. Second, 
construction of the system should follow the classic pattern and be built 
from the city core outward rather than as currently planned. There are 
several reasons this makes good sense. Particularly if some future 
event--economic or other--were to cause a halt in the project, it would be 
far preferable to have a segment serving the urban core instead of one 
starting in Ewa and stopping in Waipahu or Pearl City. The project 
definitely should be moved ahead but not so rapidly that overly hasty 
decisions are made. 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-331797 

Mr. Paul Hooper 
700 Richards Street 
Apartment 2406 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The current plan is to begin construction as soon as possible. using local funds, prior to 
the execution of a Full Funding Grant Agreement with the FTA in order to ameliorate the effects 
of cost escalation that would occur if the project start is delayed. The environmental process 
must be completed before Federal funding can be committed to construct a project. No 
contracts for construction will start before the Record of Decision for the Environmental Impact 
Statement is issued by PTA. Once that occurs, although action by Congress is still required, 
there is an expectation of approval of a Full Funding Grant Agreement based on the experience 
with other projects throughout the country. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
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must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Vy yours 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOI<A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : Rail and What Is The Cost from Year 1 to 10. 

First, we the public need to see a published, in the local week-end 
newspapers, counting of the votes for and against RAIL. The pure 
number count of voters who were FOR and those AGAINST. 
Second, the public needs to see, published in the local week-end 
newspapers, the complete costs of the STEEL ON STEEL rail system, 
from year 1 through year 10. All involved costs AND all projected 
sources and amount of funds projected to be received to fund the costs. 
Third, the current route, which does not include the AIRPORT, seems to 
be politically motivated, therefore an ECONOMIC ANALYSIS must be 
provided to the public, in the local week-end newspapers, showing the 
advantages and disadvantages of all possible routes, including 
AIRPORT & SALT LAKE 
Fourth, what is the future plan to provide similar service to all parts of 
Oahu. If there is no plan, WHY ISN'T THERE A PLAN, are we not as 
important as citizens on the current proposed route? 
Fifth, who are the BUSINESS proponents fort the current RAIL system, 
what amount of have they contributed to any Hawaii Legistive members 
campaigns or operating expenses, AND what plans do those businesses 
have for improvements in areas currently committed to being train 
stations/stops/Joading-unloading? 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-330584 

Mr. Harry Huyler 
147 Oko Street 
Apartment 3 
Kanua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Huyler: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above 
referenced submittal: 

Per your first comment, The Honolulu Advertiser published an article on November 10, 
2008, which evaluated the voting patterns in the results for the Project. 

Regarding your second comment as to the cost of the Project, as noted in Section 6.5 of 
the Final EIS, the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Summary Cash Flow Tables 
(RTD 2009g) present the year-by-year cash flow tables for the Project. They are available as 
support documents to the Final EIS along with other technical reports. 

To answer your third comment, both the Airport and Salt Lake Alternatives were carried 
forward in the Draft EIS. No alignment had been selected at that time. The City has since 
identified the Airport Alternative as the Project. While each of the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As 
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WAYNE 
Director 

OSHIOKA 

Mr. Harry Huyler 
Page 2 

compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the 
most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle 
hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and 
Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus 
service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will 
have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During 
the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is 
discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been 
advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that 
was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-
making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. However, future extensions 
are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the 
Hawaii Revised Statutes and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. 
Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

Lastly, business proponents consist of the Hawaii Business Roundtable and several 
other business groups that have voiced support for the Project. Information on campaign 
contributions may be obtained from the State of Hawaii Campaign Spending Commission. 
Questions regarding plans for future development by private groups should be directed to the 
groups in question. Aside from the secondary and cumulative effects described in the Final EIS, 
such development is not part of the Project proposed in this EIS. 

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

Enciosure 
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Mr. Harry Huyler 
Page 3 
February 16, 20109 

letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Enclosure 

Very trL.Iy yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Date : 
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Both 
VVebsite 

12/27/2008 
: Aloha to whom ever this may concern, 

I really think that this transit system isnt great for Hawaii, espescially at 
times like this. Last night was one of Hawaii's biggest black out since the 
earth quake and we wouldnt have problems if we had back power plants 
to the ones we already have. If one goes down we have another. Look 
we have comments in the advertiser from people in Okinawa and they 
have yet to have a blackout like the one in Oahu. That tells you  
something, use our tax paying money to something we need not to 
something we want. Im one of the people that voted for the transit not to 
be build, but seriously if the goverment gets there heads out of their 
asses an really look over everything they could see what exactly were 
going through, thanks for your time for reading my response. 

Initial Action Needed 
12/27/2008 

She ree-Victoria 
laea 

2625 Narnauu Drive 

Honolulu 
Hi 
96817 
sheree_iaea@yahoo.com  
8083303834 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332261 

Ms. Sheree-Victoria laea 
2625 Namauu Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. laea: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power 
is lost systemwide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power. 
Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. 
The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom and provide guidance. if power is restored within a short time, service will resume. 
With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk 
along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to 
exit rail cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will 
be met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City 
transportation workers. 
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1 	 4, 
WAY 
Director 

Ms. Sheree-Victoria laea 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
Included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : A couple of questions...your Q&A section estimates 25,000 cars off the 
road each day due to rail. But the reason the highways are crowded is 
because everyone has to be in the same area around the same time. So 
if you can carry 300 people, or 6000 per hour (again from your CAA 
section) what about the rest of the people who heed to be at work at the 
same time as those other 6000 people? Don't they still have to drive? so 
how can you estimate 25,000 cars off the road if only 4000 cars are off 
the road during the time people need to be travelling to work? 

Second question...is it legal to have people vote on a rail system if the 
eis is provided only a few days before the ballot? if not, then the legal 
challenge will end up costing more and the vote will need to happen 
again. 

Third (and final for now) question...will the ballot issue be on neighbor 
island ballots? While the GET increase may have been on Oahu, if you 
assume that it does not flow to other counties, that is somewhat short-
sighted (I hope that is not the extent of the reasoning abilities applied to 
the rail project). Is the tax increase charged to businesses on the other 
islands that purchase goods from Oahu? If so then it would seem to be a 
constitutional issue that could be challenged and again delay the project 
and or the vote. 

(for the record I support the effort to have a rail system although I feel 
the current model is not feasible. I wonder if anyone in office would like 
to wager or bet their reputation on whether or not it will actually help by 
the time it is built?) 

thanks...ken 
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June 11,2010 RT8/09-330347 

Mr. Ken Ikeda 
ken.m.ikedaPgmail.corn  

Dear Mr. Ikeda: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS showed that peak direction volume during the morning (am.) 
two-hour peak period will be below the fixed guideway system's currently planned minimum 
capacity. Should higher volumes be realized, the system is expandable to accommodate longer 
trains and to reduce the headways between trains from 3 minutes to 90 seconds resulting in an 
increase in capacity of more than 100 percent. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information 
and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels of service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Since 
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the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated 
air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access modes (driving 
alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based 
direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 
Based upon the model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day 
are expected to use rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Chapter 3, Section 
3.4.2 of the Final BS states that the maximum peak direction volume during the am. two-hour 
peak period will be about 14,700 passengers. The operating plan for the fixed guideway system 
has been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity exceeding 17,300 passengers 
per direction during the two-hour peak period. The Final EIS reflects the updated modeling 
results. Table 3-18 in the Final DS shows that the fixed guideway system will have more than 
116,000 daily boardings. Approximately 40,000 automobiles will be removed from roadways 
daily as a result of the Project, compared to the No Build conditions. Based on the results from 
the travel demand forecasting model, most riders will travel during the peak periods. The Project 
will not accommodate all commuters that will continue to drive on the highways, which will 
continue to carry high traffic volumes. The Project, however, does, offer commuters a choice 
that will have a relatively high speed regardless of conditions on the highways. 

As discussed above, the planned capacity of the system is greater than the passenger 
volume predicted by the travel demand forecasting model. Further, the travel demand model 
forecasts that more than 51,000 fewer vehicle trips will occur daily with the Project (as shown in 
Table 3-12 in the Final EIS). 

In regards to your second question, the NEPA process is unrelated to any local electoral 
process. The ballot initiative was independent of the Draft DS which is part of the NEPA 
process. 

Per your last question, the transit ballot measure was specific to Oahu. Per the State of 
Hawaii Department of Taxation Oahu County Surcharge Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
(htto.//www.state.hi.usItaxla2 b2 7csurcho faq.htm) updated January 23, 2009: 

• All businesses on Oahu are required to pay the 0.5 percent County surcharge tax 
on all Oahu transactions in addition to the 4 percent General Excise and Use Tax 
(GET) surcharge. 

Neighbor island businesses (and out-of-state businesses) that do not deliver any 
goods or services to Oahu are not subject to the new 0.5 percent County 
surcharge tax. 

• Neighbor island businesses (and out-of-state businesses) that deliver goods or 
services to Oahu, and have a "physical presence" on Oahu, must pay the new 
0.5 percent County surcharge tax on their Oahu transactions. ("Physical 
presence" means, for example, having an office on Oahu, an employee or agent 
on Oahu, or sales representatives traveling to Oahu to do business.) 

• In general, any income earned from any transaction related to an Oahu customer 
is subject to the 0.5 percent County surcharge tax. 
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Business activities that are subject to the 4 percent GET surcharge rate, such as retailing 
of goods and services, contracting, renting real property or tangible personal property, and 
interest income, are also subject to the 0.5 percent County surcharge. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitorq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

AR00002125 



Status : 
	

Inal Action Needed 
Creation Date : 
	

12/5/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 
	

Sean 
Last Name : 
	

Ishii 
Business/Organization: 

Address : 
	

930 Kaheka St 
Alternative Preference : 

AptiSuite No. : 
	

3202 
City : 
	

Honolulu 
State 
	

HI 

Zip Code : 
	

96814 
Email : 
	 sean_ishil99@yahoo.com  

Telephone 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
	

Both 
Submission Method : 
	

Website 
Other Submission Method 

Submission Date : 
	

12/05/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I believe that rail would work best, that is get the most usage, by going 

near the airport not through Salt Lake. I also believe the ridership on the 
first segment would be higher if the rail is built nearer to town. It makes 
no sense to build it out west first. Lack of use with that train that ''goes 
nowhere'' could cause large financial issues and would increase 
taxpayer burden. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331291 

Mr. Sean Ishii 
930 Kaheka Street, Apt. 3202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Ishii: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following; 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00002128 



------- 

Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/16/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 	 Bill 
Last Name : 	 James 
Business/Organization : 	JPods LLC 
Address : 	 5255 Stevens Creek Blvd 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 	 137 
City : 	 Santa Clara 
State : 	 CA 
Zip Code : 	 95051 
Email : 	 bilLjames @ jpods.com  
Telephone : 	 612.414.4211 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Email 

Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/18/2009 

AR00002129 



Submission Content/Notes : According to DOE: 
Trains use 2,996 BTU's per passenger-mile. 
Cars use 3,512 BTU's per passenger-mile. 

Cars and trains are nearly equally wasteful and harmful to the climate. 

Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) sets an efficient paradigm shift. Read 
Congressional Office of Technology Assessment study PB-24-4854 for 
background. There are numerous additional studies. 

Morgantown's PRT network has delivered 110 million injury-free, oil-free 
passenger miles. 

Our version of PRT, JPods use 433 BTU's per passenger-mile, efficient 
enough that solar collectors 6-foot wide mounted over the rails gather 
5,000 to 12,000 vehicle-miles of power per mile of rail per typical day. 

We can build a demonstration unit in Hawaii within 5 months if you will 
grant rights of way. We will build this unit with private capital. 

In 6 years we can displace 70% of oil-based transportation in Honolulu. 
Here is link to our response to San Jose's request to build such 
networks: 
htlp://www.ipocis.com/JPods/007CinesiSankse1SanJoseiPodsPraposal  
2008All.pcif 

AR00002130 



Very tr ly yours, 

WAYN 
Director 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: +AnrAv.honolulu.gov 

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11, 2010 RT9/09-334002 

Mr. Bill James 
5255 Stevens Creek Boulevard, #137 
Santa Clara, California 95051 

Dear Mr. James: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
Identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. As described in Section 2.2,1 of the Final EIS, Persona/ Rapid 
Transit Technology was evaluated and determined to have insufficient capacity and unproven reliability for 
a 20-mile or greater system, in addition, DTS does not control right-of-way beyond that which is required 
to construct the transit project, 

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

Enclosure 
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Dear Participant: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Attached for your review and comment is a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS)/Secton 4(E) Evaluation prepared pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act, Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966. State of Hawaii 
EIS Law (Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 343) and the State of 
Hawaii EIS rules (Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Chapter 
200). 

TITLE OF PROJECT:.  Ronolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

LOCATION: Island of O'ahu, Honolulu and 'Ewa Districts 

TAX MAP KEY NUMBERS: 1-1-2,3,4,6,7,10,35,64,71; 1-2- 
3,9,13,17,18,26; 1 - 5 -7,15,20,21,28; 2 - 1 - 14,27,30,31,50,52; 2 - 3 - 

2,4,7,38,39; 9-1-16,17,18; 9-4-8,11,17,19,47,48; 9-6-3,4; 9-7-
22,2324; 9-8-9,14,15; 9-9-1,2,3,48,71,76: various parcels 

AGENCY ACTION: 	X 	 APPLICANT ACTION: 

Your Comments must be received or postmarked by January 7, 2009, 

Please Send original comments to: 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department Of Transportation ServiceS .  
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 95813 
(808) 768-8303 

se send copies of comments to OEQC and to: 
Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 
(415) 744-3133 

Thank you for your assistance in this important project. 

DM' 	Vo5A r cl<• 

• r 14etee  696 1/4 CAt171-4-  AI-1(tde -.(tt 01 RV' Mci 4a/oxvxf  

/4,e(dadieee otiff. (/.--7-07. 	64_4_ Ateed 4 7u-1,49-Pe 

p_55. k.5-5 pitpA/-4 	)6ce cee (Ads 	:6 	E ,etem nit/. 6 -cov74-. 
TM//trkyo 

Aft r. 7-ree of At-74i e 	 Firkete 

/Mint 
larts iteehni 

_er(t p44 .66.49 Alee 
goAr 	i d 

AR000021 32 



['telecasting that soma 
. of the mcfre.vocal critics of the 
call 'project have thrown their 
suppoMtiellind the rail project. 
The.mationnEe is, -The voters 

nakezt." Ves, vote for tali 
ist5 ut it -was /ass than fair. 
and using taxpayer money on 
marketing remains outrageous. 
Theme ana- 
I,, an! d 	the come 

the draft ca 
SEEttPIDAIL 

• act g 

assessment/ 

 

1.• 	 E. 	 • 	 11 .1 	 : i t 	 ti 

TO beenlne a Foateriletesource FaroWsall 

• Oahu:. (808) 441-1117 
Toll Free Neighbor Islands: 

c. (888) 879-8970 
hui@pldfoundation-Of44.: 

TWAT:TR  Au.d -HAPPINESS  
Are  Your  GREATEST ASSETR 

You Dm= To look And Fed Geed Fot The Holiday& And blew Tem 
'ram Yenisei/To A OM Dental Era, )(qv thdEspettAdvier. 

Mandzy, I f17108Tluough Satudig 1 1/22,01, 

NO DENTAL COVERAGE? 
OVER YOUR INSURANCE MAXIMUM? 

NO PROBLEM. 

• tip to is)6. off of original service fees 
• Fixed out-ofpothet costs, 
• No annual dollar maximum' 
• No waiting periods 
• Choice of poticipelinideniims 

tar) Amex itormetiee on hew IVA owl ria moons 

. 	. 	. 	. 
I 001 	e ee.an ts i t. nv it I ni at 	4 ,2 11.tyl. inn 

C.V.ii..)1 
.11 P.2 . .11.0.:7, ,, 	:4.111'0W 	 "....•■■■ 

• b 	 s 

- 

1=1=2:1:11.1=1=1==1 

1 

mirevrevieli.  

14,  ytRi•:* maws 

r  
g /611.1.0,M*44  

;

. *14:11 4494-  
. 1or CDV.Di. - • 

• .Mir•k _..p.  

g 3. 	1 n 	 p 
r 

-CiT7r53X3 

hfidWesis Novem1, 19, astitg 

A —cONgERVATIVE ESTIMATE Hamada 

 

 

IV re of Milfrs flail Deceptions 
14 he& with regarding dna 
Project, but the heavy-handed 
promotion of the project paid for 

• with yriur tax dollars remains a 
bad lasto in the mouth of many. 
Imallim a scoop of Limburger 

with kern thee on a. 
of bread. That coin-
would be more 

Well, Rom. welcome nu 4te 
club. 

Mayor Midi Han nemsum 
shook die hands of Carbolit and 
Salt Lake representadvis in 
promising the-rail Mute would 
run along Salt Lake 
He needed Cola-otei.  
the rail re-route &mite atriorri 
to his disetiet raised allegatioks 
of political gladhanding. Jt 
clearly was a political /1213=1-' 
ver that became the calling card 
of the entire project. 

gusti est thedecision to award 
dm route to Salt Lake was a lit-
tie ansell.n. the ballots weren't 
even dry when the mayor, and 
a Select group of councilmem-
beta. flipped Romy and Salt 
Lake the bird and ne-re--ionted 
thdrail back to Me airport. 
. lame.% really, is anybody stir-

- prised? 
Remy made a backdoor deal' 

and got hit. in the okole when 
!L it at  slinittnettsbut by the 
mayor.As they say, if you are 
going -zo :•.  lay_ in the mud. 

:you' ;426,14{1.14.117- 

• Cachola 
one iit; it 	fine of those -Who.: 

`t'icc1-.006rdbAt..11g 
Firet:and torerisoit, -Ane 
ProPageediatie judo 	siod 
of the people with ad orameuin: 
pro-rail commercials ranks:8Y. 
OM of tise most bbtabrand 6allt,  
rageous voter-manipulati OZ. 
episodes eVar seen. in Ihrwaii2' 
The combination of taxpayer .. 

,money and epeciaEhatereaf 
sey g 
UtiiInt.048 	- Clf fait- 

fair nes s 	and 
eqma1isy aw.11/e 

roe n t. X am no 
confident that 

1 

All the reasons 
for otsposiag this 
project exist. The 
route. the coat, 
the impact clad 
the alleviation of 
congested road-
ways still remain 
salient and cede-

. yant issues. 
1 believe this 

dol- 
lar project is a 
wonderfut vehicle 
to eimich a few at 
the expense of 
the many. This is 
a make-work pro! 

Authority e=recuseiMersight cltr,Counclharos RAM' Codiolo 	ihst he jent to keep a 
to ma„, . 	woe deieivid about the rail project. 

. 	  
select mans of  

residents employed while Wit 
subsidised by char sleight:of 
This is not an economic stir 
uhis onjeot. lt is government 
redistribution of wealth 'Neje( 

understand the polls ha' 
spoken. f renesce the procea 
Ens.1don't think the process w 
reapecrful to us. The 1:113i 

of thia 

gime 	 other sid 
The public deserves-the oppo 
(unity to pardcipare in th 
eloping mono and resesvesti 
right to act accordingly if cc 
elation's shour the project corp 
[xis them hack to the poll 
Reesensbet, these are tens 
thousands of sip Wares no d 
Strip Rail Now Mkt that con 
be expanded, Memalry placing d 
qu =don of tall on the 2010 be 
let 

The rail project isnot a dot 
deal. 

,........narataseee&wgttai 
3.ine.with threats: of pulling 	. 

thask - 
; that rig=t4t.11:Lake 
Soule ' 

Layer

don't think them was one 

if -mil-got the void 
finalist ptomain WlienZthe 

that ft 	lion& ifieits 
went. 

_on es  the 	 sit 

4r. -tij-j2Mcsidinetrit 
ta• 21 • 	• •• 

• Ic IseU: :WO • Mrilri 

AR000021 33 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288852R 

Mr. Mark R. James 
2911 Pacific Heights Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. James: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your agreement with Mr. Hamada concerning his November 19, 2008 article in Midweek the need 
for additional assessment of the details contained in the Draft EIS is noted. The Final EIS provides 
additional evaluation. This document has been reviewed by the PTA and other pertinent government 
agencies and reflects their reviews. 

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

Ver tryty yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHICMA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 

Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name 

Last Name : 

Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Alternative Preference : 
AptiSuite No. : 

City : 

State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 

Submission Method : 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 

Submission Content/Notes : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/9/2008 

Chris 
Jansen 

95-205 Paeheu Pl. 

Mililani 
HI 
96789 
chris398_@hotmail.com  
808-626-5841 

Standard 
Website 

12/09/2008 
I believe that the Rail Transit route should go to the airport and not 
through Salt Lake. Our economy depends on Tourism and this would 
help tourists adjust better to our big city atmosphere as they make their 
way to their Waikiki hotels. Sure taxi drivers and others in the 
transportation business won't like this. But our government has to look 
at the big picture" here and do the right thing. f also feel that the 

beginning construction and operation of transit should start in a more 
heavily populated area. Such as Aloe to downtown. And NOT starting 
from kapoisi with construction and operation heading Eastward. 
"Biggest bang for the buck'' and not catering to political special interests! 
Please! No more talk and studies. Just do it! Mahalo 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSFIIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIREC TOR 

June 1,2010 	 RT9/09-331585 

Mr. Chris Jansen 
95-205 Paeheu Place 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Jansen: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
indentify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. 
Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay, It 
will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported 
the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

With the Airport Alternative, visitors and residents will benefit by having more transportation 
options. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by person, broken down for residents 
and visitors. As seen in this table, transit trips for both groups increase with the addition of the Project 
compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the 
Project compared to without, while daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project 
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V4(7)Atry yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSH OKA 
Director 

Mr. Chris Jansen 
Page 2 

compared to without the Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2, approximately 9,900 visitors will use 
the fixed guideway daily, of which about 1,800 will be traveling to or from the Airport. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction 
Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project 
will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of the 
Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to 
Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system 
benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/2312009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Sue 
Last Name : 	 Jansen 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 	 95 -205 Paeheu Pl. 
Alternative Preference 
Apt/Suite No. : 

City : 	 Mifilani 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96789 
Email : 

Telephone : 	 387-7507 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Standard 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 01/23/2009 
Submission Content/Notes It is much more akamai to have the train route go to the airport. You 

need a relaxed less stressful way of getting tourists to Waikiki. This will 
help. Also it makes more sense to start building the train in the more 
popululated or higher potential use area. Starting to build the train in 
Ewa will not generate much ticket sales and what if the project is put on 
hold due to lack of funds, etc. Then you have a train only benefiting a 
few. Start building it at the airport,Waikiki or near UN. And build out from 
there.! know my ideas will generate extra costs but lets do this the right 
akamai way! 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334275 

Ms. Sue Jansen 
95-205 Paeheu Place 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Jansen: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
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Ms. Sue Jansen 
Page 2 

No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org .  

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honolututransitorg  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. AR comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS_ 
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Comment(s): 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

C1TY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu.gov  

 

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-331799 

Ms. Zoe Jarvis 
P.O. Box 1644 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Dear Ms. Jarvis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your request for an additional roadway from Waianae to Kapolei has been noted. 
Creation of this roadway is outside the scope of this Project. However, this Project does not 
preclude such a roadway from being constructed in the future. 

Your support to begin phasing in Kapolei has been noted. As described in Section 
2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to 
support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified closer to 
Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The 
Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

AR000021 42 



Ms. Zoe Jarvis 
Page 2 

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

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

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

. Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOS OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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r: 

February 2, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3 1-6  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support viable and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/29S excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum of $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 

When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by $473.5 million [Exhibit Aj. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 

projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [13] years [Exhibit 
81. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 

unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators) issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12, 2009 [Exhibit C. The forecast for growth 

in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%, 6.5%, and E5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections of 25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit D]. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 

surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 

3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 
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Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kathie, Hawaii 96734 

Telephone: 808.263.8884 
Facsimile: 808.263.2842 
Email: kmeier-cpa@hawall:rr.c_om  

- 	. 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 

Honolulu, Hawaii 9681.3 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 

Facsimile: 808.791.1440 
Email: JoeCawikof icombscpa.com  

Department of Transportation Service 
February 2, 2009 
Page 2 of 2 

How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DEIS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $ 1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S, Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their New starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for new starts" is $1,475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 

The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds [2/3] of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 

5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 

great competition for these grants. The DEB assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

• Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 

project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

• Honolulu's credit rating could plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 

funds. 

• Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

• Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 

when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 

your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@maneotre.com  

B. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 

415 South Street #3502 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: heciberecoaPaol.com  

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamena.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI FIANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298713R 

Ms. Janet I. Jensen 
728 Elepaio Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Ms. Jensen: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS includes General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections through 
December 31, 2022, in accordance with City Ordinance 05-027 which established the 0.5 
percent County surcharge on the GET through this date. As shown in Table 6-4 in the Final EIS, 
the net GET surcharge revenue will equal $3,524 million (YOE $). The analysis in Chapter 6 of 
the Final EIS takes the current economic downturn into account. 

Section 6.6 of the Final BS discusses risks and uncertainties associated with the funding 
assumptions for the Project. A subsection under Section 6.6.3 has been added since the Draft 
BS was published to address the Council on Revenues forecasts. As stated in this section, in 
the short-term, GET surcharge revenues are subject to uncertainties related to the magnitude 
and timing of the economic recovery on Oahu. Over the long-term, GET surcharge revenues on 
Oahu depend on a variety of underlying economic factors outside of the City's control that may 
result in a higher or lower projection than the one used in this BS. 
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Ms. Janet I. Jensen 
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While GET surcharge collections have gone down, so too have the costs of the Project. 
However, if GET surcharge revenues and/or Federal funding are not sufficient to meet the cash-
flow requirement to cover capital expenditures, other potential revenue sources will be 
developed to close the funding gap. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be identified. As noted above, Section 6.6 of the Final BS discusses risks and uncertainties, 
as well as the potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The magnitude and timing of Federal funding is one source of risk that is discussed in 
Chapter 6 of the Final BS. Density and transit use in the corridor are among the highest in the 
nation and higher than most areas that have qualified for New Starts funding in recent years. 
This Project has been developed in coordination with FTA since its inception. There is no 
indication to suggest that the Project will not qualify for the Federal funding requested. 

The financial plan was developed in consideration of safeguarding the City's credit rating 
in light of the likelihood of General Obligation bond sales required to bridge any year-by-year 
funding shortfalls, with all debt service costs paid with GET surcharge revenues, because FTA 
Section 5309 will pay for some financing costs. The New Starts funds are also proposed for a 
significant increase in the latest Federal budget proposal. Further, there has been no indication 
from the FTA that the requested amount is unreasonable or unrealistic. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.2 of the Final BS, the City's contribution to transit operation 
and maintenance is currently funded through Federal funding, fare revenues, and the City's 
General and Highway Funds. This funding will be used to fund operating and maintenance 
costs of the Project, The General Fund includes property tax revenues and other taxes and 
fees. Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City develops 
rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no anticipated 
impact to property taxes. Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 
3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. Property tax revenues are not expected to be 
used to fund construction of the Project. 

The financial plan is structured to ensure Honolulu will not go bankrupt. The debt 
amount is a minor part of the Project at less than 10 percent. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSH KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Pearl Johnson [mailto:pearij@hawati.rr.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 11:54 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Rail DES 

I think that the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project DEIS is quite inadequate. A supplemental DEIS 

must be produced to address many unanswered questions: 

I. Will any stations have restrooms? 

2. How can the streets over which rail will run not lose lanes when such large columns will be placed in the 

middle? 

3. What will be done to counteract the darkness resulting from train bed over narrow streets such as Kona 

and Halekauwila Sts? Has the cost been factored into the maintenance cost? 

4. Why does the train start in Kapotei? The stated reason of starting at the maintenance 
facility is inadequate. Every other new system was started in the city, where the riders 
are. How did other systems cope with the distance from maintenance? 

5. How high will the Ala Moana station be? 

6. Why are whole communities of poor people, such as the Banana Patch, being displaced 

when the DEIS plainly states that they will be unable to find comparable homes with the 
compensation to be offered? Elsewhere in the document re-alignments are suggested to save 

historic buildings. But no such measures are considered necessary when it is only poor people that are 

in the way of the train or a parking lot. 

7. The unsightliness of elevated rail's impact on tourism, the city's main industry, is not addressed. Why 

would anyone want to come here when it will be as ugly and noisy as Brooklyn or Chicago? 

The supplemental DEIS should be available at no cost to those who request it, so please do not make it fancy 

and expensive. 

Pearl Johnson 

2404 Kanealli Ave. 

Honolulu, HI 96813 

808-537-5471 

2/9/2009 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: {808} 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-335807 

Ms. Pearl Johnson 
2404 Kanealii Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in this letter in the same format as submitted. 

1. Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station 
attendant for access to the restroom. 

2. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, columns to support the fixed guideway 
will be placed to minimize effects on traffic patterns. Table 3-21 in the Final EIS 
presents information on how column placement will affect streets and highways. 
In some cases, widening the median to accommodate columns will require a 
slight reduction in lane widths. Right-of-way will also be acquired in a few 
locations. As shown in the table, travel lanes will not be taken away. 
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3. The guideway will provide shade, but its typical width of 30 feet will not block light 
from reaching the street. Shade and shadow effects are described in Section 4.8 
of the Final EIS. Project design is considered in the maintenance cost estimate. 

4. As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first 
construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable space. No location has been identified closer to 
Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage 
facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following; 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 
The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less 

developed than the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be 
obtained more quickly at the west end of the Project; therefore, overall project 
construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from 
Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so 
that system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior 
to completion of construction of the entire Project. 

5. Appendix B of the Final EIS includes detailed project plans, including a system 
profile. The Ala Moana Station platform will have an elevation of approximately 
40 feet, which is approximately 35 feet above the existing ground. 

6. There is no reasonable alternative to affecting The Banana Patch community. 
DTS has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community since 
October 2008. Every household has been visited by City staff, right-of-way staff, 
and engineering staff to discuss the Project, as well as special needs and 
relocation assistance for residents who will be displaced. Strategic outreach was 
conducted for this neighborhood and it was found the residents were mostly 
interested in learning more about the right-of-way acquisition process. Residents 
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asked when acquisition might occur, how their property would be appraised, and 
how soon they might receive compensation. Residents of the community did not 
object to being relocated to decent, safe, and sanitary housing in compliance with 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act. Nor was there concern expressed about keeping the community intact for 
relocation purposes. As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "relocation 
services will be provided to all affected business and residential property owners 
and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or organizations 
that are displaced as part of the Project will be treated fairly and equitably." 

7. Aesthetic effects of the system are described in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The 
Project is substantially different from systems in New York and Chicago, as it will 
have a different structural design. There is no evidence that the Project will have 
a negative impact on the tourism industry. Section 4.19 of the Final EIS states 
that the economic forecast is for continued steady growth. Planned projects are 
intended to continue to encourage and enable economic growth in the region. 
Continued focus on tourism is anticipated, 

The Project will offer tourists a transportation alternative that links them directly 
with many key destinations and reduces the need for a car. Table 3-13 of the 
Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by purpose, broken down for residents 
and visitors. As seen in this table, transit trips for both groups increase with the 
addition of the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident 
person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared to without, 
while daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project 
compared to without the Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final 
EIS, approximately 9,900 visitors are expected to use the system daily, of which 
1,800 are to or from the airport. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 11/21/2008 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 John 
Last Name; 	 Johnston 
Business/Organization: 	Shinseido Therapy 
Address : 	 55 S. Kukui St. 
Alternative Preference : 	Airport 
Apt./Suite No. : 	 D 2102 
City : 	 Honolulu 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96813 
Email : 	 john@shinseidotherapy.com  
Telephone : 	 265-6477 

Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 11/21/2008 
Submission Content/Notes; 100% behind the airport route! Let's get started. 

Already too much talking. 

Thank you, 

John 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: weiw.honolulu.gov  

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11, 2010 RT9/09-330582 

Mr. John Johnston 
55 South Kukui Street, D-2102 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Johnston: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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Mr. John Johnston 
Page 2 

EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 
	

Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 
	

11/24/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 
	

Kaimi 
Last Name : 
	

Judd 
Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

State : 
Zip Code : 
	

96813 
Email : 
	

kaimiludcf@hotmail.00m 
Telephone : 

Telephone Extension 
Add to Mailing List : 
	

Email 
Submission Method : 
	

Website 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 
	

11/24/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : The sequence of construction and operability should begin at the highest 

congestion point and where the short commutes will help at first - 
whether it be downtown or somewhere near it. Construction should 
continue to head out in both directions towards UI-1 and especially out 
west. It should DEFINITELY have a stop at the airport. The stops 
should also be integrated with bus stops that have short circulations 
through the general area of the stop. 

See other successful systems such as BART that have built in stages - 

they follow the same sequence of starting construction and operability at 
the heart of the traffic and not out on the edges. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Rhone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax; (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI FIANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330790 

Ms. Kaimi Judd 
kaimilLidd@hotmail.com  

Dear Ms. Judd: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed 
in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest 
transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural 
and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported 
one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
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maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As discussed in Section 2.5.6 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus 
network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus 
routes, including peak-period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication 
of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Certain local routes will be rerouted or 
reclassified as feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest fixed 
guideway station. Existing and future bus routes, including frequencies, are shown in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at  www.honolulutransitorg.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Submission Content/Notes : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/6/2008 

Brent 
Kagawa 

91-1120 Puahala Stret 

18R 
Ewa Beach 
HI 
96706 
ba_kagawa@yahoo,com 

Both 
Website 

12/06/2008 
I am in favor of the rail system. 

I would like to know the following: 

1) plans for police protection for the rail and for each individual station. 
2) does the rail plan to run 2417 and will police protection be provided? 
3) are there plans for parking and security for the parking at each 
individual station? 

Thank you for your time. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH ICING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • In1ernet .  www.honofulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331298 

Mr. Brent Kagawa 
91-1120 Puahala Street, 18R 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Kagawa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Security, which will be coordinated with the Honolulu Police Department, will be provided 
during all operating hours. Security systems will be incorporated into all stations and vehicles. 
As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS, all stations, park-and-ride facilities, and vehicles 
will include security cameras that are monitored at all times of operation, will have audible and 
visual messaging systems, and an intercom link to the system operations center. Security 
personnel will also patrol the system; however, security personnel may not be physically located 
at all stations and on all trains at all times. Interior and safety lighting will be provided at all 
stations and park-and-ride facilities. As shown in Table 2-7 of the Final EIS, the system will 
operate between 4:00 a.m. and midnight. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride facilities will be provided at 
East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. As stated above, there will 
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Mr. Brent Kagawa 
Page 2 

be security provided at park-and-ride facilities, including security cameras, security personnel, 
and safety lighting. 

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

Very/ trul yours, I   

d zb. 
WAYNE Y. Y SHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Kaka'ako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O.BOX 898 

Honolulu, 111 96808 
Tel: (808) 597-1102 Fax: (808) 591-6634 

Mr. Ted Maley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration — Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Hon.olulu, Hawaii 96813 

November 28, 2008 

Re: Request to extend the January 7, 2009 deadline for comments on the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Messrs_ Maley and Yoshioka., 

Kaka'a.ko Business and Landowners Association is a group of small businesses and landowners 
in Central Kaka' ako. We are requesting that the deadline for the comment period be extended 
two months beyond the January 7, 2009 deadline. 

We will all be greatly impacted by the transit route through. and stations in Kaka'alco. Some of 
us will be impacted more than others because of partial and full property condemnation. So it is 
important for us to try to understanrl the details of the draft EIS in order to submit comments. 
We do not have the expertise in this 5,eld nor do we have the staff to study the draft EIS. It will 
take us time to absorb all that is in the EIS. But because we are small businesses owners, we 
spend all of our time on our businesses and in these difficult economic times, it is all the more 
important that we keep an eye on our business. Compounding the issue is that December is the 
busiest time of the year for us and in January, many of us are closing our books for the fiscal 
year. We cannot afford to neglect our businesses. 
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By extending the comment period two months beyond January 7,, 2009, it will bt as pasgte Z 
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Dexter Okada 

Your consideration will be greatly appreciated. 
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V ,9/ tryly your 

WAY 
Director 

Y. YOSHIOKA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290254R 

Mr. Dexter Okada 
Kakaako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O. Box 898 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96808 

Dear Mr. Okada: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as weII as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The comment period duration was extended by 30 days to a total duration of 75 days. 
This period was longer than the 45-to 60-day periods typical for U.S. DOT Draft EIS documents. 

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

Enclosure 
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Kaka'ako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O.BOX 898 

Honolulu, HI 96808 
Tel: (808) 597-1102 Fax: (808) 591-6634 

=NM. 	 

Mr. Ted Maley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration — Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

14r. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

February 3, 2009 

Re: 	Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Messrs. Maley and Yoshioka, 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project(HHCTCP), the accompanying 
construction, and the Transit Oriented Development(TOD) will have a detrimental impact on the 
small businesses and small property owners in Kakeako. What makes it more tragic is that the 
purpose of the HHCTCP as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Staterrtent(DEIS) preface 
to connect Kapolei to University of Hawaii at Manoa will not be fulfllied- The DEIS trivializes 
the problems that the HHCTCP will cause. The DES also minimizes and pushes the mitigating 
steps into sometime in the future. 

Kaka'ako Mauka is a mixed use(residential, commercial, service and light industrial) district 
under the jurisdiction of the State of Hawaii. In 2006, there were 1,479 businesses with 16,931 
employees(3.7% of Honolulu's workforce), The 2006 annual sales of businesses was $2.02 
billion. On Oahu, it is the farthest east industrial area that serves ail of East Honolulu, much of 
the Windward area, and the urban core. Any disruption of the businesses in Kaka'ako will have 
a ripple effect through Honolulu's economy. 

In the DM, it states: 
. 1. P. i "_.. the Council oldie City and County of Honolulu selected the Locally 

Preferred Alternative to be. a fixed guideway project from Kapolei to the University 
ofHawai i at Manoa(UH Martoa) with a connection to Waikiki." 

- 2. P.1-19 "The continued operation of UH Moana as a commuter school along with the 
opening of UH West Oahu will generate a strong student transportation market in the 
study corridor." 

With this in mind, the voters of the City and County of Honolulu voted on the rail transit issue, 
53% for and 47% against. The initial segment will go from Kapolei to Ala Moana Shopping 
Center. On page 33 of the DES Appendix A, the station at the end of the initial segment at Ala 
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lvloaria Shopping Center will be 35-40 feet above the street level, nowhere close to clearing the 
newly built Nordstrom extension of Ala lvioaria Shopping Center. So how will the transit reach 
UH Manoa or Waikiki? Page 33 of the DEIS Appendix A also shows a separate "future 
extension" that starts climbing from 40 feet at Pensacola Street to 90 feet to clear the Nordstrom 
extension. But the DEIS does not discuss this extension. What about the problems that will 
arise because of this "future extension"? How will these problems be mitigated? 

1. Visual impact 

2. 90 Feet columns to support the rail and the station 

3. How will it come down on the Waikiki side of the Nordstram extension 

4. How will it fit the narrow canyon of Kona street between the big buildings. 

Without clarifying information in the DEIS, it can only be assumed that the "future extension" is 
either an impractical task or a cost prohibitive task because if the "future extension" is viable, 

then why build the station at 40 feet in the initial segment. This means that the Locally Preferred 
Alternative will not be achieved. 

1. The traffic caused by students going to OH Manoa will not be relieved 

2. The traffic caused by workers going to Waikiki will not be relieved 

3. Businesses have suffered or closed down for nothing 

4. Property owners have lost all or part of their property for nothing 

5. Would the vote have been 53% to 47% if this information had been out before the election 

Since the LPA goes to UH Manoa and Waikiki, the DEIS must validate how the route is going to 
get to UH Manoa and Waikiki from Ala Moana Shopping Center. lithe problems are too great 
to mitigate, then alternative routes must be studied, Kapiolani Boulevard or King Street. 

Far too often, when there is a construction project, there is too much hoopla that goes on about 
how much job the construction project creates. What is overlooked or trivialized is the cost of 
the damage or outright destruction of small businesses and properties in the construction area 
The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project DEIS is no exception. There is no 
analysis of the economic damage that the project will have on the small businesses both in 
regards to revenue and cost. 

I. P.5-6 "Displaced businesses would need to purchase or lease new 
commercial/industrial space, and the location where employees would work would 
change.... Where relocations would occur, affected property owners, businesses, or 
residents would receive compensation ..." 

2. P.4-20 "Based on the relatively small numbers of parcels affected by full acquisitions 

3. P.4-153 "Construction work details will be developed during preliminary and final 
design. Effects could include dust, noise, and traffic disruption congestion, and 
diversion, as well as limited or temporarily lost access and parking to residences and 
businesses. ... The maintenance and storage facility, park-and-ride lots, and stations 
could be used for construction staging areas. Additional area would be identified by 
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contractor as needed. 	Access to businesses near construction activities could be 
temporarily affected." 

4. P.4-154 "Segments of fralekauwila and Queen Streets tnay be made temporarily one-
way or have parking eliminated during construction." 

5. P.4- 155 "During development of the Construction Safety and Security Plans, 
measures would be identified to minimize effects on communities and their resources 
that address specific consequences anticipated at each location within the various 
communities, as well as ensure the safety of the public and the environment." 

These are only sample excerpts from the DEIS. Instead of a detailed study of the impacts, many 
of the problems are trivialized by using terms such as "relatively small", "limited or temporarily" 
or "minimize" and solutions are pushed into the future, "during preliminary and final design", 
"as needed" or "may" 

In Kaka'ako, there are many small businesses and properties around the current transit route. 
Some of the challenges that currently exist are: 

I. Limited parking 
2. Narrow street 
3. Congestion 
4. Building settling problems due to loose compaction of soil in the past 
5. Water table close to ground level 
6. Underground streams 
7. Lack of area for dewatering 
S. Old and fragile infrastructure 

These challenges will be exacerbated by the construction. The DES does not come even close 
to addressing these challenges. The result will be the damaging or destruction of these small 
businesses. 

In regards to TOE), the DEIS states: 
P 4-166 "...the Project's primary indirect effect would be to alter development near the 
stations, bringing higher densities than presently planned...". 

The rule of thumb often mentioned is that the TO]) applies to areas within a quarter mile radius 
of the transit station. With the two stations in Kaka'ako, all of Kaka'ako becomes a TOE). With 
higher density comes higher property valuations thus higher property taxes. Higher properties 
taxes will make it difficult for small businesses to remain in Kaka'ako. What impact will the 
TOD and accompany rules have on the character of the Kalca'ako community and the support it 
provides to the rest of Honolulu? The DEIS does not address this issue. 

The DEIS must be expanded to include: 
I. A detailed analysis of whether the LPA can be achieved. What are the impacts of 

extending the initial segment from Ala Moana Center to UH Manoa? 
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2. The LPA was approved going through Salt Lake; yet the Airport alternative was 
inchided in the DEIS. Under the same logic, the DES should be expanded to include 
an analysis of alternative routes that will go from lwitei to King Street or Kapiolani 
Boulevard. 

3_ A. more detailed analysis of the impacts on construction on the conununities. 
4. A more detailed analysis of the impacts of TODs on communities. 
5. More meaningful mitigating steps. 

The HHCTCP should serve the communities of Honolulu. The communities should not serve 
the HHCTCP. 

Thank you, 

L,91. 
Dexter Okada 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768 -8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: Inlyw.honctrulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299155R 

Mr. Dexter Okada 
Kakaako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O. Box 898 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96808 

Dear Mr. Okada: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (85) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EfS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final DS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
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Mr. Dexter Okada 
Page 2 

environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

Future extensions are not precluded nor made impractical or cost-prohibitive by the 
Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The 35-foot station at Ala Moana Center is a practical 
solution for the first construction project to serve the shopping center and area properties. In the 
future, when funding is available, the extension would be designed to best accommodate the 
extension. The high level option over the shopping center will still be an available option, if 
needed, in the future and does not obviate the need for the 35-foot option that is part of the 
Project and subject of this EIS. There are operating plans for the system that will continue to 
rely on the 35-foot station even after an extension is built. The five numbered conclusions in the 
comment are not accurate representations of the long-term intent of the City or the Project. 

The Draft and Final EISs describe the entire proposed action of construction and 
operation of a fixed guideway transit system between logical termini in East Kapolei and Ala 
Moana Center. The Locally Preferred Alternative selected by the City Council includes both the 
Project and planned extensions that are included in the long-range plan for the system, but are 
not part of the Project. When the planned extensions are evaluated in the future, a range of 
alternatives will be evaluated for each of them. However, based on conceptual information, the 
planned extensions are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final EIS. 

Economic impacts, including impact to businesses during construction, are presented in 
the Final EIS. The Final EIS does not distinguish between sizes of businesses in terms of 
analyzing construction impacts. Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS lists mitigation measures to 
reduce adverse economic hardships for existing businesses (including small businesses) along 
the project alignment during construction. 

Regarding Item 1 on the list, as stated in Section 3.5.4 of the Final EIS, on-street parking 
by construction workers will not be permitted near work sites. Because of the limited amount of 
parking available to residents and businesses in and around construction sites, construction 
workers will not be allowed to park their personal vehicles in the public right-of-way. Construction 
workers also will not use commercial parking facilities if doing so reduces available parking for 
customers or employees of that business. Contractors would need approval from business 
owners before private lots can be used for parking. Regarding Items 2 and 3, as stated in 
Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be created by the 
construction contractor with approval from the City and State Transportation Departments. The 
MOT Plan will mitigate construction-related effects on transportation, including temporary lane 
closures as identified in Table 3-27 in the Final EIS. 

Items 4 through 8 are related primarily to dewatering and construction methods. The 
primary guideway construction method (drilled shaft foundations) was chosen to reduce the level 
of potential impact related to these concerns. Section 4.18.5 of the Final EIS indicates that 
contractors will be required to provide mitigation for vibration levels during possible pile driving 
activities (where drilled shafts cannot be used) within 75 feet of buildings. The section also 
indicates that utilities within 25 feet of pile driving may need to be further evaluated during 
project design to establish whether mitigation is needed. Similarly, Section 4.18.10 of the Final 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE . YOSHIO 
Director 

Mr. Dexter Okada 
Page 3 

EIS indicates that dewatering will be performed per Hawaii Department of Health permit 
requirements. Where settlement due to dewatering is a concern, ground-stabilization methods 
will be conducted to protect existing conditions. The section also indicates that induced 
settlement or movement of nearby facilities will not be permitted and that pre- and post-
construction monitoring may be performed to ensure settlement does not occur. 

As mentioned above, future extensions are not part of this Project; and thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. The 
Locally Preferred Alternative included both an Airport and Salt Lake Alignment. The language of 
the City Council's Ordinance 07-001 left discretion to the City on which portions of the Locally 
Preferred Alternative were to be built initially. Under City Council Resolution 08-261, the Project 
includes a single alignment via the Airport between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. 
Construction impacts are addressed in Sections 3.5 and 4.16 of the Final EIS, The Final BS 
includes mitigation commitments for permanent and construction related effects. 

As discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) is 
expected to occur in station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility 
and accessibility that the Project provides will also increase the desirability and value of land 
near the stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOO). 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted by the City's Department of 
Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance. 

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

Enclosure 
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KAMEHAMEHA SCHOOLS 

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration — Region EX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

Re: 	Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
("DELT") for the Honolulu Hid-Caoacity Transit Corridor Project ("Project'')  

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Project. 

As a brief background, Karnehameha Schools ('KS") is a charitable educational trust, founded in 1887 
through the Will and Estate of Princess Bernice Pauahi Bishop, whose mission is to provide educational 
opportunities to improve the capability and welt-being of Native Hawaiians. KS currently offers a wide 
range of educational programs and services, including K-12 campus programs, preschools, financial aid, 
outreach programs, community education and collaborations with schools and community organizations. 
This past year, KS' programs and services reached more than 38,000 Native Hawaiian children and 
families. 

In addition to providing educational programs and services, KS owns and maintains, as an important part 
of its ancestral and cultural legacy, over 365,000 acres of privately-held lands in flawai` i. These lands are 
part of an endowment that provides the financial resources necessary to support these educational services 
and programs. As a Native Hawaiian educational organization, landowner and community member, KS 
has worked and continues to strive to work collaboratively with government, businesses, community 
organizations and others on solutions to the difficult challenges faciag our families and communities, 
such as education, employment, housing, energy, food supply., sustainability, transportation and quality of 
life. 

KS supports a mil transit system on Oahu as a long-term transportation solution. A rail transit system can 
provide a tremendous benefit to our communities by alleviating traffic congestion, reducing the use of 
fossil fuels, curbing urban sprawl, spurring development of communities and revitalizing our economy. 
We commend the City and County of Honolulu and the Federal Transit Administration for their hard 
work in initiating and carrying forward this important transit project and are appreciative of the extensive 
effort of our City leaders and their staff to study and publicize the impacts of this project. 

56? South King Street • Honolulu, Hawal'i 96813-3036 - Phone 808,5134200 

Pounded and Endowed by the Legacy of Princess Bernice Panahi Bishop 
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Letter to Messrs. Motley and Yoshioka 
February 6, 2009 
Page 2 o12 

We received a copy of the DEIS for the Project and understand that our role or kuleana in this prescribed 
process is to review the DEIS and provide productive continents to help best assure the Project's 
successful completion. We have taken this responsibility seriously. We met with tenants and other 
business owners and operators on KS lands who occupy properties potentially affected by the Project to 
become familiar with their concerns and interests. We also retained consultants to provide us with an 
independent review of specific aspects of the Project. The review of the thousands of pages of highly 
technical materials of the DEN has taken time, and we appreciate your efforts in providing an extension 
of time for responses. It has made a meaningful difference in the quality of our review. 

From this review, we have found many positive aspects to the DEfS and the proposed system. We have 
also identified, which is understandable in a document of this complexity, some items that we believe 
require additional study and work. In preparing our comments on those items, we have considered the 
potential impacts to our lands and our ability to continue to fulfill our educational mission with the returns 
generated from our lands; the potential impacts on the hundreds of small-and large business tenants and 
individuals on our lands; the potential impacts on communities where KS is diligently planning 
redevelopment and revitalization measures; and as appropriate, the broader potential impacts on our 
communities and families. In addition, we have tried to make our comments specific, productive and 
solution-oriented so that you may more easily address concerns with the appropriate particulars and move 
ahead with a successful project. 

Our comments to the DEIS are set forth in full in Attachment A  to this letter. 

We thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this process and look forward to continuing to 
work collaboratively with the City to help assure the timely success of this important project, which will 
benefit our families and communities for many generations. 

Mahal°. 

Very truly 

Kirk Belsby 
Vice President, Endowment 
Kamehameha Schools 

Enclosures 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Kamehameha Schools ("J3'") appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(1) Evaluation ("DEB') for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
("Project") prepared by the City and County of Honolulu (the "City") Department of Transportation 
Services ("DTS") and the Federal Transit Administration ("FDA"). In order to provide comments that are 
helpful toward the success of the Project, KS retained consultants to conduct in-depth assessments of 
specific aspects of the Project. UltraSystems Environmental ("UttraSystems") was retained to provide a 
technical review of the Project and am Consulting, Inc. ("CBRE") was retained to analyze the 
economic impact of the proposed Project. This process has enabled KS to offer the following comments 
on the Project and the DEIS. 

1. IMPACTS OF CONSTRUCTION ON BURNESSES 

KS estimates that construction of the Project could affect over one hundred of its properties and 
approximately one thousand of its tenants and sub-tenants, and their busincsses. 1  Research by CORE 
indicates that businesses along the construction routes of major rail systems experience significant losses. 
While some disruption during construction is unavoidable, losses can be minimized if positive mitigation 
measures are taken. 

A. 	Physical Impacts 

Comment #1: Construction activities could have substantial economic impacts on businesses 
and more specific discussion of the construction impacts and proposed mitization measures is 
requested  

1. information. Although section 4.17 of the DEIS contains a discussion of construction 
phasing effects, a more detailed discussion of anticipated construction impacts and the scheduling of 
construction activity would help businesses understand the full extent of construction-related impacts. 
Infommtion such as the following is requested: (a) the number of businesses directly affected by 
consmiction activity (i.e., businesses located adjacent to a construction site and on property to be acquired 
by the City) and indirectly affected (i.e., within one mile of a construction site), (b) for various segments 
of the line, a more detailed estimate of the length of the construction period from commencement to 
conclusion of construction, including any time needed to relocate utilities prior to the commencement of 
construction on the actual rail system, and (c) the proposed location of construction barriess, the amount 
of time that ban -less will be in place, specific land and street closings, and rerouted traffic patterns during 
construction. 

2. Concerns about Construction Activity. KS shares in the concern noted in the DEIS 
that construction will disrupt traffic and limit access to and from businesses in various ways, See .  DEIS 
section 3.5.3 at 3-46 and section 4.17,1 at 4-153 to -154. In some cases, direct access to businesses will 
be lost or curtailed. Construction will also result in loss of available parking. 2  The, erection of fences 
around construction sites will diminish the visibility of certain businesses, thus reducing customer traffic: 
Even if a business maintains visibility during construction, there is a general tendency for people to avoid 
aesthetically unappealing construction sites, or avoid construction areas where traffic flow will be 
seriously compromised. KS is also concerned that construction will disrupt utility service during the 
length of the construction period, which KS understands could last from one to five years_ More detail of 
these impacts by neighborhood is requested. 

3, 	Mitigation Measures. The DEIS proposes a mitigation plan that touches upon some of 
the physical impacts of construction_ The DEIS states that a Maintenance of Traffic ("MOT-) Plan and 
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Transit Mitigation Plan (-Mir) will be developed to identify measures to mitigate temporary 
construction-related effects on transportation. See DEIS section 3.5.7 at 3-48. The DEIS discusses the 
goals that the MOT Plan and TMP should achieve. Building upon that discussion, the objectives of the 
MOT Plan and TM:P could bc advanced by inclusion of the following: 

(a) Agreements by project construction contractors that they will (i) ensure by 
necessary means (including phasing of the work) that access to businesses in the project area be 
maintained during project construction activities, (ii) coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures 
to minimize impacts to business activities in the project area— especially those with seasonal or high sales 
periods, (iii) minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses in the project 
area, (iv) provide advance notice when utilities are to be disrupted especially if disruptions will be during 
regular business hours, and schedule major utility shut-offs during non-business hours; (v) keep roadways 
as clean as possible by using street sweepers and wheel washers to minimize off-site tracking; (vi) during 
dry periods, apply water to exposed soils to minimize airborne sediment; (vii) properly maintain 
construction equipment to minimize unnecessary exhaust (viii) locate stockpile areas in loss visibly-
sensitive areas and, wherever possible, place them in areas that are not visible from the road, or by 
residents and businesses; (ix) remove visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices (e.g., silt fences, plastic 
ground cover, and straw bales) as soon as an area has been stabilized; (x) replace street trees and other 
vegetation that must be removed with appropriately sized vegetation; (xi) to the extent feasible, have the 
concrete decking along the cut-and-cover segments installed flush with the existing street or sidewalk 
levels; (xii) wherever feasible, maintain sidewalks at their current width during construction and where a 
sidewalk must be temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), restore to its current 
width during the balance of the construction period; (xiii) construct site fencing of good quality, capable 
of supporting the accidental application of the weight of an adult without collapse or major deformation; 
(xiv) where major boulevards must be fenced, offer the business owners the opportunity to request 
covered walkways in lieu of chain-link fencing; (xv) where covered walkways or solid surface fences are 
installed, implement a program to allow for art work (e.g., by local students) on the surface; and (xvi) 
where used, maintain, in clean repair chain link fences. 

(b) Provisions for public information campaigns to inform the community that 
businesses are open during project construction activities to encourage their continued patronage, 
including advertising of businesses. 

(c) Provision for a public involvement plan prior to the beginning of project 
construction to inform business owners of the project construction schedule and activities and to 
understand their needs, and to appropriately address them, including (i) interviews of individual 
businesses potentially affected by construction activities to understand how these businesses carry out 
their work, and (ii) identifying business usage, delivery, and shipping patterns and critical times of the 
day and year for business activities, as well as alternate access routes to maintain critical business 
activities. 

(d) Provisions for a program to (1) convey construction information to the 
community, (ii) provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding construction 
activities and ongoing business activities, (iii) enable the community to "speak' to the appropriate persons 
at the VIA and the Rapid Transit Division of DTS ("BM) during construction with a specific process 
for responding to community concerns in a timely manner, and (iv) install appropriate signage and 
lighting, and display other information to indicate that businesses in the construction area are open, and to 
direct both pedestrian and vehicular traffic to businesses via alMmate routes. 

(c) 	Provisions for a Business Disruption Mitigation Plan ("BDMP") whereby the 
FTA and RTD will work with community residents, elected officials, local businesses, and community 
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organizations to tailor the mitigation program to meet community needs prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. KS requests that the BDMP (i) include remedies for business owners if the 
measures in the BDMP are not observed, (ii) be readily available for public review, (iii) have a process to 
inform the public of its progress in implementing the measures identified through a quarterly program of 
auditing, monitoring, and reporting, (iv) identify a staff person to work directly with the public to resolve. 
construction-related problems, (v) provide for a field office during construction of the Project to address 
the matters described above, (vi) provide for an information and voice mail telephone line for community 
members and businesses to express their views regarding construction, with calls received reviewed by 
FTA and RTD staff and, as appropriate, forwarded to the necessary party for action (e.g., utility company, 
fire department, resident engineer in charge of construction operations), and (v) provide for traffic 
management plans as described above. 

Economic Impucts 

Comment #2: KS requests that the discussion of economic impacts in The DEIS he exoanded 
throlizh an independent study and recommends certain miaeation measures.  

1. Impact on Businesses. KS requests expansion of the economies impact analysis in the 
DEB. 3  Presently, the DEIS provides discussion on (a) the effect of the Project on regional economics in 
the study corridor, including employment trends, growth, and real property tax; (b) the effect of 
construction on land use and economic activity; and (c) indirect effects of the Project on economic 
development, particularly focused on opportunities for transit-supportive development ("TSD") and 
transit-oriented development ("Ton"). KS suggests supplementing the discussion with an analysis of the 
economic impacts of the Project (both during and after construction) from the perspective of businesses 
and property owners along the rail line. For example, the impact of business closures or revenue losses 
should be added to the economic impacts analysis. As discussed further below, research conducted by 
KS' consultants regarding other transit projects indicates that construction of the Project could lead to the 
demise of a significant number of businesses. 

Case studies of other major rail systems indicate that businesses situated along and surrounding 
the construction route can experience significant tosses such as declines in customer numbers, sales, and 
in some cases, the closure of businesses, One of the most dramatic cases of this type of negative impact 
was in Salt Lake City, where an estimated 30 percent, of local businesses closed during the construction of 
the TRAX system, and there were no mitigation strategies planned beforehand to reduce the impact on the 
businesses. 

A similar situation occurred during the construction of SkyTrain's Canada Line in Vancouver. 
No public subsidies were provided to retailers and some businesses claimed that revenues dropped by 70 
percent. On average, 40 to 60 percent losses in revenue have been reported. As of 2007, less than a year 
into construction, it was reported that between 40 and 60 businesses along the line had closed, with more 
likely to follow, as completion of the project is not expected until 2009. 

re the Project will have similar economic impacts as the case studies discussed above, the 
economic loss to KS, its tenants, and their businesses will be significant. Negative impacts of 
construction could be further exacerbated due to the current economic climate that is already challenging 
the viability of many busMesses. 

2. Independent Study, in light of the physical and economic impacts referenced above, 
KS requests that the City retain an independent urban economist to conduct a study of the economic 
impacts of the Project both during and after construction. The geographic scope of the study should 
extend beyond the areas immediately adjacent to construction because the impacts can have a blighting 
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effect on the surrounding community as well. The independent analysis should be based on case studies 
and empirical data taken from other communities with particular emphasis given to elevated transit 
systems similar to that proposed for Honolulu. It would also be helpful to study alternative systems (e.g., 
at-grade) and routes to determine if these alternatives mitigate the expected pre- and post-construction 
impacts.4  KS requests that the public, which has not had the opportunity to review the items, be given the 
opportunity to review and comment on the study before it is incorporated into the Final EA& 

3. Public Assistance Programs and Other Mitigation Measures. Case studies indicate 
that public assistance is essential to keeping businesses viable during construction. During the 
construction of Interstate MAX-Yellow, an extension to Portland's Tight rail network, the transit agency 
Tr-Met and Cascadia Revolving Fund came together to provide assistance to affected businesses. The 
businesses who received assistance had to demonstrate that the construction had negatively impacted their 
business revenues. The success of this program is illustrated by the fact that during construction, only one 
business of the 106 businesses located along the length of the light rail route closed as a direct result of 
construction, and only two businesses moved to another location. For the development of another 
extension of the light rail line, Tr-Met started the Business Support program for ground-floor retail 
businesses along the light rail construction route that may bo disrupted due to their reliance on established 
pedestrian and transit traffic. 

Salt Lake City is an example of a city that has learned from its experience of not investing in a 
public assistance program. When Salt Lake City built its first light rail line in 1999, nearly 30% of the 
businesses along the rail line closed. No mitigation strategies were planned beforehand to reduce the 
impact on the businesses. When the University Line extension was built in 2001, however, Salt Lake 
City sponsored a low interest loan program available to impacted businesses, which materially reduced 
business closures and economic impacts. 

The case studies above highlight that well-conceived mitigation and public assistance can be 
effective in keeping businesses intact. Programs that we respectfully request for eonsideration include: 

▪ Outright assistance 
• Relocation assistance 
• Rent subsidies 
▪ Property owner compensation for lost rents 
▪ Publicly landed business advertising and promotions 
▪ Temporary real property tax relief 

U. POTENTIAL FARKTNG IMPACTS OF COiYIPLETED SYSTEM 

Availability of parking is important to the success or failure of the Project. Transit users who 
drive to stations will require parking or else be deterred from using the rail system. Thus, KS 
recommends that the City study and estimate the amount of parking that will be available to rail users and 
motorists in areas near transit stations after the Project is built. 

A. 	Potential Parking Impacts 

Comment #3: Inadequate parking for the Protect will have economic consequences on 
surrounding businesses and properties.  

U.S. transit systems often encounter problems with providing enough off-street parking and park-
and-ride lots. This results in various adverse impacts to owners with businesses and properties located 
near transit stations. 
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First, transit riders may be forced to find on-street parking, thus increasing traffic congestion in 
the area surrounding a transit station anclior park-and-ride lots, disrupting traffic flow, and reducing the 
number of street parking spaces available for non-transit users, Scarcity of parking can also be a deterrent 
to use of the rail system. 

Second, transit users might park illegally in private retail and business parking areas, thus limiting 
further actual customer parking anclior increasing the cost of parking enforcement for business and 
property owners. An overall reduction in the amount of available parking spaces either on the street or in 
dedicated customer parking will discourage customers from patronizing businesses in the area. 

Third, the uncertainty of the supply of parking negatively affects property owner redevelopment 
plans due to (i) concerns that additional lands may be condemned to provide for parking if ridership 
forecasts are achieved (or if ridership forecasts are not achieved and the agency determines a lack of 
parking availability to be the cause), or (ii) concerns that private property owners will be forced to 
mitigate the parking shortfall without public assistance. As acknowledged in the Land Use Technical 
Repart Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (RID 2008b) dated August 15, 2008 ("Land 
Use Technical Report"), KS owns many properties near the proposed Pearlridge, Kapalama, Kakalake, 
and Moliii'lli stations and intends to engage in redevelopment of those properties when the current leases 
expire. See Land Use Technical Report at 5-2 to 5-11. Therefore, these are important concerns to KS. 

KS offers the following comments to assist the City in the refinement of its parking plans: 

1. Quantify parking needs at each transit station in the Final EIS: Planning for parking 
needs begins with quantifying the number of parking stalls required for each rail station. 

2. Kapalama Station: It appears that the City does not plan to build additional parking 
spaces for users of the Kapalama Station. See DEIS at 2-31. It is unclear where users who drive to this 
station can park. KS requests that the Final ES discuss the impact on commercial tenants adjacent to this 
station if no off-street parking is provided to station users and the empirical basis for the determination 
that no station parking facilities are required. 

3, 	Dillingham Boulevard from Kobou Street to the rear parking lot of Costeo: On the 
mauka side of the roadway, the DES provides that all through and left-turn lanes would be preserved by 
acquiring 10 feet of additional right-of-way on. the makai side of the roadway. What traffic impact will 
the acquisition of an additional right-of-way have on parking for exisfmg land uses where ROW is 
acquired anr.1 what mitigation is proposed'? Sep Transportation Technical Report Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project (2008a) dated August 15, 2008 ("Transportation Technical Report'), 
Table 5-32, at 5-85. 

Halekanwila Street from Ilitnitz Highway to Ward Avenue: Most of the existing on-
street parking would be removed. What impact would this have on existing off-street parking spaces for 
the commercial uses located along Halekauwila Street and what mitigation is proposed? See 
Transportation Technical Report, Table 5-33, at 5-86. 

5. 	Dillingham Boulevard from McNeill Street to 1Cohou Street: Twenty-six off-street 
parking spaces would be lost on Dillingham Boulevard between McNeill Street to Waiakamilo Road due 
to fixed guideway column placement in the median. Ten off-street parking spaces would be lost on 
Dillingham Boulevard between Waiakarnilo Road to Kohou Street due to fixed guideway column 
placement on the side. See Transportation Technical Report, Table 5-54, at 5-114. The loss of off-street 
parking could impact customer and employee parking at Waialcamile Shopping Center and buildings on 
both sides of Dillingham. KS requests that the Final EIS discuss the impact of the loss of these off-street 
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parking spaces on the commercial uses located on KS [ands along Dillingham Boulevard and any 
proposed mitigation. 

6, 	Halekauwila Street from Keewe Street to Coral Street: Sixteen on-street mauka and 
22 on-street makai parking spaces would be lost on Haiekauwila Street between Keawe Street to Coral 
Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the side. Sc Q Transportation Technical Report, Table 
5-54, at 5-114. KS requests that the Final EIS discuss the impact of the loss of these on-street parking 
spaces on businesses located on KS owned properties and any mitigation proposed. 

B. 	Mitigation Measures For Parking 

Comment #4: The City is requested to develop more specific mitigation measures for parking, 

KS notes that mitigation measures were included in the DEIS to address this issue, including the 
establishment of a neighborhood parking plan, but KS suggests the following additional measures: 

1. 	Early planning. The DEIS appears to contemplate developing mitigation strategies for 
parking after significant commitments of resources have been made for the design and construction of 
each transit station. This is indicated by the Pact that section 3.4.5 of the DEIS states that mitigation 
strategies for parking would be determined by surveying stakeholders within six months before 
implementation of fixed guideway service. See DEIS at 3-44. KS requests that specific parking strategies 
be devised and studied as part of this environmental review process. 

2,. 	Parking study. To ensure that parking impacts are filly addressed in the Final EIS, KS 
recommends a detailed parking study be performed for each transit stop that is predicated on the level of 
transit use occurring at each station and validating through more rigorous analysis how these users will 
access the site (e.g., pedestrian access, transit access or vehicular access). Once the study is concluded, 
specific mitigation measures should be developed based on the results of the study and incorporated into 
the Final EIS. 

3, 	District parking solution. District parking garages could be developed near rail stops 
and paid for through transit system funding. Such systems should be located with a view toward 
improving transit use and facilitating redevelopment within TOD corridors. 

4. Public assistance for building parking structures. A program of subsidies, grants, or 
other assistance for the construction of parking structures could be provided. For example, Portland 
recently approved a $6.6 million subsidy for a parking garage for a TOO. 

5. Signage and parking permit program. Adequate signage could be installed during and 
after construction for transit-parking areas and alternate business parking areas. A parking permit 
program could be created for on-street parking to limit impacts on local businesses by transit users 
monopolizing on-street parking. 

IR. IMPACTS OF COMPLETED SYSTEM ON BUSINESSES ALONG 
RAIL LINE AND AT TRANSIT STATIONS 

KS owns properties containing approximately 229 acres in communities that would be directly 
affected by the rail system along Farrington Highway, Kamehameha Highway, Dillingham Boulevard, 
and Halekauwila Street in Kaka`ako, KS is concerned that the Project will affect visibility of and access 
to the businesses on KS' properties; limit the redevelopment options available to KS and other 
landowners; and narrow streets, among other impacts. 
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A. 	Physical Impacts 

I. 	Traffic, Visibility, and Access to Businesses 

Comment #5: A more detailed assessment of the reduction ii visibility and access to businesses 
and potential mitization measures is requested.  

a. Visibility. Presently, a significant percentage of KS' land holdings along the 
Project route are used for retail. Retail properties require good visibility to be successful. As the DM 
acknowledges on page 4-54, "[Musiness owners have a vested interest in the visual environment 
surrounding their operations." KS is concerned that the elevated guideway will substantially reduce the 
visibility of businesses from the street level. As such, the discussion of visual impacts in the DEIS 5  
should be expanded beyond impacts on views of "landmarks, significant views and vistas. historical and 
cultural sites, and Exceptional Trees." DEIS at 4-59. IMpaCES to visibility of buginesses located along the 
rail line also should be considered. 

b. Access. Businesses also depend on convenient access to and from their 
properties. The erection of the elevated guideway and its supporting columns, however, will eliminate 
left turn lanes, thus cutting off direct access to many businesses, requiring potential customers to take a 
circuitous route. Traffic patterns and the level of service in affected areas might change as a result. 
Added congestion would further discourage customers from visiting businesses along the guideway. As a 
related matter, to the extent the Project permanently eliminates existing street parking due to placement of 
the transit guideway, all of the parking-related impacts noted in Comment #3 above become issues. 
Again, the number of parking spaces needed for each transit station needs to be determined carefully to 
prevent loss of business due to wstomer parking being occupied by transit users. 

c. Narrower Lanes. The DEIS notes that in certain places, the widening of 
existing street medians to accommodate the columns would require reducing lane widths. See DES, 
Table 3-21, at 3-39; Transponation Technical Report, Table 5-29. at 5-80. Narrowing of lanes could 
increase the risk of traffic accidents. KS suggests that the Final BB study such risk. KS specifically 
requests more information on the impact of reduction in lane widths to traffic on the following roadways 
that are aligned next to its properties, including (a) Farrington Highway and Waipahu Depot Road; (b) 
Kamehameha Highway and Kuleana Road; (c) Kainehameha Highway and Ka`ahumanu Road; (d) 
Kamehameha Highway and Kaonohi Street; (e) Kamehameha Highway and Lipoa Place; and (f) 
Kamehameha Highway and Pali Moira Street. A discussion of the impacts of lane narrowing on 
industrial uses (travel of large vehicles such as semi-trucks) in the Final EIS is particularly needed given 
the industrial uses in many of the impacted communities. 

d. Mitigation. KS requests adoption of a mitigation plan that will (a) ensure there 
is adequate parking near transit stations; (b) maintain access to and from businesses; (c) maintain traffic 
circulation; (d) prevent traffic accidents; and (e) minimize loss of visibility due to the elevated system. 
To achieve these objectives, a detailed mitigation plan incorporating specific initiatives should be 
developed and incorporated as part of the Final EIS. Example of the types of elements that might be 
incorporated into the mitigation plan include: (i) traffic signals with protected left tums at busy 
intersections; (ii) elongated left turning lanes off of the main roadways to accommodate the increase in 
motorists utilizing left turn lanes at busy intersections, and to alleviate backup along the main roadways; 
(iii) district parking near rail stops paid for through transit system funding; and (iv) update and 
supplement the traffic study contained in the Transportation Technical Report to address the comments 
stated above. 
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2. 	Noise and Vibrations 

Comment #6: Disclosure of noise and vibrations and their impact according to time of day.  

It is our understanding that the noise analysis contained in the DEIS is based upon average hourly 
noise impacts rather than noise impacts at different times of the day. However, noise impacts can vary in 
significance depending on the time of day. For example, the impacts relative to background conditions 
may be more significant between 4:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. than during mid-day periods. Because these 
time-of-day differences may impact current and future uses differently, more complete disclosure of noise 
impacts by time of day is needed. 

Assuming the DEIS used the noise impact criteria in the PTA's Transit Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment manual as the standard against which to evaluate noise exposures due to the Project, 
the impacts of noise on commercial should be studied further. 

The noise sampling methodology utilized in the DEIS appears to be specific to ground level 
impacts. Because sound rises, there will be greater impacts on buildings (either existing or to be 
constructed in the future) that are constructed at heights above the proposed rail line. KS could not find 
discussion of these conditions in the DEIS and how the noise impacts of an elevated system might affect 
the viability of future TO]) proximate to the rail line, particularly for uses that are noise sensitive such as 
residential. 

3. 	Security, Transients, and Crime 

Comment #7: Additional disclosures an security, transients. and crime are requested with more 
specific mitigation measures.  

The Final EIS should disclose that in urban areas with hot and wet climates, such as Miami and 
Honolulu, elevated lines can provide shelter for the homeless, increasing crime and litter and thereby 
detract from commercial activity and result in lower property values. Transit stations also tend to attract 
graffiti. 

The availability of parking and safety are interrelated issues. If parking is not available near 
transit stations, riders will need to find off-street parking within the district or travel to stations by 
walking. Without addressing the issue of security patrolling and providing ample parking in safe areas, 
riders will not want to park multiple blocks away and walk, especially at night, in order to get to and from 
the rail station and their vehicles, 

The DEIS does not dotal/ mitigation options to reduce concerns raised about area crime, property 
vandalism and an increase in transierit persons using the elevated system as temporary shelter. KS 
requests the Final EIS provide specific mitigation actions to be undertaken. The mitigation measures 
could include: (a) use of landscaping and/or security fencing to minimize the ability of transients to 
assemble underneath the elevated rail lines; (b) adequate security on staff (dedicated security and/or 
Honolulu police) to patrol the stations and surrounding areas; (c) installation of surveillance cameras and 
equipment, emergency call boxes, and closed-circuit television monitoring; (e) locating police 
neighborhood substations at transit stations; (f) conducting regular maintenance and cleaning of areas 
under the rail line, transit stations, and surrounding areas; and (g) designing and installing structures 
underneath elevated rail lines that would discourage or prevent loitering by transients. 
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4. 	Visual and Aesthetic Imports 

Comment 118: The elevated system will cause visual idlest and additional detaih on visual and 
aesthetic impacts for _evaluation by viewer emery: would allow a_more complete analysis. 

a. Visual Blight. An elevated system with platforms will cause visual blight The 
elevated guideway will also cast shadows on adjacent buildings, reducing visibility. Glare and excessive 
lights from the rail line could adversely impact certain businesses during the day. Visual blight will also 
occur from deterioration of the system over time. These visual and aesthetic impacts may reduce tenant 
or customer interest in the area, increase turnover, and decrease property values. Thus, KS requests that 
the Final EIS include discussion of the estimated economic loss that visual impacts will cause, specific 
measures for mitigating such impacts, and the mechanisms for soliciting public input on mitigation 
measures. 

b. Expanding Study. 

i. 	The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project (2008e) dated August 15, 2008 (The "Visual and Aesthetics Resources 
Technical Report") utilized the methodology of the Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects 6  of 
the Federal Highway Administration ("FITWA") for the Project since it is a linear transportation facility 
comparable to a highway, has a similar range of issues, and because the FTA, has not issued comparable 
guidance. The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report discusses how viewer groups have been 
categorized (i.e. , residents, commuter, etc.) and indicates that viewer response to change is impacted by 
viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity. See Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report at 3-2. 
However, the analysis provided in section 5.0 (Consequences) of the technical report contains few to no 
details regarding user group exposure to project alternatives for different user groups, including such 
factors as location, duration, and distance. KS suggests that the Final EIS provide additional clarification 
regarding viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity for the selected view points. We recommend that the 
viewer exposure response include focus groups and outreach that encompasses a broad range of 
stakeholders. Property owners are not included among the five user groups asked to comment on visual 
impacts, but should be. 

The expanded study ahould also provide 360-degree visuals for multiple 
cross-sections of the rail line with particular emphasis given to transit stops. To provide representative 
visual imagery of the Project, such 360-degree studies should include areas within the urban core and 
areas within the suburban landscape. We would also recommend showing these images at multiple levels 
for each representative cross-section, including at street grade and at elevations of 2 to 3 stories. 

c. Utility Relocation. The DEIS notes that the Project would involve relocation 
and modification of existing utilities. See DEIS at 4-38. KS is concerned about the impacts that 
relocating above ground power and telephone lines will have on existing commercial properties that are 
located on KS owned land in the Dillingham Plaza area and the area to the north and south of this 
property. Since ten feet of laud in front of these commercial uses will be acquired to allow for widening 
of the median in this street, it is assumed that existing above-ground poles and power/telephone lines 
along this street will be moved back ten feet, bringing them even closer to these commercial uses, which 
include the Boulevard Sairnin restaurant,' Sizzler restaurant, Burger King fast food restaurant, Popeye's 
Chicken fast food restaurant, and other uses along this street. Bringing utility lines even closer to existing 
commercial uses will detract from the appearance of these uses and limit access to the properties and the 
ability to maintain the properties in good repair. 
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Mr. Kirk Belsby 
Kamehameha Schools 
567 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-3036 

Dear Mr. Belsby: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, pubiic and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

1. 	Effects of Construction on Business 

A. 	Physical Effects 

Response to Comment #1 regarding construction effects on businesses 

1. Economic impacts during construction are presented in the Final EIS. Section 
4.18.1 of the Final EIS lists mitigation measures to reduce adverse economic 
hardships for existing businesses (including small businesses) along the project 
alignment during construction. Access to businesses near construction activities 
could be temporarily affected but will be maintained. In several locations, left- 
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turn lanes will be closed during construction, some streets may be made 
temporarily one-way or have parking eliminated during construction, 

2. The City will mitigate temporary impacts associated with construction. To reduce 
adverse economic hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment 
during construction the City will coordinate construction planning and phasing 
with nearby property owners and businesses; initiate public information 
campaigns, including signs and lighting, to reassure people that businesses are 
open during construction and to encourage their continued patronage; minimize 
the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction; to the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities—especially those related to 
seasonal or high sales periods; minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or 
lost access to businesses; phase construction in each area so as to maintain 
access to individual businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, 
and trucks during business hours and important business seasons; and provide 
advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and scheduling major utility shutoffs 
during non-business hour. 

Properties that are anticipated to be acquired by the Project, including 
businesses, are identified in Appendix C: Preliminary Right-of-Way Plans of this 
Final EIS. 

As discussed in Sections 4.18.1 and 4.18,2, the City will coordinate with property 
owners regarding both temporary impacts during construction and long term 
impacts. The City will notify and coordinate with adjacent property owners 
adjacent to the Project that will be temporarily impacted during construction and 
when the Project will require acquisition of property. Coordination will be on-
going during both design and construction. 

3. Your suggestions regarding the Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan and Transit 
Mitigation Program have been noted. Many of the suggestions are already 
discussed in the Final EIS, Section 4.18.1. 

a. Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS states that, "access to businesses near 
construction activities could be temporarily affected but will be 
maintained." In addition Section 4.18.1 states, to the extent practicable, 
[the Project will] coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities—especially those related to 
seasonal or high sales periods" and "minimize, as practical, the duration 
of modified or lost access to businesses." As part of the City's 
coordination with businesses, advanced notice will be provided if utilities 
will be disrupted and shut-offs will be scheduled during non-business 
hours. Many of the other suggested elements in your letter will be 
incorporated into the construction contract documents as performance 
specifications or as design criteria that will be used by designers and 
contactors. Regarding the request for covered walkways in lieu of chain- 

AR000021 82 



Mr. Kirk Belsby 
Page 3 

link fencing, the contractor will be required to provide a covering if the 
Project affects an adjacent awning or where there is a potential for falling 
debris. Covering provided in other situations could be considered on a 
case-by-case basis, subject to City approval. In addition, allowing artwork 
on fences could also be considered on a case-by-case basis subject to 
City approval. 

b. Sections 3.5.7, 4.18.1 7  and 8.7 of the Final EIS discuss public 
involvement activities that will occur during construction. For instance, 
Section 4.18.1 states that public involvement activities will include 
signage and lighting to reassure people that businesses are open during 
construction. 

c. As discussed in Section 4.18 of the Final EIS the City will coordinate with 
affected residents and businesses prior to construction. A public 
involvement plan will be developed prior to each construction phase that 
will detail outreach tailored to the construction phase. The City will 
maintain the Project website (www.honolulutransit. org ) and telephone 
hotline, which will also provide information to the community regarding 
construction phasing. 

d. The Final EIS discusses several approaches that will be taken to inform 
the public about construction activities. Section 8.7 of the Final EIS 
states that the City will continue the use of the Speakers Bureau, the 
project website (www.honolulutransit.org), and a telephone hotline to 
inform the public about construction activities. Section 3.5.7 states that 
newsletters, local newspapers, radio and/or television spots, news 
releases, instant messaging fists, and fliers may also be used to provide 
information to the public. The hotline will provide the means for members 
of the public to talk to those working on the Project and ensure their 
specific questions are addressed. Lighting and signage will be used to 
reassure the public that businesses are open during construction. 
Signage will also be used to direct pedestrians and bicyclists to the safest 
and most efficient route through construction zones (Section 3.5.7) and to 
direct motorists of parking disruptions and alternatives. 

e. Some elements suggested for the Business Disruption Mitigation Plan, 
such as having a staff person work directly with the public and property 
owners to resolve construction-related problems, will be part of the MOT 
Plan or public information program. The DTS will work with all adjacent 
property owners and their tenants during construction to minimize 
disruption to local businesses. 

B. 	Economic Effects 

Response to Comment #2 regarding economic effects and mitigation 

1. An analysis of the impacts to businesses during construction is provided in both the 
Final EIS and the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Economics 
Technical Report (RTD 2008c). An analysis of construction impacts is shown on 
Page 5-6 of the Economics Technical Report, which can be found on the project 
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website at www.honolulutransit.org. The primary impacts are anticipated to result 
from inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and 
business customers that are inherent in any major construction project, which include 
the following: 

• Presence of construction activities and material. 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability. 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations. 

• Businesses loss of visibility to their customers. 

As discussed in Section 4.18 of the Final DS, the City will mitigate these 
temporary effects to protect residents' and businesses' comfort and daily life, as well 
as to prevent inconveniences and disruptions to the flow of customers, employees, 
materials, and supplies to and from area businesses based on successful efforts on 
other projects. 

The City will employ the following measures during construction: 

• Maintain access to businesses during construction. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns to reassure people that businesses are 
open during construction and to encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction. 

• Coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to minimize impacts to 
business activities—especially those related to seasonal or high sales periods—
to the extent practicable. 

• Minimize the duration of modified or lost access to businesses—as practicable. 
• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that businesses are 

open. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted. 

• Schedule major utility shut-offs during non-business hours. 
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As discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the Final EIS, the Project will require the 
acquisition of some commercial and industrial properties. This will displace the 
businesses using the properties as well as their employees. However, it is 
anticipated that these businesses will be relocated to new sites. Once constructed, 
the Project will employ workers for maintenance and operation of the system. It is 
anticipated that workers will be hired from the existing local labor force and trained to 
meet job requirements. The number of new workers will be small compared to the 
total labor force on Oahu and is included in the operating and maintenance costs for 
the Project. Workforce costs are included in the operating and maintenance cost 
estimates discussed in Section 6.4.1. The Project is not expected to result in long-
term adverse effects on the economy or property tax revenues. No mitigation 
measures will be needed. 

2. No independent evaluation study is planned. 

3. The City will not provide direct financial assistance to mitigate temporary impacts 
during construction to businesses. Where acquisition of property will occur, 
compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents 
in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

11. 	Potential Parking Effects of Completed System 

A. 	Potential Parking Effects 

Response to Comment #3 regarding parking 

The comment involves three types of potential parking-related effects: lost on-street 
parking, spillover parking in station areas (referred to as "illegal parking" in original letter), and 
lost off-street parking, which may affect redevelopment. The number and location of on-street 
and off-street parking spaces to be removed by the Project are listed in Table 3-24 in the Final 
EIS. The estimated demand for spillover parking at each station is shown in Table 3-22 in the 
Final EIS. 

Regarding the loss of on-street parking, a survey of parking usage conducted in June 
2008, April 2009, and March 2010 found that, in locations where on-street parking will be 
removed by the Project, other parking capacity exists nearby to accommodate demand. 
Therefore, these on-street parking spaces will generally not be replaced by the City. However, 
some new on-street parking spaces will be created by the Project in the approximate locations 
of lost spaces as the streets are rebuilt after construction. New parking spaces could be short-
term, long-term, or loading zones, depending on the need, as determined by the City. 

Analysis conducted for the Project also examined potential effects from spillover parking. 
One possible effect of spillover parking would be an increase in demand for existing parking 
spaces near stations. As stated ill Section 3.4.7 of Final EIS, the City will conduct a before-and-
after parking study that will identify impacts of spillover parking both on-street and off-street, and 
will implement one or more of the following mitigation strategies as needed: 
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• Parking restrictions; 

• Parking regulation; 

• Permit parking; and/or 

• Shared parking arrangements. 

Follow-up surveys will be conducted by the City to determine if the mitigation 
strategy(ies) is effective, and additional measures will be implemented by the City as needed. 
Regarding transit riders parking illegally in private retail and business parking areas, that issue 
will also be included in the City's parking study and will be covered by one or more of the 
strategies listed above. Additionally, analysis was completed to determine if spillover parking 
will affect traffic and parking supply near stations. The traffic analysis was conducted for the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The intersection level-of-service analysis determined that additional 
traffic from spillover parking will not affect local traffic conditions. Please see Addendum 02 to 
the Transportation Technical Report (RTD 2009i) for more detail. 

The City will provide parking facilities at four stations (East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, 
Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium). These stations were selected based on results from the 
travel demand forecasting model which showed these stations had high drive to transit demand. 
The City has identified the land that will be acquired for the Project as part of the right-of-way 
needed along the length of the corridor, including the land needed for the four park and ride 
facilities. Compensation will be in accordance with the requirements of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The City does not 
anticipate acquiring any additional land for parking near any of the other stations. Additionally, 
regarding the limited supply of parking near stations affecting property owners' potential 
redevelopment plans, the City will develop parking regulations and strategies over time that 
respond to the specific needs of each station area. 

The following text is in response to sub-comments 1-6 within Comment #3 of your letter: 
1. Parking needs at each transit station has been added to the Final EIS as 

Table 3-22. 

2. Table 3-22 in the Final EIS shows an estimated demand of five parking spaces at 
the Kapalama Station. Rather than providing five parking spaces, the City 
intends to provide bus service, bicycle parking and improved sidewalks to 
encourage riders to access this station by modes other than the private 
automobile. The spillover parking surveys mentioned previously will assess 
spillover demand once the stations are opened and parking mitigation would be 
implemented as needed. 

3. Along Dillingham Boulevard near Honolulu Community College, the City will 
purchase right-of-way to preserve the existing number of through- and turn-lanes. 
As shown in Table 3-24 of the Final EIS, this acquisition will result in the removal 
of approximately 30 off-street parking spaces that will be purchased in 
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accordance with the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The City does not plan to 
generally replace all of the private, off-street parking purchased and removed for 
construction of the Project; however, the Project will help reduce the need for 
such parking. Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be 
affected by the Project, coordination will occur with the landowner, and these 
property features will be replaced and/or the property owner will be compensated 
in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. 

4. Regarding the loss of on-street parking on Halekauwila Street, as stated in Final 
BS section 3.4.4, a parking usage survey was conducted in April 2009 along 
Halekauwila Street. This survey examined current usage of on-street parking in 
this location. The results of this study, which are summarized in Table 3-24 of 
the Final BS, revealed that most on-street spaces between Punchbowl Street 
and Cooke Street were lightly to moderately used during the week day 
(approximately 25 to 75 percent of spaces were full) while over 75 percent of 
spaces were full between Cooke Street and Kamani Street.. This survey also 
found that alternative parking was generally available within one block of the 
parking spaces to be removed, and as a result, it is not expected that transit 
riders would park in the commercial parking lots in this area. As a result, these 
on-street spaces will generally not be replaced. 

5. Regarding the loss of off-street parking along Dillingham Boulevard, as stated in 
Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, properties related to effected private, off-street 
parking spaces will be acquired for the Project as part of right-of-way needed 
along the length of the corridor. Compensation will be in accordance with the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The City does not plan to generally replace all 
of the private, off-street parking purchased and removed for construction of the 
Project; however as stated above, the Project will help reduce the need for such 
parking. Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be affected by 
the Project, coordination will occur with the landowner, and these property 
features will be replaced and/or the property owner will be compensated in 
accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. 

6. The project design has been revised since the Draft EIS and as a result, there 
will not be a loss of parking on Halekauwila Street between Keawe Street and 
Coral Street. 

B. 	Mitigation Measures for Parking 

Response to Comment #4 regarding parking mitigation 

1. Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, additional parking surveys have 
been conducted since the Draft EIS was released. As stated in the response to 
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Comment #3 (above), these parking surveys revealed that there is parking 
available within one block of the parking spaces to be removed. As a result, on-
street parking spaces will generally not be replaced. The City is committed to 
conducting spillover parking surveys before construction of the station and again 
after the station is opened. Results of the surveys will be used to determine the 
appropriate mitigation strategies. 

2. The Final EIS includes a table showing mode of access (walk/bike, bus, kiss-
and-ride, and parking) to each transit station (Table 3-20). Additionally, 
Table 3-22 in the Final EIS shows parking demand at each station. Table 3-20 
shows that 90 percent of transit riders will access fixed guideway stations by 
walking, biking, and the bus. Parking demand is expected to be minimal overall. 
Spillover parking surveys will be conducted at each station before construction 
begins and again after the station is opened to determine actual spillover effects. 
As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4, the actual extent of spillover parking near 
stations will be influenced by a variety of factors, including changing conditions 
between now and the time the station is opened as well as future development. 
As a result, parking surveys conducted before and after station opening is the 
most appropriate way to gauge actual effects directly attributable to the station. 

3. The travel demand forecasting model identified stations with high drive to transit 
access. Park and ride facilities are being built at four stations (East Kapolei, UH 
West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium) based on these modeling 
results. The City does not plan to construct any parking facilities at the other 
fixed guideway stations. 

4. Thank you for your suggestion regarding public assistance toward building 
parking structures. The City recognizes that good parking management is 
important to the success of the Project and to station areas in particular. As part 
of the Project, the City will provide a total of 4,100 parking spaces at four 
stations, including structured parking for 1,600 cars at the Pearl Highlands 
station. In addition, as part of a different project, the City is planning to build a 
1,000 space parking garage near the Middle Street Transit Center station. At this 
time, the City does not plan to participate in the construction of other parking 
structures near stations. 

5. Regarding your suggestion for a signage and parking permit program, the City 
understands that providing proper signage and real-time information is crucial for 
the construction phase and during operation of the system. As stated in Section 
3.5.7 of the Final EIS, where existing parking is disrupted by construction, signs 
will be posted directing people to nearby locations with available parking. The 
public will be kept aware of upcoming work locations and information will be 
available on the project website about parking disruptions and alternatives. The 
City will coordinate with property and business owners regarding the timing of 
construction and other issues to minimize disruptions to off-street parking. A 
permit parking program will be considered among other strategies by the City to 
mitigate the effects of spillover parking near transit stations. 
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Effects of Completed System on Businesses along Rail line and at Transit 
Stations 

A. 	Physical Effects 

1. 	Traffic, Visibility, and Access to Businesses 

Response to Comment #5 regarding visibility and access to businesses 

a. 	Visibility 

The assessment of visual effects discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS 
considers businesses, which include owners, customers, and employees, 
as important viewer groups. Each viewer group's characteristics were 
considered in the visual quality assessment for the viewpoints analyzed in 
Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. For example, the visibility for motorists along 
Dillingham Boulevard is illustrated on Figure 4-29 (Viewpoint 10) in the 
Final EIS. The simulated view shows that the overhead guideway will not 
block views of businesses or signage. The guideway support columns 
will be spaced at about 150 foot intervals, and views of businesses will 
not be greatly reduced. The overall visual effect in this area, as noted in 
Table 4-9, will be moderate. 

More detail on the consideration of viewer response in this analysis can 
be found in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Visual 
and Aesthetic Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008e). Please refer to 
the following tables in that report: 

• Table 4-1: Landscape Unit 1 Viewpoints— Existing Visual Quality 
and Viewer Groups (this Landscape Unit corresponds to the East 
Kap°lei to Fort Weaver Road Landscape Unit in the Draft EIS). 

• Table 4-2: Landscape Unit 2 Viewpoints Existing Visual Quality 
and Viewer Groups (this Landscape Unit corresponds to the Fort 
Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit in the Draft EIS). 

• Table 4-3: Landscape Unit 3 Viewpoints — Existing Visual Quality 
and Viewer Groups (this Landscape Unit corresponds to the Aloha 
Stadium to Kalihi Landscape Unit in the Draft BS). 

• Table 4-4: Landscape Unit 4 Viewpoints— Existing Visual Quality 
and Viewer Groups (this Landscape Unit corresponds to the Kalihi 
to Ala Moana Landscape Unit in the Draft BS). 
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b. Access 

Access to all businesses located near the Project will be maintained. 
Traffic conditions will operate at acceptable levels-of-service except for 
four station areas: East Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and 
Ala Moana Center. As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, park-and-
ride, passenger drop-offs, and feeder buses will affect traffic at six 
intersections near these stations; however, measures included with the 
Project will mitigate these effects. These measures include traffic 
signalization and adding roadway lanes. Mitigation measures are 
discussed in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS. As stated in response to 
Comment #3 (above) parking is generally available within one block of the 
parking spaces that will be lost due to construction of the Project. As a 
result, the City does not generally plan to replace lost on-street parking, 

c. Narrower Lanes 

As indicated in Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS, the guideway placements 
will not affect overall traffic operations in terms of the number of travel 
lanes available to motorists. Although the width of some lanes will be 
narrowed by the Project, they will comply with the American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) recommended 
minimum standards for urban roadways. During Final Design, the 
relationship of travel lanes, shoulders, sidewalks, and horizontal 
clearances to obstructions such as columns will be considered together in 
determining the final widths of each item. Some lane widths could be 
increased from what is shown in Table 3-21. Permits for construction will 
not be approved unless a roadway is safe and acceptable to the 
responsible transportation agency. Lane widths along all roadways, 
including those roadways referenced in your comment, will meet 
AASHTO and the Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT) 
standards and will not be a hazard for larger trucks. In addition, no 
sidewalks will be permanently closed as a result of the Project, as shown 
in Table 3-25 of the Final EIS. 

d. Mitigation 

The City commits to the following measures to mitigate effects from the 
Project: 

(a) With regard to parking-related mitigation, as noted in 
Section 3.4. 7 of the Final EIS, station areas with the highest 
estimated demands for spillover parking are at West Loch, 
Pear/ridge, Iwilei, and Ala Moana Center. Spillover parking 
surveys will be conducted around each station before and after 
construction to determine any effects from spillover parking 
and mitigate as appropriate. Mitigation could range from 
parking restrictions or regulation, permit parking or shared 
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parking, or other measures as noted in Section 3.4.7 of the 
Final EIS. Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS states that in 
locations where parking will be removed by the Project, other 
parking capacity generally exists nearby to accommodate 
demand. The cumulative and indirect effect of removing 
parking spaces to accommodate the Project will be that some 
people who parked in those spaces will either use another 
space nearby, will choose another mode to reach their 
destination, or may not make the trip at all. The indirect effect 
of spillover parking around stations will increase demand for 
existing parking spaces. 

(b) With regard to access to and from businesses, Section 4.18.1 
of the Final EIS states that, "access to businesses near 
construction activities could be temporarily affected but will be 
maintained." In addition Section 4.18.1 states, "to the extent 
practicable, [the Project will] coordinate the timing of 
temporary facility closures to minimize impacts to business 
activities—especially those related to seasonal or high sales 
periods" and "minimize, as practical, the duration of modified 
or lost access to businesses." 

(c) With regard to traffic circulation, Section 3.4. 7 of the Final EIS 
identifies strategies that will mitigate potential effects 
associated with the Project. With mitigation strategies, traffic 
conditions in the East Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Pearl 
Highlands, and Ala Moana Center station areas will operate in 
a satisfactory manner. 

(d) As stated previously, lane widths along all roadways will meet 
AASHTO and the HDOT standards. As a result, it is not 
anticipated that there will be an increase in traffic accidents. 
Further, as stated in Section 3.6.1, the Project will result in a 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled, which could reduce traffic 
accidents. Additionally, as stated in Section 2.5.4 of the Final 
EIS, operation in exclusive right-of-way eliminates the potential 
for accidents between automobiles and fixed-guideway transit 
vehicles. Because pedestrians will not be allowed to cross the 
tracks, the potential for pedestrian accidents is virtually 
eliminated. 

(e) The Project will be elevated over roadway. For motorists, 
passengers and pedestrians traveling on the roadways where 
the guideway will be overhead, views of businesses will not be 
affected. 
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Regarding your suggestions for traffic signals and elongated turning lanes 
mentioned under part d. mitigation, as detailed in Section 3.4.7 of the 
Final BS, mitigation measures at the six intersections effected by the 
Project include widening of intersections to provide turn lanes and 
installing of new traffic signals and coordinating these signals with 
adjacent signals. Additionally, the City will restripe the section of H-2 
Freeway near Kamehameha Highway to provide a parallel merge lane. 
Addendum 2 provides information on the additional traffic studies that 
have been conducted for the Project. 

2. Noise and Vibration 

Response to Comment #6 regarding noise and vibrations 

The Project's noise analysis was prepared in accordance with FTA's 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2006). The analysis 
accounts for additional nighttime noise sensitivity by evaluating Ldn noise levels, 
which include a penalty for noise generated at night. Noise impacts to noise 
sensitive uses, including commercial areas, were evaluated according to FTA 
policy. Section 4.10.1 of the Final EIS describes the various noise measurement 
locations, including the lanais of upper floors of residential buildings. Noise 
levels at higher-level floors were measured and analyzed as a result of 
comments received on the Draft BS and are shown in Section 4.10.3 of the Final 
EIS. The results show only moderate noise impacts to one residential building 
between the proposed Civic Center and Kakaako Stations. With mitigation that 
has been committed to in the Final BS (wheel skirts and use of sound absorptive 
materials), there are no noise impacts along the corridor as a result of the 
Project. For the building at 860 Halekauwila Street, sound absorptive material 
will be required from 200 feet Ewa of Kamani Street to 100 feet Koko Head of 
Kaman/ Street—a total of 300 feet. Future buildings above the guideway at 
similar distances from the guideway can be expected to be exposed to 
comparable moderate noise levels. 

3. Security 

Response to Comment #7 regarding security 

The majority of the system will be located in existing roadway medians, 
which is not conducive to being used as a shelter. Stations will be patrolled by 
police, transit staff and/or private security and will be closed at night when the 
system is not in operation (between midnight and 4:00 a.m.). Additionally, as 
stated in Section 2.5.4, of the Final EIS, security cameras that are monitored at 
all times of operation, audible and visual messaging systems, and an intercom 
link to the system operations center will also be included at all stations, park-and-
ride facilities, and vehicles. The system will also include park-and-ride facilities 
with security and lighting. The City is working with the Honolulu Police 
Department to develop the system's safety and security program. As discussed 
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in this section, security measures will include Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles, which is a theory that proper design 
and effective use of the built and natural environments can reduce the fear and 
incidence of crime as well as improve the quality of life. CPTED measures 
ensures that spaces are visible, open, well-lit and observable to minimize crime 
and wi//be incorporated at all stations. The City will provide maintenance to the 
guideway and transit facilities. 

In addition, the City is conducting workshops with communities that will 
have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about 
rail stations and provide opportunities to residents and businesses to contribute 
ideas about the appearance of station entryways in the surrounding areas. Ideas 
generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station design process. 
Please plan to attend the workshops and advance the measures listed in your 
comment during this process. For more information and to get involved in this 
process, please visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  

4. 	Visual and Aesthetic Effects 

Response to Comment #8 regarding visual and aesthetic effects 

The following comments are in response to Comment #8 in your letter, Letters A-
D. 

Throughout the Draft EIS review and comment period, many commented 
that visual changes associated with the project's elements will result in 
substantial visual effects. Many comments received expressed concern that the 
elevated fixed guideway transit system will adversely affect Oahu's unique visual 
character by creating blight and degrading views. In addition, commenters, 
including Kamehameha Schools, requested more information on how the project 
elements will be integrated with their communities, especially in the areas around 
stations. 

These comments on view effects are representative of the various viewer 
groups (including businesses) that have been considered in the visual and 
aesthetic conditions analysis presented in the Draft EIS and the Final BS. The 
definition and description of viewer groups is provided in Section 3.1.4 of the 
Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report (RTD 2008). The following is an explanation of the terms 
"viewer exposure" and "sensitivity." Viewer exposure refers to the view groups' 
physical location, the relative number of people exposed to the view, and the 
duration of their view. This includes transit and highway users and people in the 
surrounding area. Viewer sensitivity refers to a group's expectations relative to a 
particular visual setting in a particular area. It is also the extent to which visual 
elements are important to the viewer group. Viewer sensitivity is affected by a 
variety of factors, including the activities a viewer in engaged in; the visual 
context; and their values, expectations, and interests. The assessment of visual 
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effects in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS has considered that each viewer group, 
including business owners, customers, and employees, are important (see 
"Viewer Groups," in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS). The methodology for the 
visual assessment is detailed in Section 4.8.1 of the Final EIS. In addition, each 
viewer group's characteristics were considered in the assessment of visual 
effects for each of the viewpoints described in Table 4-9 in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS. The effects, which are noted as low, moderate, or significant, also 
consider each viewer group's location, duration, and distance. 

In response to the viewer groups' responses, received during the Draft 
EIS comment period, several key views have been reevaluated and the Final EIS 
has been refined (see section 4.8 of the Final EIS). The overall conclusions of 
the Draft EIS have not changed. The analysis of protected views and vistas was 
provided in earlier technical documents; however, the Final EIS more clearly 
describes the visual effects on these resources. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered 
in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As 
discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures 
are typical. The Final EIS acknowledges that the Project will have shadow, fight, 
and glare effects Mitigation is listed in 4.8.3. Effects on property values are 
discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS. Property values in the vicinity of rail 
systems tend to increase, including in the vicinity of rapid rail systems with 
elevated sections (see Table 4-38 and Section 4.19.2 of Final EIS). 

As discussed in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS major viewer groups within 
the project corridor include residents, commuters, business owners, 
recreationists, and visitors. Residents are people who observe the visual 
environment daily and for extended periods. Commuters are those who 
frequently travel through an area and, therefore, are familiar with the existing 
visual environment. However, this group may not have the same sense of 
ownership as residential viewer groups because they do not reside within that 
environment but only pass through it. Business owners have a vested interest in 
the visual environment surrounding their operations. Most business owners are 
familiar with their surrounding environment and may have a sense of ownership. 
Recreationists include people who frequent local parks, hiking trails, bikeways, 
and watercourses. They have definite expectations about the visual 
environment's condition. Visitors consist of both first-time and repeat visitors to 
the area. Visitors may consist of tourists, delivery or service personnel, or 
business employees and customers. This viewer group is less familiar with the 
existing visual environment's specific details, but they tend to have some 
sensitivity to and expectation of the surrounding environment. DPP and other 
interested groups (e.g. the Outdoor Circle, Scenic Hawaii Inc., the Honolulu 
Chapter of the American Institute of Architects) also provided data or input 
regarding the visual impact assessment for the Project. The major components 
of the visual impact assessment are described in 4.8.1 of the Final EIS. The U.S. 
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Department of Transportation methodology does not prescribe the development 
of 360-degree visuals for multiple cross sections of the rail line. The 
methodology as described in the Final EIS provides the information required to 
determine visual impact of the Project. 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Visual and 
Aesthetics Resources Technical Report discusses the methodology for the visual 
impact assessment. This assessment includes views from representative 
viewpoints. Selection of these viewpoints was limited to readily accessible public 
areas such as parks, sidewalks, streets, and parking lots. A greater emphasis 
was placed on identifying views toward the Project, because this best represents 
most viewers and the greater variety of views that would be experienced. 

The visual simulations are intended to accurately represent the structure's 
scale in relation to other objects. However, they do not reproduce the entire field 
of view that individuals would perceive. Photographs typically produce a static 
field of view, but an individual's eyes constantly scan and selectively focus on a 
scene for content. As a result, photographs often do not show scenic features as 
prominently as they might appear to individual observers. 

The visual simulations are intended to represent the scale and spatial 
relationships of project elements to other objects. Some of the simulations are 
also intended to represent view corridors identified as protected resources in 
pertinent policy documents. These simulations serve several purposes: they 
were used to evaluate visual and aesthetic consequences, demonstrate the 
potential for mitigation, and provide a means of communicating the findings of the 
analysis. 

In addition, the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above 
highway traffic, street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. 
Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS contains specific environmental, architectural, and 
landscape design criteria that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 
Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside of buildings, as well 
as the maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities encountered or 
affected by construction of the fixed guideway. 

The assessment of visual effect from the Project as described in Section 
4.8.3 of the Final BS considers the existing development along the project 
alignment. Within the Project corridor the environment changes from rural in the 
Waianae end of the corridor to dense high-rise development at the Koko Head 
end. 

As part of the design process, DTS has developed specifications and 
design criteria to address the City's requirements for the Project that will be 
implemented as mitigation measures to minimize visual effects. Guideway 
materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally 
accepted architectural principles to achieve effected integration between the 

AR000021 95 



Mr. Kirk Beisby 
Page 16 

guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape 
improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level 
views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being 
developed through the station design and planning process. The initial station 
area plans and design guidelines were first developed with coordination between 
DTS and DPP. The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating 
individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included with the Project to 
minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic 
opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a 
consistent design framework for the Project with consideration of 
local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input 
on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final 
design phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a 
landscape architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements 
will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Utility relocations are discussed in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will relocate utilities where required, and the City will coordinate with 
adjacent property owners and utility companies prior to relocation and during 
relocation. Utility relocations will be designed to be compatible with the 
community setting as feasible. Details about utility relocations are discussed in 
Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS. 

B. 	Economic Effects 

1. 	Business Effects 

Response to Comment* 9 regarding economic effects on businesses 

The Project is the construction and implementation of rail transit service, 
which is discussed in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.19.2 of 
the Final EIS, TOD is expected to occur in station areas as an indirect effect of 
the Project. Based on experiences with systems in other places with all types of 
rail systems (i.e., elevated, at-grade, and underground), it is the increased 
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mobility and accessibility afforded by the Project that will increase the desirability 
and value of land near stations and attract new real estate investment nearby (in 
the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be established 
and conducted by the DPP under a process covered by the City's new TOD 
Ordinance 09-4. For properties outside the boundaries of TOD station 
locations, these requested studies are beyond the scope of the Project and the 
EIS. 

As noted earlier, an additional independent study is not planned. 

2. 	Redevelopment 

Response to Comment #10 regarding redevelopment options 

To accomplish the economic development objectives for Oahu's urban 
corridor, suitable infrastructure must be developed as described in Section 4.3 of 
the Final EIS. The Project is supportive of the land use and transportation 
elements of plans, policies, and controls within the study corridor as documented 
in Appendix J of the Final BS. 

Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS discusses the potential new development 
and redevelopment along the project alignment, as well as the scale of the transit 
system itself, may affect the character of development along the alignment. This 
section includes a discussion of the Project's effects on individual neighborhoods 
along the corridor. 

IV. 	Cost and Financial Analysis 

Response to Comment #11 regarding financial feasibility 

a. The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which 
includes a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. 
The capital plan takes the current economic downturn into account. 

b. Section 6.6 discusses the risks and uncertainties associated with the financial 
analysis prepared for the Project, including risks related to changes in project scope. 
If the Project is over budget, other sources of revenue have been identified in 6.3.3 
and 6.6.3 and could include private funds (i.e., contributions toward the cost of 
building stations) or airport funds; however, $1.3 billion in year-of-expenditure dollars 
is included in the project budget as contingency for just such eventualities. 

c. The State's announcement of a series of projects for construction as a result of a 
Federal stimulus program are already included in the No Build Alternative and are 
shown in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS. All the major stimulus projects are identified in 
the OahuMPO's Regional Transportation Plan and were also part of the No Build 
Alternative in the Draft and Final EISs against which all the Build Alternatives were 
compared. 
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d. Chapter 6 of the Final BS describes the financial resources expected to be needed 
to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be 
fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 
5307 Funds from the Federal government and revenues from the General Excise 
and Use Tax (GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. Additionally, $1.3 
billion in year-of-expenditure dollars is included in the project budget as contingency 
ill the event of cost overruns. 

The financial plan will be updated periodically as conditions warrant and as the 
Project moves ahead. This is a requirement of the Federal New Starts process and 
is intended to ensure the Project continues to be financially feasible and to avoid the 
types of problems encountered on other projects. 

V. 	Effects of Land Acquisitions 

Response to Comment #12 regarding land acquisition and mitigation 

1. Individual assessments will be performed by the Project's Right-of-Way Team as the 
design progresses. Right-of-way plans are shown in Appendix C of the Final EIS. These maps 
show MI and partial acquisitions and individual properties can be identified by tax map parcel 
numbers. As discussed in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, where relocations will occur, 
compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24). The following 
measures will be implemented for relocations: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing and 
business sites within an individual's or business's financial means. A minimum 90 day 
written notice will be provided before any business or resident will be required to move. 

• Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential property 
owners and tenants without discrimination; persons, businesses, or organizations that 
are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and equitably. 

• Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be affected by the Project, 
coordination will occur with the landowner, and these property features will be replaced 
and/or the property owner will be compensated in accordance with the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

2. All acquisitions will follow the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The City will work with land 
owners if non-conformities occur as a result of acquisitions. 

(3. Please note, there is no #3 comment in your original letter). 
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4. acquisitions will follow the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The City will work with land 
owners if non-conformities occur as a result of acquisitions 

5. If payment is delayed more than 30 days after the final judgment, additional interest at 
the rate of 5 percent shall be added to the final judgment (Section 100-25, Hawaii Revised 
Statutes). For a Federal-aid project, the cost of this interest payment is not eligible for Federal 
reimbursement. 

6- 8. The City recognizes property owner's specific needs and will have a Right-of-Way 
Team dedicated to this Project. Specific details will be worked out with individual property 
owners. 

VI. Kelo Concerns 

Response to Comment # 13 regarding private property 

The Project evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs concerns the construction and 
implementation of rail transit service. However, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, 
TOD is expected to occur in station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. Planning around 
stations is currently underway by DPP under a process covered by the City's new TOD 
Ordinance 09-4. The TOD ordinance, and subsequent TOD plans, are designed to encourage 
private investment in the vicinity of the stations, as appropriate. DPP has encouraged 
community involvement in the development of those plans. As for the Project, the City will 
acquire only properties needed to build the Project, which includes about 200 full and partial 
acquisitions, mostly strip acquisitions along roadways (Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS). All 
acquisitions and relocations will comply with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act. 

VII. TODs As Potential Mitigation 

Response to Comment #14 regarding TOD 

The following paragraphs are in response to Comment #14, Letters A, B1 and B2A-C in 
your comment letter. 

a. The City has adopted plans that direct future development to occur within the study 
corridor and away from less developed portions of Oahu. The TOO policy will focus the growth 
into patterns that will increase the viability of a number of travel options available to corridor 
residents and employees, including transit, walking, and bicycling. TOD special districts will 
restrict development in agricultural and open-space areas and encourage mixed-use, high-
density, walkable communities around transit stations. The special districts also encourage 
public input into the design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. 
TOO planning is underway and will occur before the fixed guideway stations are constructed. 
The City passed this TOD ordinance in March 2009 in anticipation of the Project. Development 
in the study corridor, whether highway-oriented or TOO, will be based on market demands. 
Pursuant to the policy, TOD may occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
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Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project will provide may also increase 
the desirability and value of land near the stations, attracting new real estate investment nearby. 
See Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS for additional information regarding TOD development. 

b. The NEPA and Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 require the evaluation of 
potential effects of proposed government actions on the environment. Land use impacts, 
including potential TOD development, are critical criteria for FTA in ranking projects for Federal 
funding. Potential TOD development is addressed in Section 4.18 of the Draft BS. This section 
was updated in the Final EIS Section 4.19 to reflect Ordinance 09-4. Evaluation of TOD 
projects in other cities with new rail projects is beyond the scope of this BS. 

c. DPP is working with the community to develop TOD plans. DTS, the lead agency for 
the Project, is not responsible for planning. However, the Project is supportive of this planning 
effort. 

VIII. Study of the North King Street Alignment 

Response to Comment #15 regarding a North King Street alignment 

The North King Street alignment was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis (November 
2006). This alignment would have effected a greater number of parcels located within 
environmental justice/communities of concern areas (29 parcels of which 2 are residential 
versus 23 parcels of which 0 are residential along Dillingham Boulevard). In addition, a North 
King Street alignment would have moderate-high visual impacts whereas the Dillingham 
Boulevard alignment would have low-moderate visual impacts. The noise analysis conducted 
revealed moderate impacts at 52 receivers along the North King Street alignment whereas there 
would be moderate impacts at 17 receivers along Dillingham Boulevard. 

There are 43 cultural practices and resources along the North King Street alignment that 
would be affected during construction and 2 that would be affected during operation. With the 
Dillingham Boulevard alignment, 23 cultural practices would be affected during construction and 
0 would be affected during operation (cultural practices varied from one-time annual events to 
churches or community organizations where cultural activities are regularly held). The historic 
analysis identified pre-1965 tax map lots within the study corridor. Locations on this list included 
resources reviewed in previous studies and/or already included in the State Historic 
Preservation Division's State and National Register lists. The North King Street alignment is 
adjacent to 33 historic resources (of which 5 are on either the Hawaii Register or Eligible for the 
National Register) whereas the Dillingham Boulevard alignment is adjacent to 12 potentially 
historic resources (of which only 1 is on one of the registers). 

The North King Street alignment would have required a longer and less efficient route 
and would have increased the system's cost by $50 million. While the North king Street 
alignment would serve more residents, Table 3-3 in the Alternatives Analysis Report shows that 
the fixed guideway route via North king Street had fewer overall riders than the route along 
Dillingham Boulevard. As a result of these reasons, the North king Street alignment was 
rejected as an alternative and thus not studied as part of the BS. This information is provided 
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in the Alternatives Analysis and technical reports prepared for the Alternatives Analysis. The 
North King Street alignment will not be reexamined as part of the Final EIS. The Nimitz flyover 
project was included in the modeling conducted for both the No Build and Build Alternatives 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis and BS. 

IX. 	Evaluation of An At-Grade or Multi-Modal System in the Urban Core 

Response to Comment #16 regarding an at-grade or multimodal transit system 

As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
included an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using light rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) 
vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-grade and grade-separated segments. 
These alternatives were rejected because they did not meet the Purpose and Need of the 
Project. The text below explains further reasons why an at-grade system was rejected. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between 'wile' and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the 
other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel 
under King Street, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, 
reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel 
sections, would cost approximately $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's 
Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the 
Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade 
versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
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headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be 
readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval 
between trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a 
comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would 
require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the 
train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with 
transit signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than 
an elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to 
the shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained 
and congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations 
(e.g., traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including 
cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far 
less reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affect 
an elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of 
the day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  The Project will run with three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways on an at-grade rail system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would affect traffic flow 
and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no option to increase 
the capacity of the rail system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which 
would only exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade system would 
require removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This 
effect is significant and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be 
isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead would 
spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on 
traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will reduce 
system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative 
(Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway wN require no removal of 
existing travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic 
slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will 
continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade- 
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in 
the street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
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potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community 
and environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated 
system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to 
be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last 
longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater disruption 
to business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. As a result of these reasons, an at-grade system was not evaluated 
as part of the Draft or Final EISs. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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d. 	Other Mitigation Measures. The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical 
Report does identify a number of principles for minimizing, reducing, or mitigating impacts, including 
those related to construction. See Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report at 6-i to 6-2. KS 
generally agrees with the stated objectives, but recommends development of specific mitigation actions 
that will ensure substantive results. The following are the types of specific and measurable mitigation 
actions that could be included, although a more detailed list should be developed as these measures below 
would address only a limited number of the expected impacts that will arise: (a) consultation with the 
communities surrounding each station for input on station design elements; (b) cooperative agreements 
with adjacent property owners that would improve the Project's visual quality; (c) where practicable, 
retention of existing street trees along sidewalks and in medians, or plant new vegetation to help soften 
the visual appearance of project elements (e.g., stations, guideway columns, and TPSSs); and (d) use of 
source shielding in exterior lighting at stations and ancillary facilities such as the maintenance and storage 
facility and park-and-ride lots, to ensure that light sources (such as bulbs) would not be directly visible 
from residences, streets, and highways, and to limit spillover light and glare in residential areas_ 

B. 	Economic Impacts 

I. 	Business Impacts 

Comment 49: ES requests that the discussiorn hi the DEIS of the economic impacts of the 
comPleted sostent on businesses he expanded through an independent study.  

As noted in Sections above, KS requests that the Final EIS incorporate an expanded study of the 
economic impacts of the Project on businesses conducted by an independent urban economist. In addition 
to analyzing the impact of construction on businesses, the study should include an assessment of the 
business impacts of the completed system across a range of property types along the rail line. The 
analysis should result in quantifiable projections of lost revenue for current and future uses along such 
systems (both at transit stop locations and between transit stop locations), and business failures, and 
should be based on case studies of other jurisdictions where an elevated heavy rail technology is chosen 
rather than a light rail at-grade system. It might also be helpful to analyze the impacts of other rail 
systems (e.g., at-grade systems) and routes to compare the relative impacts of these alternatives. Once the 
impacts are identified using these empirical methodologies, the Final EIS should detail mitigation options 
and how these mitigation options reduce impacts on businesses, 

2. 	Redevelopment 

Comment ti10: Elevated rail systems affect redevelopment options in the urban core and 
require additional mitigation measures 

An elevated rail system will affect KS' and other landowners' redevelopment plans by limiting 
the kinds of projects that can be feasibly built on lands adjacent to the rail line. New buildings 
constructed along the rail line would have to plan around blocked vicwp lanes, noise emanating directly 
from trains, and the aesthetics of an elevated line and transit station. To compensate for the low demand 
for second or third level residential or office space and restricted view planes, buildings would have to be 
constructed at a minimum height if adjacent to the rail system. This will, of necessity, require greater 
verticality in future redevelopment, which will have broader community impacts and increase 
construction costs. 

One example of the impact of buildings adjacent to elevated rail lines is the Los Angeles Green 
Line, A portion of the Green Line runs on an elevated line with several stations near major office 
buildings and hotel projects. The elevated portion is similar to the Project, except that it is no more than 
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25-30 feet above grade, and the concrete Y-beam is only 24-25 feet wide. There are no retail properties 
along the route. One office building constructed in 1993 at the intersection of Roseerans Avenue and 
Aviation Boulevard was located within 40 feet of the building's curtain wall. As a result of the obstructed 
view and noise, the developer experienced significant difficulty in !easing the office space on the second 
and third floors of the building's northeast corner, This space was the last to be leased, with the space 
remaining vacant for three years. 

lf an elevated system is selected, KS expects that buildings occupied by residents, tenants, or 
businesses would need to be set back to attenuate the effects of the adjacent rail system. Buildings would 
also be constructed on platforms above the rail line to compensate for noise, visual, and aesthetic impacts. 
As a result, construction costs would increase due to the increased height and the use of more expensive 
materials to provide soundproofing, and the potentially larger building area. These constraints effectively 
narrow the range of redevelopment options. It could be cost prohibitive, for example, to build relatively 
affordable residential units on lands fronting the rail line. 

KS requests that the Final EIS analyze in greater detail thc impacts of an elevated system on 
redevelopment Since there are multiple references in the technical reports that future TO!) could 
mitigate some of the negative conditions created by the transit line, we recommend that the Final EIS 
incorporate input from urban planning professionals, including a working group(s) from the Hawaii 
Chapter of the American Planning Association, the American institute of Architects, the Urban Land 
Institute, or similar organization(s), 

in a similar vein, KS recommends that the analysis of Project impacts on property values be 
revised and expanded to address the points in these comments, The DEIS anticipates that the Project will 
lead to an increase in property values due to the desirability of access to transit and TOD opportunities, 
KS' consultant's research indicates that such results may not necessarily be achieved. Further, in 
situations where desirable value outcomes ate achieved, they seemed to have occurred in systems that are 
not comparable to the Project, such as at-grade designs. 

IV. COST AND FilYANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Comment RH: Further study of the fittrmcial feqsibilitp of the DEIS is sugrested.  

As a member of the community, KS has an interest in seeing that the feasibility of an economic 
undertaking as significant as the Project is thoroughly studied and based upon reliable data. The initial 
financial projections for the Project reported in Chapter 6 of the DEIS may not have taken into account 
(a) the recent economic downturn, the duration or severity of which is unknown, (b) potential additional 
project costs that may he necessary to mitigate impacts of the Project, including those items identified in 
this letter, (c) the State's recent announcement of major highway improvement projects intended to ease 
traffic congestion, which may affect ridership projections, and (d) cost overruns beyond the control of the 
goverrunentai agency, which were experienced by other large-scale projects. In light of and in 
evaluating, these types of financial issues, KS respectfully suggests that the City consider alternatives to 
building an elevated system. As discussed below in Section LX, building an at-grade system through at 
least portions of the route could be less expensive, may achieve the same transit objectives as an elevated 
system, and could also eliminate many of the impacts discussed in this letter. 

V. IMPACTS OP LAND ACQUISITIONS ON KS, ITS TENANTS A ND THEIR BUSINESSES 

Condemnation or an acquisition by the power of eminent domain of KS' legacy lands, even 
partial acquisitions, impact KS, its tenant, and their businesses. More information on what areas and 
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interests will be acquired, when they will occur, and what interests will be compensated for would be 
helpful to KS and its tenants. 

Comment #12: KS requests more specific information on what will be acquired by the City and 
the impact of such acquisitions and compensation to be provided, Such information should 
assist KS and its tenants in evaltuaine how the acquisitions will affect their business% 

1. 	Additional Information. The DEIS' recognition of the procedures for acquiring and 
compensating for properties taken and the disclosures to be made are helpful. 11  The Real Estate 
Acquisition Management Plan (RTD 2008q) (the "RAMP") is detailed and provides certain procedural 
protections. However, more specific information on the acquisitions and impacts of such acquisitions 
would assist KS and its tenants in evaluating how the acquisitions will affect their businesses, such as, 
(a) information on the size of the area that will be acquired, the size of the remaining area not being 
acquiredg, and the type of interest to be acquixee; and (b) confirmation that KS' and its lessees' 
buildings and other improvements will not be taken. 

2- 	Goodwill. Businesses, especially small businesses operating from a location for many 
years, may develop valuable goodwill. "Goodwill" has been described as the benefits to a business as a 
result of its location, reputation for dependability, skill, or quality, and any other circumstances resulting 
in probable retention of old or acquisition of new patronage, The Model Eminent Domain Code and 
California's statute (Deering's California Codes Civil Procedure § 1263,510) provide for compensation to 
a business owner for the loss of goodwill. Neither the DEIS nor the RAMP discusses compensating a 
business owner for the loss of goodwill resulting from a full or partial acquisition (whether or not required 
by the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance arid Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (CPR 1989) or 
other applicable statutory and case law). KS wishes to know whether the City intends to compensate a 
business owner for the loss of goodwill if the owner has to move because of reasons such as adverse 
impacts from construction activities, or the operation of the rail line, near the business. 

4. Economic Unit. On a partial raking, it would seem to make sense to have parcels of land 
treated as a single parcel of land if they (a) are generally contiguous, (b) are in substantially identical 
ownership, and (c) are being used, or are reasonably suitable and available for use in the reasonably 
foreseeable future, for their highest and best use as an integrated economic unit." That way, landowners 
and businesses are able to receive compensation for the diminution in value of the remainder parcel (the 
entire parcel excluding the portion acquired by the City) as the result of the Project. Clear guidance in 
the Final EIS on the treatment of parcels used as an economic unit and compensation for devaluation of 
the property not taken would assist KS, its tenants, and their business in evaluating whether they will bear 
a disproportionate burden of the impacts of the Project. 

5. Consequences. The RAMP discusses the procedures for compensating property owners 
and businesses affected by full and partial acquisitions, however, KS' tenants and their businesses will be 
adversely affected if payments are delayed. In any such event, the aggrieved business owner has limited 
recourse against the City. 12  Consequently, it is suggested that the City consider including in the Final EIS 
a timetable for the City's compliance with the real estate process' outline(' in Appendix W arid other 
portions of the RAMP (including the prompt payment of compensation after an agreement is reached) and 
measures to mitigate such harm caused to landowners and businesses such as a schedule of delay damages 
payable to the affected parties, interest on the amount duo until paid, and reimbursement of reasonable 
attorneys' and experts' fees incurred by affected parties. In addition, to ensure fair treatment to 
landowners and businesses when offers of just compensation are made, condemned parties in other 
jurisdictions are reimbursed their attorneys' and experts' fees if the final offer price by the condemning 
agency is less than a certain percentage of the final judgment awarded by the court. 
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6. Disclosure of Impacb. The RAMP does provide for basic negotiation procedures where 
the agency is to "discuss its offer to purchase the property, including the basis for the offer of just 
compensation and explain its acquisition policies and procedures, including itisi payment of incidental 
expenses in accordance with 49 CFR 24.106." as § 4.B of App. W of the RAMP. However, it does not 
expressly require the City to disclose to the property owner or business the impact of the Project on the 
remainder parcel, including the business thereon, or the date by which payment will be made. it is 
requested that the basic negotiation procedures specifically include the City's disclosure of the impact of 
the Project on the remainder parcel, including construction disruptions, temporary and pemtanent access 
Issues, noise, vibrations, etc., and compensation offered for such adverse impacts; and the date that 
compensation will be paid (in a pre-established schedule) and the consequences described above if 
payment is not made as scheduled. 

7. Subdivision. Although the City is vested with the authority to approve the subdivision 
and consolidation of parcels of land, it does not usually exercise such authority when condemning 
property. I3  As such, it is requested that the RAMP (in sections describing closings) provide that on a 
partial taking, the City create subdivided parcels, including obtaining an order of the Land Court by the 
filing of the required petition and map, such that the parcel conveyed to the City and the remainder parcel 
are two separately subdivided parcels. Further, the City should permit the consolidation of a 
nonconforming (substandard) parcel with any adjoining parcel owned by or subsequently acquired by the 
eonderanee. 

Non-conforming parcels. When KS and its tenants have been left with a non-
conforming parcel after acquisition by a governmental authority, they have not been able to obtain 
necessary building and other permits for renovation and/or redevelopment because of the non-conformity. 
It is requested that the City consider measures to allow reasonable development of non-conforming 
parcels created by the Project. 

VI, KELO CONCERNS 

Comment #13: KS requests asSUrance$ that the City Wet ngt take private property to give to 
an other rivate 	 contextooTODorotheiser 

KS believes that its properties, including its legacy lands, should not be taken through the 
government's exercise of its eminent domain powers and transferred to a private party for any use. In 
Kelo v. City of New London.  545 U.S. 469, 125 S.Ct. 2655, 162 L.Ed. 2d 439 (2005), tho U.S. Supreme 
Court narrowly held in a 5 to 4 decision that a city could exercise its eminent domain power by 
transferring property from one private party to another to promote economic development. However, the 
U.S. Supreme Court emphasized that nothing in its opinion precluded any state or county from imposing 
stricter restrictions on its eminent domain power. Many states have already imposed standards stricter 
than the federal standard by constitutional amendments and legislation. 

Any use of the eminent domain power to take KS' property for private development, even if it is 
in the context of a TOD (transit-oriented development) or TSD (transit-supportive development) would 
have adverse economic and social impacts on KS. it is requested that the City declare in the Final EIS 
that the City shall not use its power of eminent domain to take private property and subsequently transfer, 
by sale or otherwise, the use, ownership, or possession of the condemned property, or any portion thereof, 
to any person or entity for any economic development or redevelopment or any private use or 
development, including but not limited to industrial, residential, agricultural, commercial, hotel, resort, 
office, or retail use or development, whether to raise revenue or otherwise create value to help it meet 
financial needs for construction or operation of the Project. 14  
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VU. TODS AS POTENTIAL MITIGANTS 

Comment #14: TOD could be a positive mitizant to the impacts described herein; however, it is 
premature to relv upon the benefits until a TOO ordinance is adopted and developments are 
intekrated Into the Project through planninz  

A. Importance of Planning. Studies of other projects indicate that proactive planning 
efforts to allow high density residential and commercial development near stations are the primary cause 
of land value appreciation, An example cited for this is the SkyTrain system in Vancouver, where the 
Local governments instituted long term regional planning to create new town centers around elevated 
transit stations. One such center is the Metrotow 9, a former light industrial and suburban single family 
neighborhood, which is reported to be home to over 6 million square feet of commercial and thousands of 
high rise residential units. Another example eked is the Pleasant Hill BART station area where over 2 
million square feet of commercial and 2,300 residential units have been built on a 75-acre site since the 
mid-3980's. In both cases, rail transit was reported as the key driver behind planning and development 
efforts, 

In contrast, where there is a lack of governmental assistance or coordination, the result may be 
decades of under utilized properties before any revitalization occurs. Even SkyTrairt, as described above, 
has generated some negative impacts. Many stations have a poor reputation as magnets for crime. 
Development around elevated stations in the City of Vancouver has been hindered by NIMBYism and 
poor planning. it is reported that one year after the completion of the Expo line, the Ombudsman of 
British Columbia released a report addressing some negative impacts of SkyTrain, including noise, a 
harsh presence, loss of privacy and a depreciated enjoyment of lifestyle, all leading to reduced property 
values, Although in certain higher-density areas, home prices may increase near a station' s, multiple 
studies of rail projects show that property values decrease if located near a rail line or even a station, 16  In 
certain cases, with good planning and governmental assistance, these adverse economic impacts could be 
partially mitigated. Examining other projects should provide a sound basis for the City to improve upon 
the experiences of other cities. 

B. Integrate Land Use Planning With the Project. 

1. Study of other rail systems. To aid the City in identifying hest practices in 
spurring TOD/TSD along the Project route, it is suggested that the City retain an independent urban 
economist to study other elevated, fixed guideway systems to evaluate and disclose both beneficial and 
adverse economic impacts on land values, including success stories where governmental assistance 
prevented or reversed decline. Public comments and input are recommended before the study is finalized, 

2. TOD Ordinance. Furthermore, it is essential that the City enact a TOD 
ordinance. The DEIS has a limited discussion of TODs, but the Land Use Technical Report does contain 
a detailed discussion of land planning and a future TOD ordinance. It was anticipated that the City would 
develop and adopt a TOD ordinance by 2008. See,  DEIS at 4-166. We remain hopeful that a bill will be 
introduced to the City Council in 2009.• ' A TOD ordinance is appropriate before construction of the 
Project so that landowners can evaluate whether the ordinance will be an effective mitigant of the various 
impacts of an elevated system discussed elsewhere In this letter, In developing a TOO ordinance, 
consideration of the following is recommended: 

a. 	Elements of successful rail projects. A study of rails systems shows 
that they all resulted in some negative impacts on surrounding properties, at least during construction; 
however, various aspects of each are also considered models for future TOD. Their success appears to be 
dependent upon: (1) the commitment of municipalities to employment and density; (ii) healthy real estate 
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market conditions; (iii) the interface and integration of rail and real estate concessions with adjoining 
TOD; (iv) careful phasing; and (v) public-private collaboration and the development of successful 
partnerships, including the establishment of the appropriate risk and revenue sharing mechanisms. 

b. Evaluation of other transit projects in other states. Portland is often 
cited for having a strong planning component. It adopted policies on transit and land use that strongly 
encouraged TOD and is considered a model for successful development. It is reported that more than S6 
billion in development has occurred along MAX lines since the decision to build in 1978. The positive 
land use impacts of Portland's transit system are due to both the impact of the transit system itself as well 
as aggressive state, regional, and local policy. Many financial subsidies were also provided to 'developers 
to build transit oriented development. While Portland remains, in the eyes of many planners, a strong 
example of successful transit oriented development, there are many critiques of the city and the impacts 
of MAX. 

c. Implement sound planning principles. Studies show that sound 
planning includes (i) giving priority to development of a TOD ordinance to encourage development along 
the currently planned route and future transit stations; (ii) working with consultants and landowners to 
ensure appropriate zoning/land uses around stations; (iii) providing tools to ensure the district receives the 
intended development lie; (iv) modifying subdivision and land use ordinances to allow non-conforming 
lots to be consolidated and re-subdivided and to allow issuance of renovation and redevelopment permits 
for non-conforming lots, both as discussed above; (v) integrating parking into TOO as described above; 
(vi) planning for and encouraging TODs because they do not automatically occur"; including possible 
real property tax breaks; (vii) developing a specific timetable for the adoption of a TOO ordinance; (viii) 
seeking and obtaining public input on a bill for a TOD ordinance"; (ix) ensuring that the permits to 
construct the TOD will be issued in a timely manner; and (x) to the extent the TOO ordinance is not 
adopted in a timely manner, ensuring that permits 'will be issued for pending developments and not 
delayed in anticipation of the TOD ordinance. 

Vhf. STUDY OF NORTH KING STBEDT ALIGNMENT 

During the alternatives analysis phase of the NEPA/11EPA review process, the City considered 
two alternative alignments for the portion of the fixed guideway traversing through Kalihi and Iwilel, one 
aligned at North King Street and another at Dillingham Boulevard. The DEIS, however, only discusses 
the Dillingham Boulevard alignment. It appears that the North King Street alignment may not have been 
adequately studied before being eliminated as an alternative, and that there are advantages to a North 
King Street route that warrant it being re-examined. 

Comment #J5: Further studv of the North King Street alignment is recommended 

A further evaluation of the North King Street alignment may be warranted. In the initial stages of 
the environmental review process for the Project, North King Street was considered for the segment of the 
rail system traversing through Kali hi and Iwilei. The Alternatives Screening Memo Honolulu High-

' Capacity Transit Corridor Project dated October 24, 2006, and prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff 
("Alternatives Screening Memo") listed five alignment options for this segment including elevated 
guideway alignments for North King Street and Dillingham Boulevard. See Alternatives Screening Memo 
at 4-17. By the time the City issued the Alternatives Analysis Detailed Definition of Alternatives 
("Detailed Definition") and Alternatives Analysis Report ("Alternatives Analysis Report') both dated 
November 1, 2006, the North King Street and Dillingham Boulevard alignments remained as alternatives 
for the segment, but the remaining alignments were eliminated, See Detailed Definition at 6-16; 
Alternatives Analysis Report at 2-7. 
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The Alternatives Analysis Report ultimately decided that the Dillingham Boulevard alignment 
was optimal, and that the alignment was selected for discussion in the DEIS. See Alternatives Analysis 
Report at 6-4. One reason cited was that the Dillingham alignment would require acquisition of fewer 
residential parcels than the North King Street alignment. The table shows two residential parcels along 
the North King Street aligru-nent that would be acquired compared to one along the Dillingham alignment. 
See  id. Table 4-1, at 4-2. Unfortunately, neither the residential parcels nor the number of units on the 
parcels for each alignment is identified in the 2006 Alternatives Analysis Report to permit an evaluation 
of the number of residents who would be displaced under either alignment However, Appendix B of the 
DEIS shows that all or portions of three residential parcels (not one as noted in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report) along Dillingham Boulevard are slated for acquisition by the City and the Neighborhoods and 
Communities Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (RTD 2008d) dated 
August 15, 2008, at 5-17 states that along Dillingham "iplroperty acquisitions would result in 11 
residential displacements." Thus, further evaluation would seem to be warranted to determine impacts on 
residents along both alignments. 

The Alternatives Analysis states that the North King Street alignment would serve more residents 
than the Dillingham alignment, but notes that it would serve fewer jobs. As a general matter, serving 
more residents could lead to an increased ridership of rail because the rail system would be closer to 
people's homes. Further, the North King alignment is a particularly attractive alternative if the City 
chooses not to make the stations along the Dillingham alignment more accessible by building parking 
garages near the stations. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report also stated that a greater number of potentially historic 
properties are located along the North King Street alignment. id. at 4-1. The number or historic 
properties located along each alignment is not quantified, and the definition of "historic properties" is 
unclear; it might be that certain properties are "old" but do not have social, cultural, or historic value. 

It should also be noted that the Dillingham alignment will require acquisition of three times more 
the commercial/office parcels (22 parcels) than the North King Street alignment (6 parcels). 
Building a rail line will exacerbate already difficult economic conditions for Dillingham businesses. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report states that the Dillingham alignment would result in fewer noise 
impacts. See id. at 64. The basis for the conclusion is not available in the report yet should be for such 
an important consideration. 

Finally, the State recently announced its plans for a "flyover," an elevated two-lane roadway over 
Nirnitz Highway, which "would run from the Ke`ehi interchange to Pacific Street, zipping commuters 
through Kalihi with no way to get off until its end." Mary Vorsino, "Hawaii Set for Years or  
in 'Huge' $4B Highway Plan — 6-year effort includes Nimitz 'flyover,' better bike access," Honolulu 
Advertiser, Feb. 4, 2009. The impacts of the two proposed elevated structures over the parallel traffic 
corridors of Nimitz Highway and Dillingham Boulevard should be considered in evaluating a North King 
alignment. 

- 
One of the primary reasons given for choosing the Dillingham alignment is that it is projected to 

experience the highest transit ridership, which includes ridership on various modes of transportation (e.g., 
busses). atm id. at 3-6, 6-4. However, according to data reported in the DEIS, the North King alignment 
is threcasted to make 128,500 daily trips on the fixed guideway system as opposed to 123,70D daily trips 
for the Dillingham alignment. See id. Thus, for purposes of comparing two fixed guideway alignments, 
the North King Street alignment actually would attract more use. Moreover, the North King Street 
alignment is forecasted to experience twice the number of daily boardings than the Dillingham 
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alignment—i.e., 10,860 daily hoardings for the three stations along the North King alignment" versus 
5,370 daily boardings for the two stations along the Dillingham alignment." 

For these reasons, KS requests that the Final EIS include the North King Street alignment as an 
alternative. 

IX. EVALUATION OF AN AT-GRADE OR MULTI-MOIM L SYSTEM IN THE URBAN CORE 

Comment #16: An at-ftrade or multi-modal transit system in the urban core is an alternative 
worth evaluatitt to determine whether it is a less ensive and sticker to consira t than an 
elevated system.  

KS is supportive of a fixed guideway transit system!" The fixed guideway alternatives discussed 
in the DEIS utilize an elevated rail system and vary only in terms of alignment. See DEIS at S-4. None 
of the alternatives discussed in the DEIS appears to utilize at-grade technology for any segment of the 
alignment. While it is understandable why an elevated system might be utilized in rural areas of the 
transportation corridor, as discussed elsewhere in this comment lefter, a host of adverse economic and 
environmental impacts are associated with an elevated guideway system, including noise, reduced 
visibility and access to businesses, visual blight, and increased crime. Such impacts will be greatest in the 
urban core where businesses and commercial land holdings are concentrated, including those of KS. For 
these reasons, it makes sense to consider an alternative to an elevated system at least within the urban 
core. KS believes that an at-grade system running from the perimeter of the urban core is a viable 
alternative to an elevated system based on cost, visibility impacts, urban aesthetics, construction impacts, 
and time to construct 

It is KS' understanding that the City did not formally reject an at-grade system as all alternative 
during the alternatives analysis!" I3ecause the issue of whether the rail system should run on an elevated 
line instead of at-grade was never squarely raised during the alternatives analysis process. KS did not 
previously have the opportunity to comment on the relative merits of an at-grade versus elevated system. 

It does not appear that the at-grade alternatives were adequately studied before being eliminated 
from consideration in the DEIS. Although at-grade alternatives were considered during the alternatives 
screening process, the reasons why they were not carried through to the DES is not explained. In fact, 
the Alternatives Screening Memo left open the option of constructing certain portions of a fixed guideway 
system at-grade. See, e.g., Screening Memo at 4-1, 4-4. For example, at-grade options were 
contemplated for the portion of the route from Leeward Community College to Aloha Stadium and from 
Aloha Stadium to Ke`ehi Interchange (Section 4). See id. at 4-10 to 4-17. The Detailed Definition did 
not discuss whether the fixed guideway system would be elevated, at-grade, or below-grade. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report is largely silent on whether the fixed guideway alternative 
would be at-grade or grade-separated (or a combination). The "optimum alternative" identified in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report, which apparently became the alternative endorsed in the DEIS, was 
compared to other alternatives differing in terms of method (e.g,, managed lane alternative, TSM 
alternative) and route, not above-grade versus at-grade. The only reference to an elevated fixed guideway 
in Chapter 6 is a statement that the Twenty-Mile Alignment "continues elevated following Nimitz 
Highway to Ala Moana Center." Id. at 6-5. Based on this chronology, it is KS' understanding that the 
discussion of what fixed guideway system is optimal for the urban core remains open. This is an 
opportune time to continue the discussions. 

A ground-level transit system for the urban core is worth considering because it can meet 
performance demands, and it has been demonstrated to work in other cities. Los Angeles' Blue Line is an 
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example of a rail system that utilizes a cembination of at-grade, elevated, and subterranean technology. 
In the urban core of Long Beach, however, the Blue Line is completely at-grade. Our research indicates 
that the system carries 56,000 passengers per day with 20 peak hour trains running during both morning 
and afternoon commutes and 10 off-peak trains. 

Portland's Tr-Met system is an example of a mixed-grade system. The Portland Metropolitan 
Area Express (MAX') Light Rail system is at-grade through downtown and runs on elevated lines to the 
suburbs. Other types of trains also service the downtown area. 

A similar at-grade system would be a viable option for the urban core of Honolulu. ICS' 
understanding is that the desired through-put of the Project in mixed traffic is 3-minute headways and 
6,000 passengers per hour per direction ("pplopd"). Experts have noted that a light rail transit ("LRri) 
system running on surface streets could satisfy the criteria. Three-minute headways equate to 20 train 
movements per hour; thus, a capacity of 6,000 pphpd requires that each train carry 300 passengers per 
hour. Modern light rail vehicles ("Lily') have a capacity in the range of 232 passengers per car. When 
operated in two-car trains, LR,Vs can exceed the throughput requirement. 

Examples of at-grade LRT systems that can achieve the specified through-put include the 
following: 

Alberta, Canada, Calgary, Alberta's system provides more than 6,000 pphpd capacity on 
Seventh Avenue, a surface street having numerous cross streets controlled by traffic lights. Its current 
schedules show that Calgary Transit operates its C-Train Route 2.01 (DalhousiefErldiewell-Somerset) 
every 4 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods; the C-Train Route 202 
(McKnight-Westwinds/City Centre) runs along Seventh Avenue every 6 minutes during the weekday 
morning and afternoon peak periods. This results in a combined headway of 2 minutes, 24 seconds. With 
the delivery during 2007 and 2008 of 40 additional LRVs, both of the light rail lines are being operated 
with three trains of Siemens-built 1J-2 and S160 LRVs, each with a practical capacity of 162 passengers, 
resulting in a practical capacity along Seventh Avenue of 12,150 pphpd based on 75 LRV car movements 
per hour. 

Portland, Oregon. Portland, Oregon's MAX is a three-line LRT that operates through its central 
business district in curbside lanes along Morrison and Yamhill Streets. The three LRT lines currently 
operate a combined 4-minute headway (15 trains per hour in each direction) through Pioneer Square, the 
center of Portland's central business district, during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. A 
fourth LAT line, which will run for 1.8 miles through the central business district along Fifth and Sixth 
Avenues and on a 6.5 miles-long branch to Clackamas Town Center is nearing completion and is 
scheduled to be placed into passenger-carrying service on September 10, 2009. 

Denver, Colorado. Denver's Regional Transit District operates 15 LRT trains (4-minute 
average headways) with lengths varying between two and four cars on its D, F, and H lines along 
California and Stout Streets_ The West Line, a third LRT now under construction, will add two additional 
services throughout downtown Denver. 

The above examples show that an at-grade transit system for the Honolulu urban core is an option 
worth serious study and consideration. 
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Eridnotes: 

KS is a landowner in Honolulu, and the proposed rail alignment traverses through four key communities 
in which KS has a combined land area of approximately 229 acres. In each coinmunity, the proposed rail 
line either bisects KS' land holdings or runs along the perimeter of its properties. 

2  See Comment it 3 for a more specific discussion on parking impacts. 

This request is made pursuant to 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.8 and (508.14. "When an environmental impact 
statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 
interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss all of these effects on the human 
environment." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.14. The Economics Technical Report Honolulu Iligh-Capachy Transit 
Corridor Project (RID 2008c) issued by DTS on August 15, 2008 was also reviewed in formulating this 
comment. 

4  Mitigation measures for post-construction impacts are discussed in other sections of this letter, 

5  Note that the Transportation Technical Report was also reviewed in formulating this comment, 

6  Publication No. PI-IWA HI-88-054. 

' Boulevard Saimin is identified as a historic property intheDEIS. See DErs at Table 5-2, page 5-7. 

g  The DEIS provides, "Acquisition of property fi:ir the Build Alternative would he conducted in 
accordance with Federal and State regulations and procedures outline in the Real Estate Acquisition 
Management Plan (RTD 2008q). Where relocations would occur, affected property owners, businesses, 
or residents would receive compensation in compliance with all applicable Federal arid State laws. 
Compensation would be in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisitions Policies Act (CFR 1929)." DEN at 5-6. 

'By way of example, although there are references to increasing the width of Dillingham Boulevard by 
ten feet, it is unclear whether each right-of-way taking along Dillingham Boulevard will be ten feet wide. 

1 ')  The maps included in Appendix B of the DEIS indicate that the rights of way acquisitions "may be in 
the form of an aerial easement; an easement allowing joint use; subdivision of property with transfer of 
title; transfer of title for the entire parcel; or some other form to be documented by Land Court 
registration." 

11  By way of example, it would make sense to treat the parcels constituting Dillingham Shopping Plaza as 
a single parcel because they are owned and operated as an integrated economic unit 

12  Defined consequences would also ensure that the City understands that the federal requirements are not 
merely guidelines (notwithstanding the label of "policies" or "plan"), but are enforceable obligations to be 
taken seriously with consequences for failure to comply. 

15  For example, if the City condemns a strip of land in the middle of a parcel, the City's condemnation 
could create two nonconforming (substandard) parcels. The City has not allowed the consolidation of the 
nonconforming parcels with adjoining parcels owned by the same party. Such nonconforming 
(substandard) parcels adversely impact the property owner's ability Co develop, sell, or lease such parcels. 

14  If the City does intend to use its power to take private property for private development, including any 
TOO or TSD, it is requested that the Final EIS (a) describe in detail any such intended use of thc City's 
eminent domain power, (b) evaluate and disclose the economic and social impacts of such action, and (e) 
propose mitigation measures. 

15  The DEIS contains Table 4-35, at 4-169, entitled "Rail System Benefits on Real Estate Values." This 
summary appears to be incomplete and could be misunderstood as showing how the Project will increase 
"home" values if the home is located closer to the rail line. 
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16  By way of example, a 1996 study of properties within a half mile of Portland's MAX stations had 
higher values but those within a half mile of the rail line, but not near a station, decreased in value. A 
2004 study even showed that home values near the Chicago Midway Line station decreased in value after 
the rail project was completed. 
17 A study has shown that adjacency to transit stations is not a sufficient factor to cause development to 
occur. It found dozens of stations areas where no new development had occurred for 20 to 30 years, ft is 
reported that along LA's Metro Blue Line, there has been little or no development activity along a several 
mile stretch of Long Beach Boulevard. Real estate professionals indicated that "the location of the transit 
line in the middle of the street had a significant negative impact on accessibility to retail businesses along 
the street. 

Is  Development along the rail line will not likely occur automatically; governmental assistance and 
coordination are needed. It is reported that Portland TODs are heavily subsidized in the form of tax 
breaks, infrastructure subsidies, below-market land sales, and direct grants. The City of Portland has used 
tax incentives ($100 million of 10-year waivers of property taxes offered to high-density residences along 
the light-rail line) to help overcome redevelopment hurdles. This is excluding the $1.2 billion in tax-
increment financing that Portland is offering to developers along the rail lines or similar direct subsidies 
offered by Portland's suburbs, including Gresham and 13eaverton. 

19  It is important that KS, prospective investors, lenders, and affected businesses be given an opportunity 
to provide input on the bills, ft should be noted that, the Land Use Technical Report provides that 
Kapalama has a "low potential for TOD," Table 5-1, at 5-4. KS requests further discussions with the City 
on the potential for TOD in K.apaiama, 

25  This is the sum of the forecasted 3,530 boardings at the North King & Owen Street station; 2,530 
boardings at the North King Street & Waiakarnilo Road station; and 4,750 boardings at the North King 
Street at Liliha Street station. See Alternatives Analysis Report at Table 3-9, page 3-19. 

21  This is the sum of the forecasted 3,030 boardings at the Dillingham Boulevard & Mokauea Street 
station and 2,340 boardings at the Dillingham Boulevard & Kokea Street station. See  Alternatives 
Analysis Report at Table 3-9, page 3-19. 

22  The term "fixed guideway" means: 

(4) 	Fixed guideway.--The term "fixed guideway" means a public transportation 
facility— 

(A) using and occupying a separate right-of-way or rail for the exclusive use of 
public transportation and other high occupancy vehicles; or 

(B) using a fixed catenary system and a right-of-way usable by other forms of 
transportation. 

49 U.S.C. § 5302(a)(4). This definition does not distinguish between elevated and at-grade systems. 
Furthermore, according to the Alternatives Analysis Report at 5-5, the FTA Section 5309 New Starts 
program provides fimds for the construction of a "new fixed guideway" system, which "refers to any 
transit facility that uses exclusive or controlled rights-of-way or rails, entirely or in pad. Eligible 
purposes for these funds include light rail line., rapid rail (heavy rail), commuter rail, automated fixed 
guideway system (such as a 'people mover'), a busway/HOV facility, or an extension of any of these." 
Id. 

23  If the City did make a formal determination that an at-grade system is inferior to an elevated system and 
thus rejected an at-grade system as a viable alternative, information on that determination should be 
provided. 
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TERM 	 DEFINITION 

Alternatives Analysis 
Report 

Alternatives Analysis Report dated November 1, 2006 

Alternativo Screening 
Memo 

Alternatives Screening Memo Honolulu High-Cctpaoity Transit Corridor 
Prgiect dated October 4_2006, preparedkv Parsons Brinekerhoff 
Business Disruption Mitigation Plan 
CBRE Consulting, Inc. 

BDIVIP 
CBRE 
City City and County of Honolulu 

Honolulu High-Capachy Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4_(I2 Evaluation dated November 2008 

DEIS 

Detailed Definition Alternatives Analysis Detailed Definition of Alternatives Honolulu High -
Capacity Transit Corridor Project dated November 1, 2006, prepared by 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

DTS Department of Transportation Services of the City and County of Honolulu 
En Environmental Impact Statemen t  

Federal Hig:way Administration FHWA 
Final EIS The Final EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
ETA Federal Transit Administration _ 
HEPA Hawai9 Environmental PoliD,  Act, Hawail Revised Statutes, Chapter 343 
KS Kamehameha Schools 
Land Use Technical 
Report 

Land Use Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project (RTD 2008b) dated August 5,2008 

LRT t_dglit rail transit 
LRV Light rail vehicle 
MAX Metropolitan Area Express 
MOT Plan Maintenance of Traffic Plan 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 el seq. 

12phpd Passengers per hour per day 
Project Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
RAMP Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan (RAMP) Honolulu High-

Capacity Transit Corridor Project (RID 2008q) dated February 29, 2008 
and revised on April 1, 2008 

RTD Rapid Transit Division of the Department of Transportation Services of the 
City and County of Honolulu 
Transit Mitigation Plan TMP 

TOO Transit-oriented development 
Transportation Technical 
Report 	. 

Transportation Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project (RTD 2008a) dated August 15, 2008  
Transit-supportive development 
UltraSysterns Environmental 	 . 
Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project (2008e) dated August 15, 2008 

TSD 	 . 
UltraSystems 
Visual and Aesthetics 
Resources Technical 
Report 
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12/08/2008 
: Please consider Councilman Djou's recommendation to begin rail 

construction at the east end of any proposed route, working toward the 
ewa direction. If only partial work can be accomplished, what is 
completed at the east end would be useable. if there is merely a portion 
completed at the west end it would not prove to be very valuable. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Richard Karnis 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11, 2010 RT9/09-331507 

Mr. Richard Kamis 
kamiihawaiisr.com  

Dear Mr. Kamis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Mr. Richard Kamis 
Page 2 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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From: Diou, Charles 

Sent: 	Tuesday, December 09, 2008 9:41 AM 

To: 	IVIatsude, Sylvia 

Subject: FW: Honolulu Transit 

Please submit as comments to the DEIS for me 

Charles K. Djou 

Councilmember, District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 
Honolulu City Council 

530 South King Street, Suite 202 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Phone: (808) 758-5004 

Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Email: cdjou.0,ionolulu g_ov 
Web: vn,vw honoluiu_gpv/counciU4 

Frani: Richard Kamis [mailto:kamii@hawaii.rr  corn] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 3:11 PM 
To: tapou@honolulti.gov; DelaCruz, David A; Marshall, Barbara; Kobayashi, Ann H.; Tarn, Rod; Okino, Gary; 
Garcia, Nestor 
Cc: Djou, Charles 
Subject: Honolulu Transit 

Vile respectfully request your consideration of Charles Djou's recommendation to begin construction of the transit 
system at the East end of the proposed route working toward the west and 

If monies should fail and the project be halted, a portion at the East end should be useable whereas a portion only 
at the West end is not likely to be particularly useful 

Additionally, we truly hope that you seriously believe that monies will be available for this proiect We have 
serious question regarding this, considering Inevitable overruns and the disastrous "Boston Big Dig" history of 
the company that Honolulu apparently plans to use. Reports surely indicate that Boston is in major financial 
trouble as a result! 

Richard P Karnis 
Kalakaua Avenue 
Honolulu 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

  

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

   

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334566 

Mr. Richard P. KamIs 
kannWhawaiisr.com   

Dear Mr. Kamis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Very tru yours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

YOSH IOKA 

Mr. Richard P. Kamis 
Page 2 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at  www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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David 
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293-0300 

None 
Website 

01/26/2009 
I still wish there were a way to convince you that, although Oahu's 
political power brokers obviously see this light rail as an economy-
boosting public works project, somebody's got to foot the bill. I am 
absolutely convinced that the unintended consequences of this project 
will be to place a backbreaking strain on Hawaii's taxpayers that will hurt 
the county's economy in many ways both short- and long-term--a net 
negative for this island's residents for at least fifty years. I guess your 
children and my children will find out which of us was right. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-334312 

Mr. David Kammerer 
55-044 Kamehameha Highway 
Laie, Hawaii 96762 

Dear Mr. Kammerer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination 
of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge levied from 2007 
through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same 
sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the 
General and Highway Funds. 

The Purpose and Need of the Project are discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will improve corridor mobility, reliability, access to planned development to support City 
policy to develop a second urban center, and transportation equity. 
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Mr. David Kammerer 
Page 2 

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

Very truW yours, 

9164 4/=- 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : I am in favor of building the "Minimum Operating System from the 
airport area to Ala Moana, starting from the airport, not Kapolei. 

Why? 
During recent testimony, the question came up, "Where are we going to 
get the money to build the entire project?" 
Under questioning, Wayne Yoshioka said that he guarantees that we 
have enough money to complete the MOS (Kapoiei to Waipahu). 
What about the rest of the project? If we run out of money, if we 
complete only the MOS, shouldn't it be in the town area? 

Councilmember Cachola asked for an explanation of the rising cost of 
the project from $3.7B to $5.3B and the fact that the city had only 
received $246M in 20 months. 
$246M is about $60M short of what is necessary to stay on track to 
reach the original $3.7B estimate, and is woefully short of the $5.3B 
'2008 cost of expenditure estimate. 
Director Yoshioka says that $5.3B is today's dollars, insists that they 
have a good fiscal plan and he talks about the cyclical nature of the 
economy. 

Please, help me understand: 
1. The estimate for the project has gone up $1.6B (from $3.7B to $5.3B) 
since 2006. 
2. Is $5.38 the expected final cost in 2020, or what will it go up to 
??????? 
3. We are in an economic slump which is projected to last several years 
and revenues are declining. 
4. Currently, we are already short of the expected funds and it will get 
even worse. 
5. is it expected that the half% GET is going to pick up to a point where it 
makes up for the current shortage and the expected shortage? 
6. Is it expected that the half% GET will increase to a point where it will 
cover the expected rise in project cost "2020 cost of expenditure"? 
7. The state is facing a budget shortfall and there is now, a looming 
threat for the state to withhold the half% GET for at least a year. 

Will any of the above facts affect the City's ability to complete the entire 
reil project within budget? 
if the answer is yes, then we deserve to at least have an MOS that is 
complete, useable, generating revenue and ready to expand to Waikiki 
and UH Manoa. 

Thank you, 

Ted Kanemori 
46-066 Heeia St 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
Ph: 247-3993 
E-mail: ted@tk-serve.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334291 

Mr. Ted Kanemori 
46-066 Heeia Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Kanemori: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The following responses correspond to your numbered list of questions: 

1) At the time of the Alternatives Analysis, the capital cost of the Salt Lake 
Alternative was estimated to be $3.72 billion, including finance charges, 
expressed in year 2006 dollars. In Year-of-Expenditure dollars the same 
estimated cost was $4.98 billion. As shown in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIS, the cost 
of the Salt Lake alternative, in Year-of-Expenditure dollars (i.e., including 
inflation), was estimated to be $5.276 billion, an increase of less than 
$300 million. The City selected the Airport Alternative for which the costs are 
estimated to be $5.513 billion (Table 6-1 in the Final EIS) including finance 
charges. 

2) As noted above, the $5.513 billion estimated cost for the Airport Alternative is 
expressed in Year-of-Expenditure dollars. This is the anticipated final cost 
including finance charges. Project costs, excluding finance charges, will be 
expended through calendar year 2019. Finance charges will continue through 
calendar year 2022. 

Comments 3 to 6) The capital plan that analyzes capital expenditures for the 
Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS and takes the current 
economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and 
uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The financial planning 
assumes a much lower forecast of the General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
surcharge revenue. If GET collections return to originally anticipated levels the 
Project will benefit from those funds. 

7) By law, the State is required to collect the GET surcharge and to turn over the 
proceeds, less an administrative fee of 10 percent, to the City on a quarterly 
basis. Unless State law is changed this obligation remains, regardless of the 
State's budget condition. The law has not been changed. 

AR00002230 



Mr. Ted Kanemori 
Page 3 

Lastly, the capital plan that analyzes capital expenditures for the Project is 
presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of 
funding anticipated from various sources. As noted above, Section 6,6 of the 
Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties of the funding assumptions. The 
finances are balanced and other funding sources are identified should there be 
additional need for funds. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly yours, 

(2  r 
WAYNEY. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331292 

Ms. Laura Keaton 
86-058 Alta Street 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Dear Ms. Keaton: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Luggage allowances for the rail system will be more permissive than those for TheBus 
because it will be easier to safely enter, exit, and ride the train with luggage. Separate luggage 
areas are not planned. Riders will only be allowed to bring on luggage that they can safely be 
managed. 

To respond to your second question, corrosion control measures will be applied to the 
Project's fixed steel facilities and neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over 
their lifetime. These measures include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 

• Coating specification for stations 
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• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

• Corrosion control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vey tidy yours, 

t7/çt (7r 
WAYN Y. Y HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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M. KERR 
3810 Leal Ave, W04 
Honolulu, HI 80818 

Monday, November 10, 2008 

pla.Ce tr-k7 

Pit cezdeP-c 

Dear Mayor Hanneman and Mr. D'Jou: 

Pis accept my feelings on the rapid transit that now has been voted in. l am from 
Vancouver, Canada, where of course we have an outstanding system, I believe 
Honolulu is basing their system on Vancouver's. I am used to riding the VCR 
system and it is outstanding, 
My big fear is that Honolulu won't get it right. I ride the BUS occasionally to my 
job at Kaiser Hasp and find the bus to very inefficient, and so I am afraid that the 
train will be inefficient. 

I feel the only way to get an efficient train is to make sure that the "good of the 
whole" is served and not just a minority group ie: Salt Lake residents. If the good 
of the whole population is served, then there will be links to the airport, UH, Ala 
Moana and Waikiki. If the city decides to go with what Is good for the minority, I 
see a very inefficient system with low ridership and a waste of taxpayer's money 
and I would be resentful of my tax dollars going to fund a system that serves the 
minority. 

Putting a link to Salt Lake and not the airport would be the height of stupidity. It 
would symbolize that we are NOT a progressive city. Every progressive city links 
rapid transit to the airport. Honolulu, especially, should have a link to the airport, 
as tourism is our number 1 industry. Right now you cannot take luggage on the 
#42 bus to the airport which is ludicrous, it does not make sense. In Vancouver, 
you can take luggage on the airport city bus routes and they are also building an 
airport link that arriving tourist can take right to downtown in 22 min. 

Mr Cachola may need to understand that Honolulu must do what is best for the 
whoie/majorlty of the island and that just because his constituents want a link to 
Ala Moana mall to spend the day is not a reason to put a SL link in before 
serving the airport. The majority must be served before the minority is served. 

Mr. Hanneman, please get it right and do the right thing with the links, and 1:4istea - 
also allow luggage on thejrain. Having a train to the airport and not allowl -rig 

Zggage would be ludicrous. Also, luggage should be allowed on the,city busgts 
that will link to the train. Please make this a modem and efficient are Ter 5 
friendly to the people system. 

a 1" 	4-45 • 
Ltcr''21  

Thank you, Anna Kerr RN at Kaiser Hospital and resident of Diamonil %ad arroa 
924-6694 

• 
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June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-289115R 

Ms. Anna Kerr 
3810 Leahi Avenue, #204 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Kerr: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As documented in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the bus system is affected by congestion, 
which results in poor reliability and slower speeds. The fixed guideway system is being 
designed to improve transit reliability and speed. Since the fixed guideway system will operate 
in an exclusive right-of-way, service will not be affected by surrounding roadway conditions. Bus 
routes will be enhanced to create more fluid travel between TheBus and the transit system. 
Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are presented in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
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Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Lastly, to address your comment about luggage on the system, the luggage policy for the 
system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to allow luggage on the fixed guideway 
that does not interfere with the safety of comfort of other passengers. No change to policy on 
TheBus is proposed at this time. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : Aloha: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Along the proposed rail route, 62% of Oahu's population in 2000 
according to the DEIS Table 1-5 is concentrated between Kaimuki-
Waialae and Salt Lake-Aliamanu. The route could be nearly half as long 
and still accommodate the majority of the current population in the 
project corridor. 

Presumably, the second half of the proposed rail route (Pearl City-Aiea 
to Kapolei) is justified based on the anticipated population growth 
between now and year 2030. If growth predictions shown in Table 1-5 
are correct, 53% of Oahu's population along the proposed rail route will 
be concentrated between Kaimuki-Waialae and Salt-Lake Aliarnanu. 
Therefore, even though the population in the Pearl City-Aiea to Kapolei 
area is projected to increase by about 70% over the current population in 
this area by 2030, the majority of people in the project corridor will still 
be concentrated between Kaimuki-Waialae and Salt Lake-Aliamanu. It is 
therefore illogical to nearly double the rail route to accommodate less 
than half of the projected population in the project corridor, much of 
which hinges on proposed developments that do not yet currently exist. 

These proposed developments are likely to exist at least partially on 
agricultural lands — even prime agricultural lands. Constructing this rail 
transit system on agricultural lands (prime, unique, or of statewide 
importance, or otherwise), through agricultural lands to serve 
developments that are built on agricultural lands is not sustainable or in 
the best long-term interest of Oahu's people. 

Prime, unique, and statewide important lands are, by definition, of 
agricultural importance. Land with such classification is significant, not 
negligible, regardless of acreage. To trivialize the absorption of such 
lands on the grounds that only a small amount of it will be sacrificed is 
not acceptable. Conversion of land with such classification is, according 
to the ALISH system that defines these classifications, irreversible and 
therefore not a decision that should be taken lightly or trivialized 
because of scale. Any final EIS must provide measures to adequately 
mitigate the loss (88 acres of prime, unique, or statewide important lands 
will be acquired by the Build Alternatives) of such important lands. 

According to the 2002 Census of Agriculture (USDA 2004) that the DEIS 
cites, only 18% of land on Oahu is farmland compared to over 30% of 
land on each of the main outer islands in Hawaii. Land available and 
suitable for farming on Oahu is dwindling. Subtracting another 88 acres 
will not help Oahu's food independence and is not so insignificant that it 
can be ignored. 

Even if 88 acres represents a small percentage of agricultural land on 
Oahu, converting prime agricultural land to ur'oan development further 
confirms that we are okay with rezoning productive land arbitrarily. Prime 
agricultural land should be staunchly reserved for agriculture. Zoning 
changes should have a scientific, not political, basis. If we continue to 
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indulge the perception that rezoning relatively small quantities of 
agricultural and for development is insignificant, eventually there will be 
no agricultural land left to rezone. There is nothing negligible about that 
in terms of loss of biodiversity and food security. 

On her website, Governor Lingle states: 

"Hawaii produces only 15 percent of its own food. That's not acceptable 
and shouldn't be for the State. We need to take action now to increase 
food sea-sufficiency for Hawaii and preserve and strengthen the 
agriculture industry for future generations. 

We must increase our efforts to protect the best agricultural lands from 
development and preserve them for agriculture into the future and we 
must strengthen our comrnitment to p providing infrastructure and water 
for agriculture. Increasing our food self-sufficiency will contribute to our 
own communities rather than sending our dollars out of the State for 
imported food." 

Loss of any prime, unique, or statewide important agricultural land 
undermines this mission. 

It is unclear whether the 88 acres of agricultural and to be absorbed by 
this project is limited to the rail route itself and associated facilities or is 
extended to include agricultural lands adjacent to construction 
boundaries. There exists a myriad of evidence that when transit routes 
are created, development crops up around it. This is the basis of the 
popular "if you build it, they [development] will come" mentality, which is 
one of the arguments used to justify building a mass transit system 
through non-urban regions. Once the rail transit route is in place, it is 
expected that development will occur along the route. Therefore, any 
existing agricultural and along the route will also be affected by the 
project. In order for any final EIS for rail transit to accurately and 
completely examine the environmental impacts to agricultural lands, the 
project must include agricultural lands adjacent to project construction 
boundaries. 

The DEIS claims that "all of the affected properties designated as prime, 
unique, or of statewide importance andfor actively being farmed are 
owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan to develop 
them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000)". 
However, on the DPP's website for the Ewa Development Plan, the first 
sentence is "Tha Plan protects prime agricultural lands". Which is true? 

Regardless, the land in question remains prime, unique or statewide 
important agricultural land. Therefore the future state of the land should 
be irrelevant when discussing environmental impacts to it, as the scope 
of this DES is to examine environmental impacts on the current 
conditions and not on future planned conditions that do not exist. 

A detailed plan for mitigating all negative environmental impacts to 
agricultural land affected by this projects including an analysis of 
alternative routes to preserve prime, unique, and/or statewide important 
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agricultural land must be provided in any final EIS. If such and must be 
used for the proposed project, land equivalent in acreage and quality (as 
defined by equivalent ALISH soils classifications and water availability) 
must be provided elsewhere to replace the land consumed by this 
project's development. 

Figure 1 at http://equiliberate.org/figtjpg  plots data shown in Figure 1-1 
of the DES as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per registered automobile 
over time from 1980 to 2006. People are logging more miles today than 
in the last three decades. 

Based on project population in 2030 shown in Figure 1-5 of the DES, 
city area, and year 2000 population density from the U.S. Census 
Bureau, the population density for Kapolei and Makakilo, Ewa, Waipahu 
and Waiawa, and Downtown Honolulu are plotted in Figure 2 (at 
http://equiliberate.org/fig24pg)  for year 2000 and year 2030. Projected 
population density is plotted for year 2030. Kapolei and Makakilo, and 
Waipahu and Waiawa, were combined since data was given by zipcode 
and these regions share the same zipcode. Downtown Honolulu was 
included to provide a baseline population density reflecting urban 
development on Oahu. Figure 2 then shows population densities for 
Kapplei, Makakilo, Ewa, Waipahu, and Waiawa that are about 50% less 
than that of Downtown Honolulu. This difference can be attributed to the 
fact or likelihood that suburban sprawl either exists or is planned for the 
Waiawa through Kapolei area. Greater distances between community 
services increase the need for automobile use, thereby 

1)Negatively impacting convenience of using a public mass transit 
System. 
2)Creating an increased need for automobile support facilities (i.e. park-
and-rides, access ramps, roadways, etc.) in order to enable the 
population to use a public mass transit system. 
3)Decreasing the likelihood that the population in this area will use a 
public mass transit system. 

The presence of a mass transit system has a proven record of 
encouraging development along the transit corridor, as evidenced by the 
increasing real estate values associated with properties closer to transit 
stations given in Table 4-35 of the DEIS for various existing transit 
systems in the United States. The environmental impacts associated 
with encouraging suburban sprawl, especially since the Des uses this 
projected growth as a justification for extending the Build Alternatives to 
the Waiawa through Kapoiai area (Chapter 1, in particular), must be 
discussed, and measures for mitigating adverse impacts must be 
provided, in any final EIS. 

According to the DEIS, the methodology for projecting future air quality 
as a result of the various project alternatives is based on anticipated 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network speed for each 
alternative. The data given in the DEIS indicates that all Build 
Alternatives yield better air quality than the No Build alternative. The only 
logical way for this to occur is if the proposed rail transit system replaces 
enough cars on the road such that its emissions are less than the 
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collective emissions of the cars it replaces. In other words, the data 
shown in Table 4-12 of the DEIS depends on the number of cars that the 
rail transit system takes off the road. There are so many variables 
involved in determining the number of cars that the rail system will take 
oft the road that a number of different scenarios could result. How 
accurate is the data shown in Table 4-12? What assumptions were 
made to produce the data shown in Table 4-12? 

Is it possible that the emissions generated from using electricity to 
operate any of the Build Alternatives would not be offset by reductions 
generated by any reduced VMT? That is, is it possible that emissions 
generated by operating any of the Build Alternatives will exceed 
emissions reductions resulting from reduced VMT? What assumptions 
were made in determining VMT? 

Any final EIS must include measures for mitigation for scenarios where 
emissions from any of the Build Alternatives exceeds those of the No 
Build Alternative. The DEIS states that "Any measures to reduce 
automobile travel would reduce air pollutant emissions". This is not 
necessarily true. An attempt to reduce air pollutant emissions may not 
be successful. Consider the worst case scenario: the rail transit system 
is built and operable but is not sufficiently used. In this case, resultant 
emissions would actually exceed that of the No Build Alternative since 
additional cars would be in operation in addition to the rail system. This 
DEIS does not confirm that this scenario end/or other less extreme 
scenarios are not possible. Such a statement is therefore not justified 
and should be removed in any final EIS. 

From the data presented in the DEIS, it is unacceptable to consider only 
Ldn (24-hour average, penalizing night noise) and/or Leo (average 
sound). The maximum noise levels must be the criteria used to 
determine environmental impacts of noise since a few extremely noisy 
events, like a train rolling by, cen be balanced with no noise (no train) to 
produce an average sound event that is only moderately noisy. People 
will not likely experience the average noise depicted in Figures 4-39 to 
4-42 at any given moment, rather they will experience the maximum 
noise levels and minimum noise levels independently. If my 
interpretation of this information is incorrect, the final EIS should provide 
clarification. 

The DEIS states that once the project is operating, noise levels will be 
measured to determine the actual extent of project noise impacts. 
However, no measures for mitigating any moderate and/or severe noise 
impacts that may arise are provided. Any final EIS must include a 
methodology for noise mitigation that the project shall adhere to. 

The DEIS states that the proposed Build Alternatives will have no effect 
on endangered and protected waterbirds despite the fact that waterbird 
habitats exist within the project boundaries. The justification for this 
claim given in the DEIS is that 

"Over time, the waterbinis would adjust to new structures built for the 
Project since the wetlands would remain intact. This is expected 
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because the waterbirds have continued to occupy the wetlands after tha 
construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities and the 
construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways." 

Have any studies been conducted that investigate the environmental 
impacts of development on endangered waterbirds and protected 
waterbirds and their habitats'? If so, please provide sources for each 
study and state whether or not the study findings support the DEIS claim 
that there will be no effects. Did the previous construction activities 
(construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities and the 
construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways) result in noise 
intensity and duration, site disturbance, and all other environmental 
impacts to the endangered waterbirds and protected waterbirds' habitat 
equivalent to each of the proposed Build Alternatives? If so, please 
provide evidence that supports this claim. Was the proximity from 
previous construction activity to wetlands and/or endangered waterbird 
and protected waterbird habitat the same as the proximity from the 
proposed construction activity to the wetlands and/or endangered 
waterbird and protected waterbird habitat? Will the noise in the areas 
where endangered waterbirds were observed remain the same after any 
of the proposed Build Alternatives are complete and operational? If not, 
the environmental impacts of noise on endangered waterbird and 
protected waterbird habitat must be investigated in any final EIS and 
mitigating measures must be provided. 

What is the accuracy of the each field survey conducted and bird point 
counts? What is the margin of error? If accuracy cannot be guaranteed, 
a potential for environmental impacts to endangered terrestrial fauna 
exists. These impacts must be identified in any final EIS, and measures 
to mitigate these impacts must be included in any final EIS. 

Are the "numerous canopy trees" in the Tern habitat enough to support 
the existing and future white tern population? What is the basis of the 
claim in the DEIS that the other large canopy trees in urban Honolulu will 
result in no impact to the white tern population? Please provide sources 
to substantiate this claim. 

How were field surveys conducted? The DEIS explains the procedure for 
conducting point counts but not field surveys. Any final EIS must include 
the procedure followed for conducting field surveys. 

Why was 8 minutes the duration used for point counts? Please provide 
a justification for the use of this time interval. One study found that on 
average 55% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 5 
minutes, and 82% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 
10 minutes, of 15-minute long point counts regardless of time of day or 
use of aural stimuli. If the results of this study hold true for Hawaii, only 
about a 75% of all species were detected over the 8-minute period. 
Were single or multiple visits conducted? Bartlet, et al. (1999) 
recommended two visits. 

What time of day were point counts conducted and was any aural stimuli 
used? 

AR00002243 



The results of the Water Quality Impact Assessment for the EPA must 
be included in any final EIS and the public must have an opportunity to 
comment on this study. 

What permanent BMPs will be implemented to ensure there is no 
change in the amount of infiltration? An increase in infiltration relative to 
existing conditions can have positive environmental impacts. Have any 
studies been conducted to determine if this is feasible? 

The DES states that because the Project would rely on electric 
propulsion, minimal pollutants would be generated on the guideway 
relative to pollutants generated by roadway traffic. Has a study been 
conducted that confirms this assumption? if so, please provide a source. 

The DEIS does not acknowledge the fact that floodplains provide 
ecological benefits beyond groundwater recharge and infiltration, 
including but not limited to maintenance of biodiversity and fish habitats. 
In fact, the DEIS states the contrary by saying "the only beneficial 
functions for the floodplains analyzed in the study corridor are the 
recharge of groundwater and drainage conveyance". Please provide 
evidence to support this claim. 

The DEIS states that a 2% reduction in energy consumption would result 
from each of the project Build Alternatives relative to the No Build 
Alternative. The transportation analysis is referenced as the source for 
this analysis of operational energy consumption. The transportation 
analysis references the Oahu MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model 
as the source of the daily trips per transportation type per Alternative 
data. This data is the basis of system-wide daily travel data (vehicle 
miles per day per for each alternative), which is the basis of the total 
energy consumption of each alternative presented in Table 4-18. The 
Travel Forecasting Methodology Report, which explains the details of 
the Travel Demand Forecasting Moder, states that The mode choice 
model was also updated and recalibrated to improve accuracy of the 
model coefficients and relationships and to calibrate the alternative-
specific constants. ...The mode choice model was re-calibrated as part 
of the Draft ES process; however, 
the details of it are not discussed in this report. "Where can these 
details be found? 

What assumptions were made in the determination of transit ridership? 
In Table 4-18, Total energy consumption is the sum of roadway and bus 
energy consumption and the fixed guideway vehicle energy 
consumption. The latter energy consumption is greater across all Build 
Alternatives relative to the No Build Alternative. Therefore, the energy 
savings of the Build Alternatives results solely from reduced roadway 
and bus energy consumption. Indeed, the No Build Alternative energy 
consumption in this category exceeds the energy consumption of each 
Build Alternative in this category. Therefore, the DEIS assumes that less 
automobile and bus vehicle miles will be traveled in each Build 
Alternative. That is, Table 4-18 assumes that operation of the fixed 
guideway system will result in less automobile and bus usage. What 
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data is this assumption based on? How was transit ridership projected? 
Is it possible that transit ridership will not result in less roadway and bus 
energy consumption (i.e. fixed guideway vehicle energy consumption 
exceeds roadway and bus energy savings)? Please provide a 
justification for any response to this question. Did the model consider 
that automobiles may become increasingly more efficient by 2030 and 
into the future? 

The fact that photovoltaic cells could be integrated into project stations 
to reduce project electricity demand, as the project states as a measure 
of mitigation, provides no tangible mitigating effect. Any final EIS must 
provide a detailed analysis of measures that could be taken to reduce 
the project's net electricity demand and total energy consumption. This 
analysis must consider the feasibility of integrating alternative energy 
technologies into the project as well as an analysis of energy 
conservation measures that could be implemented to increase the 
operational efficiency of the system. 

The DEIS lists a number of ways the volume of hazardous materials 
used and extent of worker exposure could be limited as a means for 
mitigation. This list of mitigating measures must be implemented in order 
to adequately mitigate environmental impacts of hazardous waste. 

It is not acceptable to use prime agricultural land as a site for a 
maintenance and storage facility when a clear alternative (given in the 
DEIS) is present. 

Why is the entire transit route (in all Build Alternatives) elevated? 
Kapolei is currently grossly undeveloped. The transit route should be 
placed at ground level where geography permits to preserve view planes 
and reduce construction cost and energy consumption. This would result 
in 150,000 MBTU energy savings per track mile during construction, 
based on the information provided in the DEIS. Any final EIS must 
consider energy conserving measures like this. 

Where clearing and grubbing occurs, will these areas be revegetated to 
the extent possible? The DEIS is not clear on this point. 

Will pruning of trees found to contain chicks be delayed until chicks 
fledge or not? The DEIS is not clear on this point. 

Under what conditions will additional studies, such as but not limited to a 
complete Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, during the design or 
construction phase be performed? Will remediation of contaminated soil 
and groundwater that is discovered during the project occur? To what 
extent? 

In addition to demolished material, will every effort be made to recycle or 
make available for reuse unused construction materials and other waste 
generated on site? What measures will be taken to minimize the amount 
(in weight and/or volume) of construction waste generated over the 
project construction phase? 
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Any final EIS must provide margins of error for all data and assumptions 
made in the DES. 

Please send comment responses to: 

Kim Kido 
1348 Alewa Drive 
Honolulu, HI 96817 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768•4730 • Internet: y.rmv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHtOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338004 

Ms. Kim Kido 
1348 Alewa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. Kido: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shail identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

With a population of around 340,000, the Kaimuki-Waialae to Salt Lake-Aliamanu area 
described in your comment contains approximately 40 percent of the island's population of 
876,200 people, and contains approximately 61 percent of the population of 552,100 within the 
transit corridor. The remaining transit corridor area (Salt Lake-Aliamanu to Kapolei) contains the 
other 39 percent of the population. While the remaining corridor contains a smaller population, 
shortening the route will fail to serve a large population with substantial transit demand. 

As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS, the farmlands that will be acquired 
for the Project are in the Ewa Plain, The Ewa Development Plan designates areas for dense 
development while preserving other areas for agriculture. A maximum of 80 acres of prime 
farmland and 8 acres of statewide-important farmlands will be acquired by the Project, of which 
70 acres are actively cultivated. All of the affected properties designated as prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance and/or actively farmed are owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies 
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that plan to develop them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan. The Project will be 
constructed on land designated for development as outlined in the Ewa Development Plan. 

The 88 acres of prime, unique, and statewide-important land impact includes land that 
may be used for a maintenance and storage facility. One of the two alternatives for a 
maintenance and storage facility is in agricultural-related use (Aloun Farms). The preferred 
maintenance and storage facility site is located near Leeward Community College and is the site 
of a former Navy fuel storage and delivery facility. The Leeward Community College location is 
the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility, and DTS has been working with 
the Navy to acquire it. If the City can acquire this site, only 47 acres of land designated as prime 
or of statewide importance will be acquired for the Project. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS the 2002 Census of Agriculture (USDA 2004) 
reported that there are more than 70,000 acres of agricultural land in cultivation on Oahu, 
including those designated as prime, unique, or of statewide importance. The displacement of 
agricultural lands as a result of the Project represents less than one-tenth of one percent of 
available agricultural land. Considering that the amount of affected farmland is such a small 
proportion of all agricultural lands on Oahu, including those designated as prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance, the effect will not be substantial and no mitigation will be required. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS, the proposed maintenance and storage 
facility site in Ewa is about half the amount of farmland required for the Project. If DTS can 
acquire the Leeward Community College site, only 47 acres of land designated as prime or of 
statewide importance will be used for the Project. 

As stated in the Final EIS Section 4.2.3, some land uses will need to change in order to 
accommodate the Project; however, impacts to the natural and built environment are minimized 
whenever possible. Zoning changes are at the discretion of the City's Department of Planning 
and Permitting. 

The Ewa Development Plan recognizes that agricultural land should be protected and 
designates areas for dense development while preserving other areas for agriculture. The 
displacement of agricultural lands as a result of the Project represents less than one-tenth of one 
percent of available agricultural land. The Project's effect will not be substantial and no 
mitigation will be required. 

The 88 acres of prime and statewide important farmlands referenced in Table 4-1 in this 
Final EIS is limited to the transit project (guideway and associated facilities) and do not include 
the development of the adjacent properties by other parties. These adjacent properties are 
designated for development in the Ewa Development Plan. 

As discussed in Section 4.19.2, within station areas, the Project, combined with 
supportive public policies and favorable real estate market conditions, could attract transit-
supportive development (TSD) and transit oriented development (TOD). The Ewa Development 
Plan stresses development in concert with a transit system. Although the addition of transit does 
not directly cause development to occur, plans and policies will encourage new development to 
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be located near transit stations to take advantage of the transportation infrastructure and 
increased accessibility if a new transit line is built. 

As stated previously, the Ewa Development Plan recognizes that agricultural land should 
be protected and designates areas for dense development while preserving other areas for 
agriculture. The transit system will help focus development in designated areas. 

Much of the farmland acreage that could be acquired for the Project is located at one of 
the two alternatives for a maintenance and storage facility. The preferred alternative is a former 
Navy fuel storage and delivery facility near Leeward Community College. If it/s acquired, 
agricultural land used for the project will be about 47 acres. The Final EIS identifies the existing 
land use, and where information is available, planned future use of land that would be affected 
by the Project. 

The agricultural land in question is planned to be developed, independently of the 
proposed Project. The land is not planned to remain in agricultural use and the impacts of loss 
of agricultural land have been or are being addressed in the entitlement process for the planned 
development. The Project has been designed in compliance with the Ewa Development Plan. 

Regarding convenience of mass transit, among the Project goals and objectives (Table 
1-4 of this Final EIS) is to "improve access to planned development to support City policy to 
develop a second urban center." The Final EIS shows estimated traffic volumes for year 2030. 
Traffic is expected to grow with or without the Project being constructed. However, as indicated 
in Section 3.4.1 of the Final EIS, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle hours traveled (VHT), and 
vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are projected to decrease under the Project as compared to the No 
Build Alternative. VMT is computed by multiplying the forecast number of trips using a roadway 
by the facility's total length in miles. VHT is derived by multiplying the number of trips using a 
roadway by the travel time for each travel period. VHD is calculated by finding the difference 
between the congested VHT and the VHT that would be expected under free-flow conditions. 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18 percent reduction in VHD with the Project compared to 
the VHD for the No Build Alternative. 

Regarding station access, as indicated in Table 3-20 in this Final EIS, overall access to 
public transit will be enhanced with the Project. Based on the results of the travel demand 
forecasting model (described in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS) a substantial portion of project 
riders will access the system by local bus and by walking and biking to the station. Bus, walk, 
and bike access to stations will account for approximately 90 percent of total trips in the a.m. 
peak period, 6 a.m. to 8 a.m. 

Several stations will be located near existing or planned bicycle facilities. As stated in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5, the Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated and is scheduled to be 
adopted in 2010. The draft update of the Oahu Bike Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle 
projects developed using criteria that includes access to transit. Several projects that would 
connect existing or future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the draft update. 
Additionally, the City will provide parking facilities at four stations (East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, 
Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium). These stations were selected based on results from the 
travel demand forecasting model which showed these stations had high drive-to-transit demand. 
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Regarding the use of mass transit, as presented in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the Project 
will result in reduced VMT, fewer hours of delay, and higher shares of total travel when 
compared to No Build conditions. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, approximately 
40,000 automobiles are forecast to be removed from roadways as a result of the Project, 
compared to the No Build Alternative. The specifics of this forecasting model can be found in 
3.2.1. 

As shown in Figure 3-10 in the Final EIS, the stations on the Ewa end of the corridor will 
have high daily ridership. It is anticipated that the proposed fixed guideway system will allow 
development in the Ewa area to occur in an organized fashion around the well-defined transit 
system. Compact development patterns, better access, and, ultimately, use of the transit 
system are anticipated. In addition, bus service will be enhanced to provide connections 
between surrounding communities and fixed guideway stations. All stations will be accessible 
by bus, walking and bicycling. Future bus routes and frequencies are provided in Appendix D of 
the Final EIS. 

Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS addresses indirect effects of the Project on development 
patterns, while cumulative effects are presented in Section 4.19.3, where it is stated: The bulk 
of future regional land use changes are expected in the study corridor." Indirect land 
development would be associated with TOD at the proposed stations, focusing rather than 
sprawling development. The analysis considers other planned development within the study 
corridor. Mitigation required to address impacts created by other proposed actions would be the 
responsibility of those developing the land. 

The regional pollutant burdens estimated in Table 4-15 of the Final EIS are based on 
VMT and VHT estimates throughout the study area. These estimates are based on regional 
planning models adopted by the OahuMPO. Emission rates are developed through the use of 
EPA's MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor program which takes into account vehicle mix, speed, 
meteorological conditions of the study area, and vehicular registration information. The Regional 
VMT model is reviewed by the State agencies for accuracy. Additional detail is available in the 
Transportation and Air Quality Technical Reports for the Project. The reports can be reviewed at 
the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) office or on the 
Project website (www.honolulutransit.orq). 

The results shown in Table 4-15 of the Final EIS reflect mobile source emission burdens. 
As stated in the text, additional emissions will be generated due to the power requirements of 
the fixed guideway system. Table 4-21 indicates that the Project would require 2 percent less 
overall energy as compared to the No Build Alternative. The Project is expected to result in 
decreased emissions generated on the roadways and increased power source emissions 
resulting from fixed guideway energy consumption. However, the overall emission level for the 
Project is expected to be lower than the No Build Alternative because of anticipated reduced 
traffic congestion compared to the No Build Alternative (Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS). 

As summarized in Table 4-21 in the Final EIS, operation of the Project is anticipated to 
reduce daily transportation energy demand by approximately 3 percent compared to the No 
Build Alternative. This reduction is due to the reduction in VMT that occurs as a result of people 
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switching from automobiles to the fixed guideway system and includes electrical energy required 
to operate the fixed guideway system. 

VMT is the sum of the length of all highway segments multiplied by the number of 
vehicles that travel on them over the course of a day. The travel forecasting model performs 
that calculation each time the model is run. The differences in VMT between alternatives in the 
analyses are based on the differences in the numbers generated by the model. The same is 
generally true for VHT and VHD. VMT, VHT, and VHD forecasts have been developed using the 
travel demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership 
information and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel 
activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey 
was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes, such as updates to population and employment patterns that reflect 
planned development on Oahu, between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-
service on both the highway and public transit system. 

In response to your comment, the Final BS (Section 4.9.3) was revised to remove the 
following sentence: "Any measures to reduce automobile travel would reduce air pollutant 
emissions." 

Section 4.10 of the Final EIS addresses noise effects of the Project as related to 
applicable FTA noise criteria. As explained in Section 4.10.1 of the Final EIS, Ldn is an 
appropriate measure to assess community noise effects, because it considers both the total 
noise and the daily pattern of the noise experienced and reflects community reaction to 
environmental noise exposure. Maximum noise levels are not an appropriate measure of urban 
noise impact, as a single very loud event once a week would have less impact than a quieter 
event that occurs several times per hour. Leq is used to evaluate noise levels in areas where 
only the daytime use is noise sensitive. The analysis completed for the Project is consistent with 
FTA guidance. While Lmax does reflect the maximum noise from a single event, it does not 
describe either the frequency or duration of the noise event. Lmax is not used in transit noise 
assessment because it would not differentiate the impact of a single transit vehicle occurring 
once during the daytime from a constant flow of vehicles occurring over all daytime and 
nighttime hours. 

The Final EIS includes additional information about how any severe noise impacts 
measured after project operation would be treated. As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, 
the Project will cause no severe noise impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a 
few high-rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended 
mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and wheel skin's), the noise analysis indicates that 
the new noise generated by the Project will be lower than the existing (2009) noise levels in 
most locations. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 
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In areas with high-rise apartments and hotels that have lanais above the elevation of and 
facing the rail, the parapet wall will have a limited benefit (less than a 3-dBA noise reduction) at 
floors above the level of the guideway. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet 
wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below 
the tracks in the three areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project 
noise levels from the upper floors to below the impact level Once the Project is operating, noise 
levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. If 
additional noise impacts occur, then PTA will require the evaluation of measures to address the 
impacts. 

The Project does not propose to convert waterbird habitat, including wetlands, into 
transportation facilities (Section 4.13.3). The Project will stay within existing roadway corridors 
along most of its route, except sites planned for the maintenance and storage facility and park-
and ride lots. These proposed facilities are not located adjacent to any waterbird habitat, 
including wetlands. Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) did not generate 
any concerns about project effects to habitat as referenced in Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

Although this Project did not monitor the noise intensity and duration and other 
environmental impacts associated with construction of existing facilities near waterbird habitat, 
we anticipate that the Project will be similar and comparable to the construction effects of the 
existing facilities, although not equivalent in all aspects at all times. The Project proposes to use 
drilled-shaft foundations to reduce or eliminate the need for pile driving. 

Based on the information provided to FTA by USFWS, coordination with USFWS staff, 
and field observations, there will be no effect" to threatened and endangered species or 
designated critical habitat related to this Project. Areas along the proposed corridor that are in 
close proximity to waterbird habitat have previously experienced major construction of roads, 
utility lines, bridges, elevated freeways, buildings, and other existing structures. As summarized 
in Section 4.13.3 of the Final EIS, there is not expected to be any effect to waterbirds as a result 
of the Project because it is anticipated that over time, the waterbirds will adjust to new structures. 
All wetlands will remain intact, and waterbirds continued to occupy the wetlands after the 
construction and widening of adjacent roads and highways. 

Operational noise may generate some disturbance adjacent to the guideway when trains 
are passing; however, the noise will not be a critical factor in endangered waterbird survival 
since the quality waterbird habitat will remain intact. The noise levels generated by the Project 
will be similar to the existing highway-noise levels in the corridor. 

The standard error, not the margin of error, of the following parameters was presented in 
the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Ecosystems and Natural Resources  
Technical Report (2008j): the average number of individuals of each species per station and the 
average number of species per station or average richness for each corridor area. By providing 
the standard error of the averages and the sample size, we present what is conventionally 
required in the presentation of averages. From these statistics, one can derive confidence limits 
for the estimated population parameter, if desired. Further information about methodology is 
available in this technical report. The report can be reviewed at the DTS office or on the Project 

AR00002252 



Ms. Kim Kido 
Page 7 

website (www.honolulutransitorg). The standard error ranged between 0.22 and 0.62 for bird 
count survey results. 

The true values of the population parameters will almost always remain unknown and, 
therefore, it is common to estimate the reliability of the estimated parameter by setting 
confidence limits to it. There is no way to guarantee that the estimate, such as the average 
number of zebra doves at each point count station, is accurate. We can only express our 
degree of confidence in the average as a probability. 

Field surveys were observations conducted while walking or driving around. We cannot 
place confidence limits on such observations since the manner in which the observations were 
conducted does not lend itself to statistical analyses. The presence and quantity of a species 
are influenced by many factors such as the time of day, season, and a host of environmental 
conditions, including the presence of disturbances, such as predators, aircraft, or construction 
noise, that can cause wildlife to temporarily move out of the area. However, these visits 
generally reveal what can be expected, based on previous anecdotal and scientific records of 
similar sites and habitats. They are, therefore, important in verifying and checking the species 
components and environmental characteristics that typify a site, but conclusions derived from 
these visits must be interpreted conservatively. Reported observations are accurate. 

The design of the point counts was to determine what birds were present along the 
corridor and provide an index of abundance. Field surveys were designed to record the species 
observed. 

As provided in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Ecosystems and 
Natural Resources Technical Report (R TO 2008j): "White terns may be directly affected by the 
project between Kalihi to University and Waikiki, because this species uses mature canopy trees 
as roosting and nesting sites almost exclusively. These frees could be affected by the 
construction of the fixed guideway system." This report can be found at the DTS office and on 
the Project website. VanderWerf (2003) indicates that while the white tern population on Oahu 
is still relatively small and restricted in range, it is increasing and robust. While white tern habitat 
is limited to large trees in southeastern Oahu, Vander Werf also indicates that if the population 
grows they may move inland, to other coasts of the island and to other islands. While not as 
comprehensive, tern sightings during our observations along the corridor show a similar 
geographic distribution as VanderWerf found in 2001 to 2003. The tern population on Oahu still 
has area to expand. (Vanderwerf, E.A. 2003. Distribution, abundance, and breeding biology of 
white terns on Oahu, Hawaii. Wilson Bull., 115(3):258-262.) The only portion of tern habitat that 
will now be affected by the Project is between Kalihi and Ala Moana Center. 

The procedures for all field surveys were presented in Section 3.2. of the Ecosystems 
and Natural Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008j). Technical Reports can be found at DTS 
and on the Project website. 

Scott, etal. (1986), used an 8-minute count period for their variable circular plot method 
to estimate bird densities in Hawaiian forests. They determined that the interval was long 
enough to allow an observer to accurately record all birds observed. The count period was 
selected as a compromise between efficiency and effectiveness. Point counts by Blonde!, et al. 
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(1981), were conducted for 20 minutes, but as the commenter points out, studies by Dettmers, et 
al. (1999) (not Bartlet etal.) indicate that 5- or 10-minute intervals are adequate. 

Scott, J.M., S. Mountain spring, F.L. Ramsey, C.B. Cameron. 1986. "Forest bird 
communities of the Hawaiian Islands: their dynamics, ecology, and conservation." Studies in 
Avian Biology, No. 9. 

Blonde!, J., C. Ferry, and B. Frochot. 1981. "Point counts with unlimited distance." 
Studies in Avian Biology, No. 6:414-420. Cooper Ornithological Society. 

Dettmers, R., D. A. Buehler, J. G. Bartlett, and N. A. Klaus. 1999. "Influence of point 
count length and repeated visits on habitat model performance."JWM 63(3):815-823. 

Dettmers and Bueher (Dettmers, etal. 1999) stated that the one visit data did not perform 
as well in their model. "The current point count recommendations also suggest conducting only 
one visit/point, but we found that models developed from two visits/point consistently performed 
somewhat better than single visit models across all count durations and species. We concluded 
that conducting two visits/point will likely result in habitat models that perform better than models 
developed from a single visit. However, as with count duration, the potential benefits of 
increased model performance should be weighed against the additional costs in time and 
resources required to complete extra visits to each point." 

During the alternative routes analyses, each route was surveyed once via the modified 
point count method using 8-minute count periods. After the route was selected, the preferred 
route was re-sampled using the same method resulting in two samples to determine the 
presence or absence of species and their relative abundance. Point counts were conducted 
from 7 a.m. toll am. All birds heard and seen were recorded, and no aural stimuli were used. 

After evaluating the Ground Water Impact Assessment completed for the Project, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concurred that the Project should have no significant 
impacts on groundwater, either during long-term operation of the system or during its 
construction. These findings are presented in Section 4.13.3 of the Final BS. The complete 
Ground Water Impact Assessment and evaluation of other water resources is available to the 
public as part of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Water Resources Technical 
Report. This report can be found on the Project website and at the City and County of Honolulu, 
and the DTS office. 

Permanent BMPs will include vegetated swales, retention ponds, and grit removal 
structures (Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS). Where it is feasible, an increase in the amount of 
infiltration of clean water back into the water table aquifer is a design goal. 

The Final BS was revised to clarify the following air pollution statement: "Any measure to 
reduce automobile travel would reduce air pollutant emissions." Minimal pollutants are 
anticipated to be generated on the guideway. As shown in Table 4-15, of the Final EIS, the 
Project will reduce regional transportation pollutant emissions by between 3.9 to 4.6 percent 
compared to the No Build Alternative. If the electricity used to operate the Project is generated 
by combustion, this may produce additional emissions. However, these emissions will be offset 
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in whole or part by the reductions generated by the reduction in transportation emissions, as 
indicated in Table 4-15. Furthermore, power plant emissions may be more easily controlled than 
emissions from individual automobiles. Further, as stated in Section 4.11.3, as a result of the 
decrease in VMT, total transportation energy demand for transit and highway vehicles will be 3 
percent lower with the Project when compared to the No Build Alternative. This decrease in 
energy demand is due to the reduction in VMT that occurs as a result of people switching from 
automobiles to the fixed guideway system and includes electrical energy required to operate the 
fixed guideway system. This analysis accounts for both roadway vehicle propulsion energy and 
power requirements. Based on this, it is expected that the total emission burden generated by 
the Project will be lower than the No Build Alternative. 

For the purposes of the environmental analysis presented in Section 4.14.2 of the Final 
EIS, the description of the functions of floodplains are limited to their hydrological functions. 
Section 4.14.2 also acknowledges the habitat functions of the floodplain. The environmental 
analysis of habitat functions of aquatic resources, including floodplains, is presented in 
Section 4.13 of the Final EIS. 

The Mode Choice Model Calibration and Validation Report includes a more thorough 
discussion of the model calibration and validation process. This report can be obtained from 
DTS or on the Project website. 

Transit ridership was forecast using a travel demand forecasting model. The model 
inputs are based on various inputs compiled from empirical information consistent with FTA 
guidelines. There is no indication that the energy needed by the fixed guideway will exceed the 
equivalent amount needed to move the same number of people in cars. In general, the fixed 
guideway will use less than 30 percent per capita of the amount of energy needed to power the 
number of cars required to carry the same number of people. 

As stated previously, ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 were developed 
using the travel demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit 
ridership information and then validated against current counts to be sure it properly represents 
travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit 
survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic 
information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 
2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding 
land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-
of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key 
input assumptions, approximately 116,300 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit 
system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand 
model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
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forecast by establishing likely upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked 
closely with the City during this work effort. A variety of factors were considered in the 
uncertainty analysis, including the following: 

• Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution patterns of 
future growth in the Ewa end of the corridor. 

• The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure. 

• The expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system. 

• Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place. 

• The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities provided by the 
new guideway vehicles. 

Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 are 
expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 
116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS describes the results of the analysis, and Figures 3-9 and 3-10 
show the number of passengers that will be carried by the fixed guideway during the a.m. peak 
period and daily. Compared to serving the same number of passengers with buses or in cars, 
there will be fewer vehicles on the road. As discussed in Section 2.5.6, bus service will be 
enhanced and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. 
Some existing bus routes, including peak period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to 
reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses removed from 
service in the study corridor will be shifted to service in other parts of Oahu, resulting in 
improved transit service islandwide. Certain local routes will be rerouted or reclassified as 
feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy Data Book, for the 
year 2006, passenger cars require 3,512 BTUs per passenger mile while transit trains require 
2,784 BTUs per passenger mile, and transit buses require 4,235 BTUs per passenger mile. 
Based upon these figures, transit trains are a more energy efficient mode of transportation 
compared to passenger cars or transit buses. These figures are influenced by the load factor 
(persons per vehicle). The Honolulu system currently has the fourth highest load factor of any 
transit system in the United States and the highest load factor for any transit system without a 
rail transit system (Table 3-8 in the Final EIS). 

Vehicle efficiency is factored into energy calculations based on overall fleet performance. 
In general, performance is assumed to improve over time consistent with fleet requirements 
imposed by federal law or set by individual states. 

The Project will rely on Hawaiian Electric Company (1-1ECO)'s existing grid to provide 
propulsion for the trains and system operations for the trains. NEC° is moving toward 
renewable energy generation. As that happens, the fixed guideway will also benefit from such 
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new sources of energy. The 21 proposed stations and maintenance and storage facility will, to 
the extent possible, incorporate energy efficiency, alternative energy technologies, and other 
sustainable features into the design. This is being accomplished by including sustainability 
design criteria into the contract documents for the Project. 

This list of methods provided in Section 4.12.3 of the Final EIS to limit the volume of 
hazardous materials used and the extent of worker exposure provides examples of how worker 
exposure will be limited. In addition, the Project will comply with applicable rules and 
regulations, such as Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) and Hawaii 
Occupational Safety and Health (HIOSH), and workers will be required to comply with material 
labels. 

As stated previously, the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility is 
located near Leeward Community College. If that location is used, the impacts to agricultural 
land will be significantly reduced. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
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the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
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eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

As previously discussed, the Project must operate in a protected right-of-way to preserve 
system speed and reliability and neither automobiles nor pedestrians can be allowed to cross 
the tracks. For at-grade operation, this would require a fenced right-of-way with no crossings. 
Because the City does not intend to acquire the right-of-way through the existing farmlands and 
future development, and because constructing at-grade and fencing the right-of-way would 
preclude crossing the tracks, an at-grade system would impair the current use and future 
development of surrounding lands. Any future crossing of the tracks would have to include 
construction of a bridge over the tracks. 

Areas that are cleared and grubbed will be re-vegetated to the extent possible. This is 
included in Section 4.18.10 of the Final EIS. 
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Trees will not be pruned until the young birds have fledged as stated in Section 4.18.8 of 
the Final EIS. 

As presented in Section 4.12.3 of the Final EIS, "The City will decide whether a partial or 
complete Phase 1 [Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)] is necessary for each property prior 
to acquisition." The factors that will influence this decision-making process include: 

• Whether the parcel is a full or partial acquisition. 

• Whether there is existing documentation regarding contamination investigation 
and/or documentation of remedial activities having occurred. 

• The degree to which subsurface construction activities will be performed at that 
individual parcel. 

• The type of contaminated media that is expected to be encountered. 

Also, archaeological studies will be completed as described in Section 4.16 of the Final 
EIS. 

Sites of concern are listed in Section 4.12 of the Final EIS in Table 4- 22. Some 
properties that will be acquired to obtain required right-of-way for the Project received a rank of 
"1" or "2" during the Initial Site Assessment (Table 4-22) and, therefore, may be polluted. Either 
a partial or complete Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be performed by the 
City prior to acquiring portions of these properties to lessen the chance that the City will acquire 
a degraded piece of real estate or that workers will be exposed to contaminants during 
construction. ESAs will also be performed for those sites listed in Table 4-23. ESAs will be 
conducted per the ASTM International's Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments—Phase I Environmental Site Assessments Process (E1527-05) (ASTM 2005). 
Site assessments have already begun, are ongoing, and will continue prior to construction of the 
Project. Depending on the outcome of the Phase I ESAs, a Phase ll assessment (including 
collecting and analyzing samples) may be appropriate. The City will decide whether a partial or 
complete Phase I ESA is necessary for each property prior to acquisition. If contaminated 
materials are identified, the property will be remediated in accordance with Federal, State, and 
Local regulations. The City will coordinate with the HDOT Hazard Evaluation and Environmental 
Response Office regarding work within HDOT rights-of-way. Specific pre-construction activities 
regarding contaminated media are discussed in Section 4.18.7 of the Final EIS. 

Contractors will be required to prepare a Solid Waste Management Plan to identify 
procedures to reduce solid waste. Measures to minimize construction waste will be included in 
the plan prepared by the contractor. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1, ridership projections for the forecast year of 
2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which was calibrated against 
collected traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be 
sure it properly represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final 
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EIS). An on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the 
latest socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts 
were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input 
assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and 
expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
forecast by establishing likely upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked 
closely with the City during this work effort. A variety of factors were considered in the 
uncertainty analysis, including the following: 

• Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution patterns of 
future growth in the Ewa end of the corridor. 

• The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure. 

• The expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system. 

• Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place. 

• The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities provided by the 
new guideway vehicles. 

The FTA -approved forecasting methodology is not a probabilistic analysis and does not 
inherently provide margins of error. 

The Final EIS includes the best available information regarding all resources and effects 
of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve tr ly yours, //,/ 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOkA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu Higb-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4fn Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www_ho nolulutransit org. 

You may pmvide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 

• comment at www.hono1uLutransit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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Phone: 

E-mail:  11-61. 	Q  

Comment(s): 

Sa1:7 L- 	l -t4, 	T Le. gt.j.,  ar 

	

-hs--rp4cx t'et, 	 C„L 	-n-A,-(41(  
a_ Llswv 	L 	L-v2. C&=E-.  CAA fb-21__ 

- (14  

	  LL- 

 	TLA, 

Ut3 
. 	 \  

54-de.d v 	q.v.* erIa0 oa 	.  

1r-ft 	 s E /7  C.-0- Li- T,6,54 (  

?3 	t-k  
o57E1- V t GAI 

ohet itEtc 	Iteit 

lon-0,A;k9si-a, 

Ger— 	fLt (L.A.-LA 
44, 	0 Ce2...-  - 

t-u t i" ôT  

AR00002262 



Li/ 0 it AAA_ LAJ . 1..9 

-k-Lt  

I  r \_67-1-14  

(obi, ) AA" 	41,13- koc. 	kee„, 

FOLD 

Return Address 

Place 
Postage 

Here 

Department of Transportation. Services 
Attn: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, ri  Floor 
Honolulu, HT, 96313 

STAPLE HERE 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RID FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Faxi (808) 7684730 - Internet: www.honottilu.goy 

 
MUR HANNEMANN 

MAYOR 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

OIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

May 21, 2010 RT9/09-331794 

Mr. Bob Kilthau 
1310 Haloa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Kilthau: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This lefter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submiftal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted_ While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final BS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 
§ 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
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OKA 
Director 

Mr. Bob Kilthau 
Page 2 

will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, That will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

In addition, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by the construction 
contractor with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT 
Plan will mitigate construction-related effects on the transportation system. Table 3-27 in the 
Final EIS identifies roadways that will experience peak-period lane closures during construction. 

For schools and other noise-sensitive locations that do not have nighttime sleep 
activities, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment compares the existing 
maximum-hour noise level to the maximum-hour noise that the transit line will produce by itself. 
Construction noise will be a temporary impact, and all local noise ordinances will be followed to 
reduce noise annoyance to residents and schools. 

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

Enclosure 
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----- 

Status : 

Creation Date; 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 

Last Name : 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference : 

ApLISuite No.: 

City : 

State : 
Zip Code : 

Email : 

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 

Submission Method : 

Other Submission Method: 

Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
1/16/2009 

Jayne 
Kim 
Eki Cyclery 
1603 Dillingham Blvd 

Honolulu 
HI 
96817 
a ki @alcha.com  

808-847-2005 

Email 
Website 

01/16/2009 
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Submission Content/Notes: 1) We are lessees on Kamahameha Schools property on Dillingham 
and attended the meeting held at KS on 12/16/08. We occupy TMK: 1-
5-26:66 and it looks as though a pillar will be right in front of our 
showroom window. We are wondering if this is correct and if so, can the 
location of that pillar be revisited? If you move 30-40ft ewa, it would be 
in front of our bldg wall, and if you move 50-60ft dhead 	be in front of a 
parking lot. How big are the pillars? 

2) What will visibility be like for motorists as they travel Dillingham 
looking for businesses? Will they be able to see our current signage? If 
not, how will the city address this? 

3) Our business will be impacted. How much so is anyone's guess. 
Will we be compensated at all with relief from RPT perhaps? And has 
this all been figured into the budget? 

4) At what point will we be informed as to how much of our front parking 
lot will be affected? When the BRT talks were in the works, 6 - 7 ft (of 
our pkg lot to be condemned) was what we were hearing. Will the city 
be paying for the repaving of our entire parking lot? 

5) When the Board of Water Supply dug up Dillingham a few yrs ago, 
we arrived one morning during the Christmas season to find that they 
had closed off entry into our parking lot. We hope the city will be more 
sensitive 
to retail businesses on these kinds of issues. 

Thank you! 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: le,w,hrhonolulu.gov  

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-333999 

Ms. Jayne Kim 
1603 Dillingham Bouievard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. Kim: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The specific location of support columns along Dillingham Boulevard has not been 
determined. According to Appendix E of the Final DS, columns will be 6- to 10-feet in diameter. 
The exact location for columns will be established during the final design phase of the Project, 
considering traffic movements, overhead and underground utilities, and other visibility and 
access issues, such as those expressed by the commenter. 

The visibility for motorist along Dillingham Boulevard is illustrated on Figure 4-29 
(Viewpoint 10) of the Final DS. The simulated view shows that the guideway columns will not 
block the views of businesses or signage as the guideway will be constructed overhead, and the 
columns will be constructed in the median and spaced at substantial intervals. 
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As design progresses, we will have a better understanding as to the exact property 
requirements. If there is an impact to a property, it will be handled in compliance with the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. If it is an affected parcel, the owner will be notified by the City of the extent of the 
impact to begin discussions about the appropriate next steps. There are no programs proposed 
that would reduce property taxes for affected businesses. The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Right-of-Way team will contact and work with affected property owners and 
follow the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. 

Building the Project will have short-term effects on the environment including the 
business community during the construction phase as discussed in Section 4.18.1 of the Final 
EIS. As stated in the Final EIS Section 4.18.1, a public involvement plan wi//be developed prior 
to construction to inform business owners of the construction schedule and activities. Access 
may temporarily change during this phase, but access to places of business will be maintained 
during construction. A Maintenance of Traffic Plan will be developed by the contractor prior to 
construction and will address temporary effects on access to businesses during construction. 
Proposed mitigation to reduce adverse economic hardships for existing businesses along the 
Project alignment during construction activities will be included, see Section 4.18.1 of the Final 
EIS. 

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

vem, try l y  yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/12/2008 

Young 
Kim 

94-536 Lumiauau St. 
Apt F102 
Waipahu 
HI 
96797 
ykim00161 hawaii.rr.com  
671-2566 

Email 
Website 

When you look at the route, consider destination rather than origin. 
Airport, Hickam and Pearl Harbor route has destination and origin 
without making route changes for buses while Salt Lake route is only the 
origin. So when the train pulls in to a station with standing room only, 
would people there ride the train? I doubt that. However, with a bus ride 
to the airport, they can ride the train comfortably to the destination. 

Think about this. What was the primary reason for the mass transit rail? 
To reduce the traffic from the West side to PUG. 

Even though rail was not address in Waipahu Special Area Plan of 1995, 
Ill support the Airport Route. 

Sincerely, 

Young Kim, Resident 
Waipahu 

11/12/2008 
: Aloha, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KiNG STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330436 

Mr. Young Kim 
94-536 Lumiauau Street 
Apartment F102 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Kim: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Anal EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Project planning considers both origins and destinations of riders. The numbers of riders 
that would use each alternative are detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. The purpose of the 
transit project is detailed in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS. It includes improving travel time, 
reliability, supporting planned development, and improving travel equity. Your preference for the 
Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the 
Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state 
that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This 
selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. 
The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The 
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Verd7 yours, 

WAYNE YYOSKOKA 
Director 

a 

Mr. Young Kim 
Page 2 

discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the 
Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will 
carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, 
thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative will also result in 
the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide access to major 
employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have substantially greater 
ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

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

Enclosure 
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None 
Website 

11/24/2008 
: Hopefully this has been considered, or is being considered as an option. 

To have the rail run through Salt Lake, but with a spur down through 
Mapunapuna to service the airport? The Salt Lake route will cost less, 
and service the locals. The spur will service locals and the visitors. Of 
course getting the visitors into Waikiki w/out them having to pick up a car 
at the airport will have great results in reducing the number of cars in H1. 

Initial Action Needed 
11/24/2008 

David 
Kimball 
University of Hawaii 

Neither 

Honolulu 
HI 
96822 
dkirnball@hawalLedu 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330789 

Mr. David Kimball 
dkimballAhawaii.edu   

Dear Mr. Kimball: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The proposed option was described in the Draft EIS as a construction phasing option for 
the Airport and Salt Lake Alternatives. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS 
includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, 
provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will 
provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International 
Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three 
Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less 
impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft BS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. 
Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were 
in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 
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Vein/j tbilpours,4,  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Mr. David Kimball 
Page 2 

2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft DS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to 
select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making 
process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the web site or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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To: Honolulu C&C,Dept. of Transportation Services 	Mon., Dec. '8, 2008 
For: :Draft EIS ,Public Hearing at Blaisdell Exhibition Hall 
From: AmY Y. Kimura 

Good evening. I testify tonight as an Ordinary citizen who rides public transit 
wherever I've lived and .  traveled and who likes it for the most part. I enjoyed 	- 
commuting on the subWays in New York City and Japan. As a traveler I've ridden on 
the trains and buses in Europe, Canada, and the U.S.' I list these because many 
people think everyone who is against the proposed Honolulu rail dislikes mass -transit, 
rail in particular. On the contrary, rail •In the plates I've used them has been fast, 
convenient, efficient, and usually reasonably priced. But the populations served' by 
them have been from two times to more than ten times Honolulu's population and 
could more easily support their operation and maintenance. 

One place it was not so reasonably priced was Vancouver, Canada. The Skytrain was 
dean, convenient, and efficient, but way more expensive than Honolulu's bus 
system. A MONTHLY ADULT PASS cast $73-136, depending on the number of 
zones covered. That's about two to three limes the $40 cost here; What would 
that do to transit-dependent riders here, people with no auto? 

In Vancouver the MONTHLY PASS FOR SENIORS is $42, more than the YEARLY cost 
of $30 for seniors in Honolulu. What would that kind of cost do to seniors on limited 
and moderate incomes? • 

For students, monthly passes in Vancouver are also $42, twice as much as the 
$20/month charged by The Bus. 

"Transit-dependent" adult riders, the elderly, and children will be greatly affected. 
Will the City be willing and able to greatly increase its subsidy of transit to keep down 
the prices of the transit passes for them? 	' 

If not, how will that . affect the quality of life of seniors of moderate or limited 
means? How about families of low, moderate, and even middle incomes? 

If nOt, how' will that attract motorists out of their cars and on to the fixed 	• 
guideway? .  

If yes; how will that affect property tax rates of everyone? 

If commuter passes increase in price, the "Choice Riders" of The Bus, those who 
have an available vehicle to ride but choose to ride The Bus, will likely choose to 
abandon commuting on public transit in favor of their car, adding to.congestion. 

Plahalo for giving me this opportunity to comment. In the future more notice would . 
be appreciated'. I receilied your newsletter announct 	 da s ago, 
on Friday, Dec. 5.. . 	 • 	 -Prov PapA 

, 

WAII 

be6 29 ion 	
Roseilhict 
&tit' Re/v(4-4(.5 

Ararfaco:le,i-  c. 	btki=1-g,  
• 

AR00002276 



 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolu/u.gov  

 

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-332510 

Ms. Amy Kimura 
1310 Heulu Street, #1002 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Kimura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The corridor from kapolei to UH Manoa (L e., the study corridor) is well suited for the fixed 
guideway project. In 2000, 63 percent of Oahu's population of 876,200 and 80 percent of its 
501,100 jobs were located within the study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 
69 percent of the population and 83 percent of the employment as development continues to be 
concentrated into the Primary Urban Corridor and Ewa Development Plan areas. As stated in 
Section 1.3.1 of the Final EIS, 2,036,000 or 73 percent of the approximately 2,790,000 island-
wide daily trips, and 350,000 or 64 percent of the 544,000 a.m. peak-period work-related trips, 
are currently generated within the study corridor. The study corridor attracts an even higher 
percentage of island-wide work-related trips with 446,000 or 82 percent of a.m. peak-period 
work-related trips having destinations within the study corridor. 
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WAYN Yd HIO 
Director 

Ms. Amy Kimura 
Page 2 

The EIS assumes that fares for all transit modes, including the fixed guideway line and 
TheBus will be the same, with a fare structure similar to today. Zone fares or distance-based 
fares are not assumed. The EIS also assumes that the City's current policy will remain in effect 
(i.e., that fare revenues will pay for between 27 and 33 percent of annual operating and 
maintenance costs). 

As described in Section 6.4.2 of the Final EIS, The fare structure for the fixed guideway 
is assumed to follow the current bus fare structure, with transfers between modes assumed to be 
free." Current users of the The Bus with its fare structure for limited income populations will be 
able to transfer onto or directly access the fixed guideway system with their current bus passes 
or one-way fare. Since the fare structure is assumed to be the same and that transit-dependent 
households will experience a substantial time benefit (as shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS), 
the combination of a consistent fare structure across modes coupled with a decrease in travel 
time is anticipated to attract motorists out of their cars. Fares are anticipated to increase with 
inflation and the cost of automobile ownership, and use is anticipated to increase at or above the 
rate of general inflation. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Operating and maintenance costs will be 
paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. It is anticipated that with an integrated 
bus and rail system in place that a slightly higher percentage of the City's operating budget will 
be used for transit than is currently the case. 

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

Enclosure 
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From: Amy V. Kimura 
1310 HeUill St., Apt. 1002 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

To: 	Mr. Wayne Y Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
808-768-8303 

C: 
	

/"Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
415-7.44-3133 

47), 
"C-;  

FEB 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and Count of Honolulu, O'ahu, Hawaii 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

The following are my comments on the Draft EIS due February 6, 2009. I recommend a Supplemental EIS 
be prepared before the Final EIS to adequately answer my and others' questions and comments, 

CHAPTER I PURPOSE AND NEED FOR RAIL PROJECT 

A. REDUCE CONGESTION INTO URBAN HONOLULU At the beginning of this process the 
public was told the major reason for the project was to reduce congestion, particularly from Leeward 
and Central O'ahu. As a n urban Honolulu resident I was usually not affected by this daily problem. 
However, on those few occasions when I found myself in it, it made me very sympathetic to their plight. I 
believe the City and its consultants have given short shrift to investing in an improved bus system that 
would reduce congestion for leeward O'ahu motorists at least as much as the rail system and much 
sooner and at vastly less cost to O'ahu taxpayers. 

B. DIRECT FUTURE GROWTH. The other major reason discussed, one espoused by many on the 
City Council, was as a planning tool, to direct future growth toward the Second City of Kapolei. This 
made sense to me. I recalled Stockholm, where at rail stations there was high density: high rises with 
commercial spaces on the low floors, residential on the upper floors, often for the elderly. Radiating from 
the station were first lower density town houses and low rise apartments, then farthest away, starting 
perhaps from one-third or one-half mile were single-family houses Bicycle and pedestrian paths 
connected with the stations without crossing a street. It was safe and well-planned, with a mixture of family 
types and families easily accessible to elderly parents. Each station was a lithe neighborhood where you 
didn't have to drive to take care of daily activities and needs, as is common in Japan and in New York City. 
But this is not what I see being planned for the first few stations being built 

C. FARFETCHED STATEMENTS BY CITY IN FAVOR OF RAIL 

I. "Rail transit is a way to...provide options for those who cannot easily drive to, or 
park at, their destinations." tHril rail transit insert Advertiser and Star-Bulletin Sun-10-19-08] . 

Why provide an option at such a high cast for the next 20-30 years when it will do little to alleviate traffic 
from Leeward Cl'ahu (only 11% according to the City's my estimates) ? The City should not be 

1 
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mortgaging the taxpayers future for something with such a small benefit and so risky . At a minimum it 
should exhaust other, less expensive, lessrisky, and less disruptive options like greatly improved express 
bus service The City should act prudently, not be gambling with present and future taxpayers' funds 

2. "Goal: Improved Equity" "Everyone can use the fixed guideway system and afford it" 
(Honolulu On The Move Newsletter, Feb. 2008, p. 1) 

How is it possible that bus passes and fares will not increase with rail added? How can the rail be built and 
added costs of operating and maintaining the rail in addition to the bus system not require higher fares? 

The current $40/month adult bus pass is affordable for households with limited incomes and/or no car 
The $30/YEAR (not month) senior pass is an outstanding bargain! Nowhere in the US or Canada have I 
come across such a bargain for seniors_ This incredible bargain offers great mobility and a high quality of 
life to seniors with limited income and those unable to drive. My late mother made good use of it. 

3a. improve Corridor Mobility, (_8.1). 

Decreasing congestion into Honolulu and the Central Business District can be achieved much more 
economically than with a multi-billion rail by the City (and State) increasing monthly employee parking rates 
(e.g. $60) in the CBD to closer to private rates downtown ($200-1-). This would encourage more carpooling 
and bus riding but bus service must be improved to attract "Choice Riders"]. The City and State would 
probably have to negotiate this with the unions, but it would be much easier on the public and not 
disruptive to businesses along the route than constructing the rail system_ 

3b. "Motorists and transit users experience substantial traffic congestion and delay at 
most times of the day, both on weekdays and on weekends." (1.81) 

During peak hours I agree, but in the off-peak hours or on weekends I haven't found this in 
10-15 years of occasional driving to WaikeleNVelpahulPearl Ridge/Pearl City from Makiki. Nor have I 
found this when often driving around Kalihi and iwilei in offpeak hours. In the 90s when I used to drive to 
Pearl City during the morning peak period, it usually took me 10 minutes longer than in the best off-peak 
times. But driving back during the arn peak period look an hour longer, so I foamed to delay returning 
because I was lucky enough to have a choice most of the time. 

4., "A need exists to provide a more reliable transit system." (1. 8.21 

I agree, but this can be done with an improved bus system that will cost a fraction of the rail and will not be 
disruptive during construction nor take away parts of people's land 

5. Improve Transportation Equity (1.8.4) 'Downtown median daily parking rates are the highest 
among U.S.cities, further limiting this [transit-dependent and tower-income workers from Pearl City, 
Waipahu, and Makakilo areas] population's access to Downtown." 

Why would high Downtown median daily parking rates affect the transit-dependent and those without 
cam? 

D. ALTERNATIVES INADEQUATELY EXPLORED- Mayor Hannemann and the City's 
consultants have not explored alternatives adequately. They have given short shrift to a bus and 
Transportation Systems Management alternatives. What I've read and heard at public meetings and 
hearings indicates the Managed Lane Alternative has also not been given a fair examination. When the 
mayor ran for office he often said the City has Needs and Wants_ He would focus on the Needs before the 

2 

AR00002280 



attic 

HHCTCP Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 216109 	AYKimura 

Wants believe the rail project is a Want, not a Need Our Needs indude at leest one billion dollars to 
bring our aging sewer system up to minimum Federal standards now that repeated waivers over the past 
15-20 yearshave run out. A Federal court has ordered the City to do so US. Senator Daniel Inouye is 
trying to use his influence to grant us an exception because he said the City cannot afford to pay for it. Yet 
Senator Inouye feele we can afford a much more costly five billion dollar rail system that is a Want, not a 
Need. 

E. WHO WILL NOT BE BETTER SERVED BY THE RAIL SYSTEM? 

1. Urban Honolulu (and Central Business District) residents are currently well served by the low-fare 
bus system, especially those without cars. They will not benefit from the proposed rail system. On the 
contrary, they will have poorer bus service because many bus routes from one part of Honolulu to another 
part will be diverted to feed the rail stations 

2. The elderly, people of limited income, and the disabled are best served by buses 
because of the low-cost fares, nearness to origins and destinations, security due to the presence of a 
driver on every bus, and safety because the driver waits until the elder and handicapped are on board or 
safely on the ground before closing the door and moving on 

3.. UHM/ChaminadelSt. Louis students because the Minimum Operating Segment will not go to 
UHMIChaminade/St Louis. Commuters from Leeward and Central O'ahu usually remark on how much 
less traffic there is when UH is not in session, that there really is little congestion. This contradicts the 
assertion that "The Project would ...meet the Purpose and Need for the Project whether or not the 
planned extensions are provided." [Project Phasing, p 2-38] 

4. O'ahu taxpayers wilt be spared the traffic congestion during the ten-year construction period, the 
much higher property taxes and GET surcharge increase necessary to build, operate, and maintain the 
train, and the inability to afford both rail and core city services like sewers. 

5. Tourists will not like the visual blight created by an elevated line (this is supposed to be "paradise") 
and go elsewhere, affecting the state and city economy and the revenues for the 1/2% GET surcharge as 
well as the Tourist Accommodation Tax 

6. Leeward O'ahu residents, Iasi, but most importantly, who do need relief from peak period 
congestion Unfortunately, the rail will not provide that relief as 1 will argue in my comments They have 
been misled into believing that their severe rush hour congestion affecting their quality of life will be eased 
when the MOS is completed in ten or so years. 

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A. NO BUILD (BUS SYSTEM), TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) 

Express buses are tremendously more cost-effective than a multi-billion dollar fixed rail. Express buses 
use roadways used by cars and other buses and thus will not cause more congestion during a decade of 
construction as the guideway must, which can cause small and even medium-sized businesses to go 
under.. They do not require condemnation of land for their stops. 

1. Improve express bus service from Leeward O'ahu. It is the Leeward (and Central) O'ahu 
areas which are most in need of relief from rush hour congestion I feel not enough thinking outside the 
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box has been done by TheBus decision makers More express buses, especially during the morning 
peak period, could fill this need better and at much lower cost than a rail system. More luxurious coach -
type buses should be tested to see what brand best meets commuters' needs Most ot them should be 
super express buses, which only pick up passengers in the originating area and only drop off in 
destination areas. 

Example: Improve Waranae-Honolulu express buses. For example, Waianae super express 
buses should drive straight to town without stopping at Waipahu or any other place en route to the 
destination in, say, the COD or Waikiki or UHM This would minimize riding time for everyone on the bus. 
The bus should have upholstered seats such as tourist coaches have or long distance buses on the 
mainland have. I've ridden on inter-state Greyhound buses that have specious Business Class size 
reclining seats like those on jet planes, with a pull-down tray-tabie, individual lights and air jets. The buses 
have a toilet on board. Riders would be able to read, use a laptop, sleep, and even eat So even if the bus 
is stuck in traffic, the rider can use the time productively and in comfort. 

Example: Improve Kapolei-Honolulu express buses. To minimize time spent riding and 
maximize space on them, express buses should stop only for pickups (no drop:if -is) in Origin areas. They 
should allow only dmpoffs (no pickups) in Destination areas_ This is done elsewhere though not here. 
The number of Origin and Destination areas served can be deterrnined partly by survey, partly by trial-and-
error after establishing initial service. For example, whether it should include Downtown an route to UHM 
or Downtown and Ate Moana en route to Waikiki would depend on the number of riders to the different 
areas and availability of buses. 

2. More than five minutes late is "Late" for express buses (1.5.3). Express buses are on 
average more than five minutes late 30% of the time. (p1-19) This definition oi 'late is unduly strict and 
doesn't make sense to me. When I drive or ride the bus, consider a 5-10 minute leeway normal, not late 
Only in Switzerland or Japan with their famed punctuality would this be a reasonable definition; not in the 
US or elsewhere in Europe. Fifteen minutes would be late" for the bus or when I drive 

3. TheElus serves urban residents well. Ninety-five percent of the urban population lives within 
one-quarter mile of a bus stop. The urban population is weIl served by the present bus system. 

This DEIS contradicts Itself when it states ( p.2-9, col. 2). 'Transit service levers... would remain about the 
same as they are today.' And then it says (p. 2.24), Some bus routes including peak period express 
buses would be altered or eliminated_ Certain local routes would be re-routed or reclassified as feeder 
buses. 

This is not possible if feeder buses must be diverted to transit stations to meet trains every three to six 
minutes and the fleet would be about the same whether the rail is built or not. 

4.. Apply traffic signal priorty for buses now Traffic signal priority would be given to buses 
during the morning peak period when the rail is buil This can be done without rail to improve the express 
buses' times. Trial-and-error can be used to determine the intersections with bus traftic signal priority very 
inexpensively compared to building and operating rail. 

5_ Transfers tot/corn rail discourage "Choice Riders." The rail stations will not be within easy 
walking distance of most potential riders' homes. People will find, as I did, that transfers from bus to rail and 
vice versa are time-consuming and a deterrent to riding the rail if you have an alternative. 

Example: Yokohama My actual ride on the subway train was about 11 minutes But I allowed 60 
minutes far my trip because there was a 5-minute walk from my apartment to the bus slop; a 5-10 minute 
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wait for the bus; 10-15 minute bus ride; 5-minute walk from the bus to the subway platform; 1-4 minute 
wait for the train; 11 minutes on the train; an 8-10 minute walk from the platform to my final destination. On 
the days when I had no wait times, it would take 40 minutes; on other days when I barely missed the bus 
and subway, it would take 55-60 minutes_ I had no car and no choice but to ride public transit in 
Yokohama. I do not ride bicycles, so that was not an alternative. 

6. Buses can stop close to home and work/school. Express buses can come close to riders' 
homes and destinations, making transfers unnecessary. What's most important is door-to-door time, not 
the time on one leg of your commute It you can settle in for 40 minutes or so on a seat, you can read, text, 
work on your laptop, or sleep, activities one cannot do comfortably when transferring from one transit 
mode to another 

7. Elderly and disabled prefer buses. The elderly arid disabled generally prefer buses because 
stops are closer to their homes and destinations, requiring less walking. They feel safer because they 
know there's a live, alert person always on the bus, its operator. They know that operator will wait for them 
to get on and get off before moving the bus so they're less likely to fail 

8. Tourists. They generally add little to the am peak period congestion from Leeward and Central 
O'ehu because most of them stay in Waikiki, and the trips they tete by bus or car are usually against traffic. 

9. Fallacy: TSIVI more polluting and energy inefficient than rail. The Alternatives Analysis 
concluded that TSM would have required more transportation system energy and generated more air and 
water pollution than the fixed guideway alternative. I believe this statement does not take into account 
improvements in hybrid and electric vehicles occurring now. By the time the Minimum Operating Segment 
of the rail is completed in ten years, electric buses powered by non-polluting electricity produced 
sustainably by sun, wind, ocean wave, or ocean thermal will be available. it will be much cheaper and 
simpler to incrementally phase in these kinds of low polluting buses than replacing the third rail providing 
the power for 50-80 steel-on-steel railcars. The technology to replace the third rail and cars or retrofit the 
cars we've purchased could be 20-50 years in the future, keeping us more oil-dependent far longer than 
with buses. 

B. BICYCLES AS ALTERNATIVE SUPPLEMENTAL. TRANSPORTATION 

1. Dismissed with little real consideration in public documents/meetings During the 
public hearings and meetings on the fixed guideway, bicycles were dismissed. This dismissive altitude 
keeps bicycles from being more widely used as transportation for short and medium distances The 
present setup in urban Honolulu certainty discourages all but the most determined and daring from riding a 
bicycle because they must compete with cars and other much larger motor vehicles whose drivers often 
give the defenseless rider no respect. Yet in Europe they are widely used by alt ages and for trips that an 
American would hop in the car to do. 

Example: Copenhagen. in the 1970s I was at first puzzled at the double sidewalks in the area I 
spent as a tourist. When i saw bicycle riders on the lower sidewalk closer to the street and pedestrians on 
the higher sidewalk farther away from the street, I radix/A what they were. I recall being amazed at sights I 
never saw in the US: an elderly, plump, white-haired woman dressed in nice clothing and wearing a small 
hat and dressy shoes, was riding a bike on a Sunday morning near the centruum, the town square, 
apparently on her way to or from church. Then I saw a young couple ride past, the man with two small 
children on his bike, the woman with what looked like picnic things on her bike, apparently heading for a 
picnic. Wow, I thought, when riding a bicycle is made safe enough, a lot more people will do so.. I hardly 
expect us here to do what the Danes do, but with Hewers mild year-round climate, we could easily 
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encourage more bicycle commuting and traveling 

2. Year-round climate for bicycles. With our vaunted perfect weather for bicycles and the relative 
short distances we can travel on a small island, bicycles are a perfect vehicle for many college students 
who cannot afford a car, who are young and fit, and who live short distances from campus. This would 
ailow campus parking lots to be smaller and create less air pollution on campus Many urban residents who 
live and work/attend school in town would ride a bike to work/school if it were safe to do so. This could 
reduce local traffic, making bottlenecks near and in town clear more quickly, helping Leeward and Central 
commuters. 

3. Bikes on TheBus, Pearl Harbor bike path. The City must be given credit for allowing two or 
three bikes on the front of TheBus There Is a bike/pedestrian path from Pearl Harbor to Pearl City which is 
completely separated from auto traffic_ There should be more like it, connec -ting Leeward Oahu to urban 
Honolulu to give an option to those most in need of relief from congestion This would allow the fit and 
would-be fit to use this made. 

4. City bicycle budget miniscule. U the City were to spend three percent of its roadway budget 
on bike paths/bikeways/bike facilities, it would be infusing a huge increase in funds. Improved riding for 
bike commuters would make us less dependent on oil, reduce the size of parking lots needed by 
businesses and government, and improve the bike riders' weight and health. But the City has placed a 
much higher priority on roadways and street parking for motorists, spending a pittance on encouraging 
transportation by bicycling. 0 is very reluctant to reduce street parking for safer bike lanes. The City has 
generally treated bike riding as a recreational pasttime. For example, sround the Waikiki Zoo there is a 
paved path for bikes alongside the pedestrian path thatdoes not share the road with autos. It's where I 
sometimes see children and parents riding on their bikes 

5. Bicycles environmentally friendly. Bicycles represent a trernendous potential for quickly 
reducing importing our transportation fuel should there be an oil embargo or gasoline goes up to $5-$8 a 
gallon. Little unfamiliar or expensive infrastructure needs b be built Land does not need to be taken 
from food production. There are no unsightly rand-hogging windmills to be erected. No expensive 
underground cables need be built. 

Together with an improved bus system and more shade trees to encouraging walking 
short distances, bicycles are part of an affordable, more sustainable, more energy 
Independent future for O'ahu's commuters and residents. 

PROBLEMS WITH RAIL 

A. RAIL FUNDING PROBLEMS 

1. By law, dedicated local funding cannot be used for buses or highways State law does not allow the 
funds from the one-hail percent GET surcharge to be used for other than a fixed guideway system (2..5). 
The Draft EIS does admit that, "Variables like tourism spending and retail sales ceuld materially impact the 
net GET surcharge revenues available to fund the Project? (p. 6-11) 

a. The serious recession the state, country and world are in is causing leading state legislators and the 
Governor to reconsider the fund's use or to suspend collecting it until the economy improves Senate 
President Colleen Hanabusa and Governor Linda Lingle are both now considering using it for other state 
needs because of serious budget shortfalls 
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If this dedicated funding source is the "only source of funding until FY2012, "what will happen if the State 
decides next year to either suspend its collection or allow it to be used for other more immediate needs? 

b The City's other main sources of revenue are property taxes and its share of a state Transient 
Accommodation Tax (tourist tax). But property values on O'ahu have plummeted in the past year, and 
tourism is in a deep and worsening slump. Economists are predicting tough times for the next few years 

2. City Council's weakening position on rail. The large majority of seven favoring a fixed 
guideway in the early stages dropped to a bare majority of live when UHM was left out of the MOS. One 
of that five no longer favors the rail alter last month's vote to select the Airport route instead of a Salt Lake 
or Salt Lake/Airport route. 

B. RAIL ROUTE PROBLEMS 

1_ Failure to include UliMartoa in the MOS will cause minimal reduction in congestion 
and large reduction in potential ridership Without including UHM in the Minimum Operating 
Segment, there will be no significant impact on peak am congestion. Letters to the editor of both dailies 
have confirmed what my relatives, friends, and acquaintances have said: how little traffic congestion them 
is when UHM is not in session. Even with UHM/Chaminade I have doubts that our island population is .  
large enough to support a rail system. All the successful rail systems that I'm familiar with serve populations 
of at least two million, usually more. Without UHM it will became a white elephant because farebox 
revenues will be far too low to cover the 27-33% users' share of operating costs required. Raising fares 
will cause a drop in ridership and revenues. Naturally it will cost much more to operate and maintain a rail 
and bus system than a bus system alone. 

2. Leeward Comunity College station_ Is there a station at Leeward Community College? If 
not,whal is the reasont? Because community colleges have much lower tuition than UHM, Chaminade, or 
HPU, many cast-conscious students elect to attend a community college for the first two years before 
transferring elsewhere. They should be easily accessible by public transit so people without cars can 
attend. During the public information sessions I did not study the station locations in the areas I was not 
familiar with; 1 assumed, perhaps incorrectly, that [CC would be served. (p 2-26) 

C. RESTROOMS AT STATIONS 

Where are they shown or described In the OF 	There MUST be restrooms in every station. I 
saw no mention in the verbal descriptions nor could I find any in the figures I looked at_ It there are 
restrooms in every station that should have been made much clearer in this DEIS. If not every station is to 
have a reskoorn, that should be made absolutely clear in a Supplemental EIS. 

Young Children need them. Any mother with a young child knows that when they say they need to 
go, you'd better find a restraorn quickly in the station or they'll relieve themselves on the platform or 
against a wall in the station.. When this happens on the bus, you get off at the next stop and find a bush or 
the gutter if no suitable place can be found in time. Odors are more quickly dissipated at a bus stop than in 
strain station. 

Elderly. The elderly often need to relieve themselves much more frequently than younger people. 
Elderly men, who often have prostate conditions and cannot hold it, will do so on the platform or 
elsewhere in the station against a wall it there is no restroom at the station. This will create a smelly, 
unpleasant atmosphere for others. Maintenance costs will be much higher than it restrooms were 
provided to begin with. 
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D. RAIL REVENUE PROBLEM : FARES SEVERELY UNDERESTIMATED, REVENUES 
OVERESTIMATED 

t Fares severely underestimated. Rail fares have been severely underestimated. In public 
meetings the mayor has repeatedly said it would be the same as it is now, $2.00 a ride. This le obviously 
not possible, even adjusting for inflation, when there are huge capital costs to construct the project And 
of necessity operating and maintenance costs will be higher for a rail plus bus system than a bus system 
alone, again even adjusting for inflation The DEIS admits that " .riders' price sensitivity could decrease 
ridership..." 

Example: Vancouver (Canada) fares 2-4 times TheBus's. Note: Fares are from its website in 
2008. It's unclear if dollars are US or Canadian,/ 

Look at Vancouver, which has a steel-on-steel automated rail system plus a bus system While the 
monthly adult pass on Oahu costs $40 and covers the whole island 24£7, in Vancouver its $73, $99, and 
$136 for one-, two-, or three-zones. If Honolulu used Vancouver's zone system, one zone might be 
urban Honolulu (from Salt Lake to Hawaii Kai); two zones might include Ewa, Kapolei, Waipahu, Pearl City, 
Kailu a, Kane'ohe, and Waimanalo; three zones would include the entire island. How would fares like 
Vancouver's impact the limited and Moderate income, even the middle income working adult? 

If O'ahu adults had to pay the equivalent of Vancouver's fares to commute to work, most of the Choice 
Riders would switch to their car because it would be cheaper, adding to congestion. Some of the Transit-
Dependent riders of limited and even moderate incomes might become homeless due to the high cost of 
gelling to work 

For children it's $20 for the monthly pass. In Vancouver Its twice as much, $42/month, The same as for 
seniors there. If children's fares are not reasonably priced, parents may then begin driving them, adding to 
congestion and defeating a major purpose of rail transit 

For seniors, it's a superbargain $30NEAR, or $2.50/month pro-rated Seniors may use this pass 2417 
In Vancouver, it's $42/MONTH, more than it costs for one year on O'ahu. 

Individual senior fares are $1.00 with a Medicare card; in Vancouver a 10-ride card costs $16.00, or 
$1.60/ride 

2. Senioral quality of life lowered with higher bus fare/pass. Their superbargain fares will be 
gone The necessary higher fares due to additional costs of building the rail, operating and maintaining it 
in addition to the bus system will impact especially limited income households and the transit-dependent 
with no household car. Most of these are in urban Honolulu and are better served by the bus system. 
Seniors all over who use the bus will be impacted by a necessarily higher fare. Many will choose to not 
purchase a much more expensive pass, thereby decreasing their mobility and quality of life. Few seniors 
are aware how much higher their fares would be with rail 

3. "Choice Riders" will choose auto When the rail is completed in ten years the necessary high 
cost rail transit passes/fares will deter transit-optional riders, whose loss will lower 
expected farebox revenues and whose shifting to auto will add to congestion during 
peak period traffic.. 

Choice Riders, thoae who ride the bus but have access to a car, are 29-35% or bus riders according to the 
Bus Survey. High fares, loss of direct bus routes between home and work in urban Honolulu, and 
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inconvenient transfers due o diverting buses in urban Honolulu to feeder lines to the rail stations will 
result in loss of some of these transit riders, reducing revenue 

4.. Inadequate parking at stations will reduce ridership. The lots to be bunt at East Kapolei and 
several of the suburban stations allow for only one-third of the estimated morning peak period commuters 
to park An optimistic estimate would be one-third will walk, ride a feeder bus, ride a bicycle, or ba 
dropped off. What will the other one-third do? They will drive to work/school, adding to mad congestion 
and decreasing operating revenues. 

5. Unrealistic headway frequencies produce overly high rider capacity estimates. 
When I was a commuter in Yokohama, with a population at least three to four times Honolulu's, the rush 
hour headway was more like four minutes. Thus, the peak hour load trains here would carry is 
overestimated because there will be 12-13 trains per hour instead of 17-18 per hour in one direction In 
New York City outside of Manhzdtan, headways during rush hours were at least five minutes. 

(The six-minute and ten-minute headways at off-peak and night times are also unrealistic. in Yokohama 
they ran about six to ten minutes off-peak on weekdays and about 12-15 minutes on weekends In New 
York City where I was a commuter many years ago and still use the subway on more recent visits, the night 
and weekend trains often run every 20 minutes, depending on which train you're taidng.. Running them 
less frequently should reduce operating costs a little and is not likely O have much effect on the weekend 
and lake night ridership) 

E RAIL OPERATION PROBLEMS: SAFETY, SECURITY 

1. Station parking lots A night are unsafe for women, elderly. Walking to one's car at night 
after working late could he unsafe for women and the elderly because they would he good places for 
would-be robbers/rapists to lie in wait for vulnerable victims 

2. Automatic driverless trains should not be considered. 

a. Without an operator/driver like Vancouver, women and elderly will be easy prey at night 

b They encourage crime. At night empty cars willt attract graffiti , vandalism, and worse crimes. This 
will lower ridership, 

a They Can be hazardous for the disabled and elderly. Many years ago witnessed an elderly friend's 
leg get caught in the subway door as she exited. She could not extricate it. Fortunately, the employee in 
the cab whose job it was to make sure everything was clear saw her predicament and quickly opened the 
door, allowing her to pull out her leg Had he not done so, she would have been dragged along the 
platform floor as the train left the station. 

d. They invite the homeless. They would be a dry, comfortable place to sit/lie down at night and cool 
and airconditianed during hot days for the homeless. if homeless people begin spending much time in 
the stations and on trna, urine odors could become a problem, particularly if there are no restrooms in the 
stations. This will discourage Choice Riders who will drive, adding to congestion. 

QUEST1ONS/SUGGESTIONS 

1 found some sections of the DEIS puzzling and would appreciate an explanation or rationale for that 
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particular statement, table, or figura. I am not an engineer, architect, or transit technician I am simply a 
citizen who rides public transit as well as drives a car. I have some experience with public transit as a user, 
having been a commuter on the New York subway and Yokohama transit systems. As a traveler, I 'ye used 
public transit more than the typical American tourist. i've found buses and subways are an interesting way 
to see the locals; they're reasonably priced and the light/heavy rail is usually fast and efficient I have 
ridden on commuter and urban rail systems, light rail (usually trolleys), buses, and ferries. 

1. in what situations does the Transportation Research Board define 'late" as more than five minutes late 
for an express bus? If it does, 1 find it contrary to most people's thinking 

2.a. Peek-Period Transit Work Trips (1.3.2) Why is Waipahu-Waikele lumped together with urban 
Honolulu for home-based origins of work trips? It should be separated to show the need for the train 
being built to serve their commute to urban Honolulu. (p.1-13) 

2.b. Similarly, why are Walpahu-Walkele bus commuters lumped with others--all in urban Honolulu, where 
congestion is not a major prubiem--to account for 50% of islandwide am peak-period home-based work 
trips? Waipahu-Waikele needs to be separated to help support the need for the train. 

3. The 60% of all am peak period bus trips destined for work in Downtown, Punchbowl, Sheridan-Date, 
and Waikiki do not show if the origins are primarily in urban Honolulu or Leeward or Central O'abu. They 
shoui be broken down by Origin areas so that the percent of trips originating in Waipahu, Wakele, Kapoiei 
AND ending in Downtown, UHM/Makiki, Ala Moana, Waikiki, and other parts of urban Honolulu cart be 
clearly seen. Similarly, the raw numbers and percent of trips originating from the Waianae Coast in the am 
peak period should be connected to their destinations in urban Honolulu and shown in a table. (p.1-13) 

4 Figure 2-38 Kapolei Bus Service. Bus route numbers and routes should be more clearly delineated In 
my travels I've used bus maps that do this 

5. Figure 2-39 Central Oahu Bus Service. The map should have bus route numbers and routes clearly 
delineated. What are the Bus route numbers? (p2-35) 

6 Bus System (p. 2-36). What are these "special shuttles" and whom will they serve? (p2-38 col 2) 

7. The Bus Level-of-Service should be displayed like the green boxes on p.3-3. 

8.a. Fig. 1-11. Why were Routes 52 (Wahiawa-Circle Island) and 55 (Kane'ohe-Circie Island) selected? 
They're both going against traffic, one to the North Shore, the other to the Windward side They're also 
primarily sightseeing buses aimed at tourists going to Turtle Bay Hotel and to the Windward coast 

B. b_ According to Figure 1-11, Bus 52 took about 130 minutes in 2007 to go from some place to 
someplace else. The 12/7' /08 timetable says it's 93 minutes from Ala Moana Center to HaleIwa Beach 
Park in the morning rush hour_ What are the starling and ending points for the 130 minutes? How was this 
time obtained? 

8.c._ Moreover, Figure 1-11 also shows Route 40 (Honolulu-Makaha) takes about 170 minutes in 2008, 
about 150 minutes from 2004-2007 But the 123/08 Route 10 timetable shows the 6:11 am originating 
from Makaha Towers arrives at Ala Maana Center at 8:37 am, 146 minutes later. The 8:41 am from Makah a 
Beach arrives at Ala Moana Center at 9:01 am, 140 minutes later. How do you account for this 
discrepancy? 

8. d. Of course, all of these times are unacceptable. TheBus should look immediately into providing a 
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Super Express from the Waranae Coast that skips all stops from Kapotei until Middle Street to reduce the 
time any rider from that area has to spend on the bus. TheBus should also immediately begin exploring 
more comfortable coach-type buses for those who must spend over one hour on the bus Other express 
buses originating from Kapolei should be provided. 

9. Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems (1.4.4). "...Ahem are 98 miles of existing bicycle facilities on O'ahu 

What is included in "facilities"? 

10. TRAIN SPEED. I do not understand why a speed of 55 mph is necessary when stations are going to 
be a mile apart Isn't it more horsepower (?) than necessary for an urban train stopping so often? The NYC 
subway averaged about 30 mph yet was faster, cheaper, and more convenient than driving. Many upper 
middle income people commuted on the subway because parking was so costly if even available, and 
driving was slow and nerve wracking Only the express trains were able to go much above 30 mph on a 
limited stretch, and express lines require a third track, which has never been proposed for Oahu. The 
Yokohama subway averaged about that or less but was the most convenient and cost-effective way for 
most middle-income commuters to get to work or school because of high parking costs. 

Isn't requiring a train capable of 55 mph akin to having a car capable of 100 mph when the highest legal 
speed on a freeway is 60 mph? 

11. AIRPORT AREA EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS. What are the employment statistics for the Airport 
area, including and excluding airport employees, most of whom do not need to travel during peak hours? 
(Fg. 1-6 lumps Airport with Pearl Harbor for an impressive 38.5k. But at a public meeting a City 
employee/consultant said there were about 900 airport employees.) 

12 FARE INSPECTORS ON TRAINS. Are turnstiles not being included in every elation? Usually there 
are turnstiles where one inserts a card or token, obviating the need for an inspector to randomly check for 
payment They could be useful at night to discourage freeloaders who sneak in, but wouldn't it be more 
cost effective to have them in the stations to catch people sneaking in without paying? Also if there are 
turnstiles,would the freeloaders caught or deterred offset the cost of having an employee to catch them? 

What is the rationale, where has this been tried successfully, and for how long has it been done? 

I recall it being done on lightrall/trolleys In Germany, but these were surface trolleys where passengers 
could board from center or rear doors directly from the sidewalk trolley stop like one boards a bus_ It was 
also done on long distance trains where stops were perhaps five miles apart, giving the conductor time to 
check an entire car between stops. 

In my travels I cannot recall fare inspectors on city subwayitrains randomly checking for valid tickets, 
passes, or tranfers in New York City, Washington DC, Boston, Philadelphia, Portland, Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Vancouver, or Toronto in North America: nor in England, Paris, Italy, Austria, Hungary, Czech 
Republic, Poland, Denmark, or Sweden in Europe; nor in Japan. 

13.. Table 7-9. Comparison of Transit Travel Times (Minutes) among Alternatives. 

Are the times Door to Door? 

14. The 12/2005-1/2006 Bus Survey was a good idea A survey done of households from Leeward and 
perhaps Central O'ahu could have yielded valuable data for planning transit It certainly wouldn't be 
inexpensive; I can imagine it costing $40-80,000, but that's a small investment compared to the £10 
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million spent on consultants early on. 

15. Additional bus service with school buses or private vehicles was rejected [Table 2 21. Why was this 
not explored? Possible contracts with tourist buses tor peak period express use would be much cheaper 
than rail. It might also help them survive during poor economic periods. It would have allowed testing the 
different kinds of coaches without purchasing them by the City. Purchase of other more luxurious 
coaches to attract motorists from their cars thereby reducing congestion during nssh hours seems to have 
not been explored. 

16. BUS ADVISORY COMMITTEE. Is there a Bus Advisory Committee comprised of regular bus riders 
from all over the island to advise TheBus on problems and make suggestions on improvements? Ideas 
and comments from the public could be presented at its monthly or bimonthly public meetings 
announced and hold at a time convenient for commuters and in a location convenient to bus riders If 
there is one, I would like information on where and when it meets. If there isn't one, I recommend it be 
established soon. 

I appreciate your consideration of my comments. 

Amy Y. Kimura 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298759R 

Ms. Amy Y. Kimura 
1310 Heulu Street 
Apartment 1002 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Kimura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

CHAPTER 1 Purpose and need for rail project 

A. 	Enhanced bus service 

Enhanced bus service was examined during the Alternative Analysis phase. As stated in 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS, the enhanced bus service would have improved transit times 
somewhat, but roadway congestion would not have been alleviated. As stated in Chapter 3, with 
the Project, bus service will be enhanced and modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway 
system. Some existing bus routes will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services 
provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses removed from service in the study corridor will 

AR00002291 



Ms. Amy Y. Kimura 
Page 2 

be shifted to service in other parts of the island. Certain local routes will be rerouted to provide 
frequent and reliable connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. 

B. Direct future growth 

Although the Project does not include any commercial or residential development, it 
supports the City's goal of directing future development to Kapolei by providing high quality, 
frequent, and reliable transit service to this area. The City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP) has adopted a transit-oriented development ordinance (Ordinance 09-4) that 
creates a comprehensive planning process for each station area. DTS is working with other City 
agencies and the Hawaii Department of Transportation to ensure good access to the rail transit 
stations for pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus riders. Many stations are near existing or future 
bicycle paths and routes. All stations will be designed to accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, 
feeder bus riders, and TheHandi-Van users. 

C. Purpose and Need 

1. Table 3-14 of the Final EIS shows that in comparison to the No Build 
Alternative, in 2030 the Project will reduce congestion by 18 percent, as measured by 
daily vehicle hours of delay. Of all the alternatives evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase, only the Fixed Guideway Alternative provided a substantial improvement 
in transit travel time and had a greatly lower cost per hour of user benefit than the 
Managed Lane Alternatives evaluated. 

2. The Honolulu City Council sets transit fares by enacting ordinances. Chapter 
6 of the Final EIS shows that rail service will cost about $77 million a year (in 2009 
dollars) or about 40 percent of the present cost of TheBus (in 2009 dollars). By 2030, 
the cost of rail will be about 25 percent of the total transit system cost. For operating and 
maintenance costs, City Council policy requires that between 27 and 33 percent of the 
costs be recovered from fares. As system-wide transit costs rise, necessitating an 
increase in fares, the rail element generally will be responsible for a smaller portion of 
those costs than the TheBus and other elements of the system. 

3a. Increasing parking fees would not have any effect on improving corridor 
mobility. It might slightly reduce demand in the corridor, but only if done in combination 
with providing a reliable alternative transportation means, such as the Project. 

3b. As indicated in Section 1.8.1 of the Final EIS, average weekday travel 
speeds on the H-1 Freeway are currently less than 20 miles per hour in many places and 
will degrade even further by 2030. As delays increase, traffic demand will shift from peak 
to non-peak periods, thereby affecting midday and evening conditions. While most delay 
occurs during the weekday peak periods, mid-day weekday and all-day weekend traffic 
conditions are frequently congested. Even a 10-minute increase in travel times, when 
applied to a large number of travelers, results in a substantial loss of time to congestion. 

4. As discussed in response to Comment A, enhanced bus service was studied 
during the Alternatives Analysis phase. A bus operating in a shared right-of-way, or even 
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one with lights and cross-traffic, can never provide as reliable service as a system in 
exclusive right-of-way. 

5. High parking rates are a hindrance for low-income populations wishing to drive 
to their destination Downtown. Parking rates are unaffordable for some low-income 
populations, thus causing these individuals to find another means of reaching their 
destination. 

D. Alternatives explored 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Alternatives Analysis process evaluated a 
broad range of alternatives and eliminated those that would have performed poorly, which 
included the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative and the Managed Lane 
Alternative. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS states that no alternatives have been identified that 
would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less 
environmental or community impact. 

E. Groups served by transit 

1. The future transit system will have the same fare structure for all modes. As 
noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus network 
will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Section 2.3.9 of the 
Transportation Technical Report (RTD 2008a) details the guiding principles that were 
used when restructuring the bus network. These principles include the following: 

• Local routes will be either discontinued or reclassified as a feeder service if the 
bus route serves the same general alignment as the fixed guideway. The 
exceptions are those bus routes deemed essential to provide local bus stop 
service along the fixed guideway alignment. Selected local routes will operate 
their full alignment in the late evenings when the fixed guideway is not operating. 
These routes will provide 24-hour service. 

• Peak-period, peak-direction express bus routes that serve the same alignment as 
the fixed guideway system will be discontinued only if the estimated passenger 
travel time is effected by no more than 15 additional minutes. 

The intent of following the guidelines was to make sure the bus and rail 
technologies work together to provide the best system possible for transit riders. Existing 
and future bus routes, including frequencies, are presented in Appendix D of the Final 
EIS, 

2. As indicated in Section 4.7.3 of the Final EIS, the rail system will result in 
increased transit options and improved mobility. The rail system will not eliminate the 
need for TheBus or TheHandi-Van and transit users can use the best option or 
combination of options for their lifestyle and specific individual needs. The transit system 
will be Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible. Elevators and escalators will be 
provided at all stations. In addition, platforms will be level with trains for boardings; 
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therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will not be required. The system operation 
plan considers all ADA requirements. Regarding security, all stations, park-and-ride 
facilities, and vehicles will include security cameras that are monitored at all times of 
operation, will have audible and visual messaging systems, and an intercom link to the 
system' operations center. Security personnel will also patrol the system. 

3. Connection to UH Manoa will be served by buses integrated with the system. 
The Draft and Final ElSs reflects this operation. Table 3-14 of the Final EIS shows that, 
when compared to the No Build Alternative, the Project will reduce islandwide congestion 
by 18 percent in 2030, as measured by daily vehicle hours of delay. 

4. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS discusses construction effects on traffic and the 
steps that will be taken to minimize inconveniences during construction. As discussed in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will identify measures to 
mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. Construction 
contractors will develop the MOT Plan, which must be approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, an 
extensive public information program will be implemented to provide motorists with a 
thorough understanding of the location and duration of construction activities, as well as 
anticipated traffic conditions. 

Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City 
develops rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no 
anticipated impact to property taxes. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for 
from the same sources currently used for TheBus, which includes Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Fixed guideway 
operating costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating 
budget. The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge that funds the capital costs 
of the Project is a dedicated revenue source that the City Council adopted to pay for a 
priority concern of the community. 

5. Tourists will continue to enjoy the beauty of Oahu and, once they are here, 
they will have more transportation options to travel to their destinations. The fact that this 
will be the only island with high-capacity transit, with an efficient airport connector, may 
attract more tourists who value the convenience, potential cost savings, and decreased 
travel time between various tourist destination spots along the Project's alignment. There 
is no evidence to suggest that other places have lost tourism as a result of an elevated 
guideway. 

The Project's potential visual effects are discussed in Section 4.8, of the Final 
EIS. Many new vie wsheds were studied for the Final EIS and, in some instances, 
significant visual effects were found. Overall measures will be taken to address visual 
impacts of the Project when possible. Please see the mitigation discussion in this 
section. 

6. Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS show that there will be high fixed 
guideway ridership levels between stations in the Leeward area of the corridor. There 
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will be over 8,800 riders on the Koko Head-bound train after the Waipahu Transit Center 
Station during the am. peak period. The number of riders increases even more after the 
Pearl Highlands Station (over 13,000 riders during the a.m. peak period in the Koko 
Head direction). Ridership levels near Ala Moana Center will also be high, with over 
7,000 passengers getting off the fixed guideway at the Ala Moana Center Station. 

As a result of transit ridership, traffic volumes will decrease throughout the entire 
corridor. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS, there will be an 11 percent 
decrease in traffic volumes traveling Koko Head-bound at the Kalauao screenfine during 
the a.m. peak hour and a 10 percent decrease in congestion during the p.m. peak hour 
at this screenline traveling Ewa bound. 

Chapter 2 	Alternatives considered 

A. 	No Build (bus system), Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 

1. The No Build Alternative shows a 46 percent increase in system-wide 
congestion as measured by vehicle hours of delay (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS) 
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, buses would be operating in the same 
congestion as cars. As seen in Table 2-2 in the Final EIS, vehicle hours of delay are 
greater with the TSM Alternative than with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The analysis 
conducted during the Alternatives Analysis phase showed that the Purpose and Need for 
the Project could not be met through a lower-cost, bus-based alternative alone. 

2. The Draft and Final EISs compares Honolulu's bus service on-time 
performance with other transit systems. This information is from the Transit Cooperative 
Research Program (TCRP) Synthesis of Transit Practice 10. The synthesis reviewed 
more than 80 agencies' on-time performance standards, as they existed in 1994. Of the 
80 U.S. transit agencies surveyed, 58 percent defined on time as being five minutes late 
or less. On-time performance measurements are particularly applicable to services 
operating with headways (time between buses) longer than 10 minutes, such as express 
buses. Canadian transit operator on-time performance standards are less lenient than 
those of their U.S. counterparts. Of the 17 agencies surveyed by the Canadian Urban 
Transit Association that define an on-time performance, 11 define "on-time" as being no 
more than three or four minutes late. The other six agencies define "on time" as being up 
to five minutes late. (Source: The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual 2nd 
Edition, TCRP Report 100, Transportation Research Board. Research sponsored by the 
Federal Transit Administration). 

3. The statement on Page 2-9 of the Draft EIS: "However, due to increasing 
traffic congestion and slower travel times, transit service levels and passenger capacity 
would remain about the same as they are today" refers to the bus system in the No Build 
Alternative which does not include a rail component. The statement on page 2-24: 
"Some existing bus routes, including peak-period express buses, would be altered or 
eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system" 
refers to the bus system with the Project. 
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4. According to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, traffic signal priority will occur at only 
a few fixed guideway stations (East Kapolei, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana Center) as 
part of the Project. Implementing traffic signal priority now would require modification of 
signal timings and intersections to provide bus-only lanes. Currently, there is no 
separate funding source that can be applied to traffic signal priority. 

5. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, "Because of the high frequency of 
the fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), 
riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. 
Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved 
frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new routes with 
high frequencies will be provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes 
will primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes 
operating along congested arterials. Riders transferring from rail to bus will also benefit 
from coordinated transfers between trains and buses, thereby minimizing wait times." 

6. Under current conditions, travel times via bus can vary considerably due to 
traffic congestion and unpredictability. Longer-distance buses (such as Route C), 
express routes, and other local routes traveling to and from Downtown are predicted to 
take longer in the future due to worsening traffic conditions. Future travel times with rail 
will be highly reliable. The rail system will operate in its own right-of-way every three 
minutes during peak periods and every six minutes during mid-day. 

7. There is no evidence that the elderly or disabled will not use the fixed 
guideway system. As discussed previously in response to Comment E2, Section 4.7.3 of 
the Final EIS indicates that the rail system will result in increased transit options and 
improved mobility. The rail system will not eliminate the need for TheBus or TheHandi-
Van, and transit users can use the best option or combination of options for their lifestyle 
and specific individual needs. 

8. With the Project, visitors and residents will benefit by having more 
transportation options. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by 
purpose, broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this table, transit trips for 
both groups increase with the addition of the Project compared to the No Build 
Alternative. Daily resident person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project 
compared to without, while daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with 
the Project compared to without the Project in 2030. 

9. Technology related to transportation continues to evolve. Improvements to all 
modes, including transit and single-occupant vehicles, will make those modes safer and 
more efficient. The changes speculated on by the commenter may make the internal 
combustion engine used in automobiles today obsolete; however, they would enhance 
the attractiveness of an electrically powered rail system, which already consumes less 
energy per passenger-mile carried than automobiles, as is illustrated by the reduced 
energy demand shown in Section 4.11 of the Final EIS. 
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B. 	Bicycles as alternative supplemental transportation 

1.-5. The scope of the Project focuses on development of a fixed guideway 
transit system and not on programs involving the bicycle system. However, the Project 
will encourage use of bicycles as a way to access stations. As noted in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIS, facilities in the form of bike racks and/or lockers will be provided at each 
guideway station. It is also envisioned that bicycles will be allowed on trains, as 
regulated by a bicycle policy. 

Many bicycle lanes planned by the City or State could connect to fixed guideway 
stations. The Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated by DTS and is scheduled to be 
adopted in 2010. The Draft Master Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects 
developed using criteria that include access to transit. Several projects that would 
connect existing or future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the Draft 
Master Plan. Additional information on the Oahu Bike Plan is available at 
http://www.oahubikeplan.ora  

RAIL 

A. Rail funding 

The comment is not related to the project alternatives or effects. Regarding revenue from 
the GET surcharge, the financial plan is updated periodically in recognition of changing 
conditions. Revenues and costs are expected to rise and fall during the time the surcharge is in 
effect. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS includes a discussion of risks and uncertainties associated 
with the funding assumptions. 

B. Rail route 

1. The fixed guideway system extends from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center 
and points in-between. The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any 
extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, 
Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of the 
Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required 
when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the 
Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental 
analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are 
not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, environmental analysis of the 
extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Connection to 
UH Manoa and Waikiki will be served by buses integrated with the system. The Draft 
and Final EISs reflect this operation. According to Table 3-18 in the Final EIS, 282,500 
trips will be made on transit (bus and rail) daily in 2030. Table 3-14 in the Final BS 
provides the information that in comparison to the No Build Alternative, in 2030 the 
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Project would result in an 18 percent reduction in congestion, as measured by daily 
vehicle hours of delay. 

Regarding population, the corridor from Kapolei to UH Manoa (i.e., the study 
corridor) is well suited for the fixed guideway project. In 2000, 63 percent of Oahu's 
population of 876,200 and 80 percent of its 501,100 jobs were located within the study 
corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent of the population and 83 
percent of the employment as development continues to be concentrated into the 
Primary Urban Corridor and Ewa Development Plan areas. As stated in Section 1.3.1 of 
the Final EIS, 2,036,000, or 73 percent, of the approximately 2,790,000 islandwide daily 
trips, and 350,000, or 64 percent, of the 544,000 a.m. peak-period work-related trips are 
currently generated within the study corridor. The study corridor attracts an even higher 
percentage of islandwide work-related trips with 446,000, or 82 percent, of a.m. peak-
period work-related trips having destinations within the study corridor. 

Regarding farebox revenue, the amount of service provided will be scaled to 
generally match the demand. If the service attracts fewer riders than expected, then less 
service may be provided by adjusting headways or train length, thereby resulting in lower 
than expected operating and maintenance costs. 

2. As shown throughout the Draft and Final EISs, and detailed in Figure 2-22 of 
the Final EIS, there is a fixed guideway station at Leeward Community College. 

C. Restrooms at stations 

Each station will have a secured public restroom. Because of maintenance and security 
concerns, patrons will ask the station attendant for access to the restroom. 

D. Rail revenue 

1. The fare for the rail and TheBus will be the same; so if the system were 
operating today, a trip would cost $2.25. Fares are anticipated to increase with inflation 
and the cost of automobile ownership; use also is anticipated to increase at or above the 
rate of general inflation. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are 
expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds 
from the Federal government and the GET surcharge revenues collected from 2007 
through 2022 on Oahu. Farebox revenue will be used to cover between 27 and 33 
percent of annual operating and maintenance costs. The fixed guideway will represent 
about 25 percent of the total operating and maintenance costs of the overall public 
transportation system. This information is detailed in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS. The 
EIS assumes that fares for all transit modes, including the fixed guideway line and 
TheBus, will be the same with a fare structure similar to today. Zone fares or distance-
based fares are not assumed. Fares charged in Vancouver are unrelated to the 
Honolulu system. 

2. Current users of the TheBus with its fare structure for seniors and those with 
limited income populations will be able to transfer onto or directly access the fixed 

AR00002298 



Ms. Amy Y. Kimura 
Page 9 

guideway system with their current TheBus passes or one-way fare. Since the fare 
structure is assumed to be the same and that transit-dependent households will 
experience a substantial time benefit (as shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS), the 
combination of a consistent fare structure across modes coupled with a decrease in 
travel time is anticipated to attract motorists out of their cars. Fares are anticipated to 
increase with inflation and the cost of automobile ownership; use also is anticipated to 
increase at or above the rate of general inflation. Fixed guideway operating costs will 
represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

3. As stated in response to Comment D2, the unified fare system coupled with 
decreased travel times with rail (as shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS) is anticipated to 
attract motorists out of their cars. There will also be coordinated transfers between the 
fixed guideway system and the bus, which will minimize wait times. Forecasts indicate 
that riders who are predicted to use the train are those who will find it is more beneficial 
than another transportation alternative. Some fixed guideway riders are those who 
currently use TheBus, but many will be from other modes. Forecasts indicate that 
approximately 40,000 vehicles will be removed from roadways as a result of the Project. 
Most guideway systems are attractive to automobile users because of the time benefit 
and the lower stress levels during the ride. 

4. As shown in Table 3-22 of the Final EIS, according to the travel demand 
forecasting model, the estimated demand for parking in 2030 totals about 1,800 cars at 
the East Kapolei and UH West Oahu Stations. The total capacity will be 1,900, which 
should satisfy the demand in this area. The overall system-wide demand for parking in 
2030, as estimated by the model, is about 5,900 parking spaces, exceeding the 4,100 
currently planned. However, experience with park-and-ride facilities in Honolulu to date 
is limited. Existing park-and-ride facilities (offering express bus service) have been 
generally underused. The projected mode of access shares were compared to observed 
data from several Mainland areas, notably San Diego. Given the history of park-and-ride 
use on the island, it seems prudent to evaluate any need for additional or larger facilities 
on the basis of empirical experience rather than commit substantial additional funding 
now. Any need for additional parking at the four stations with park-and-ride facilities 
would best be determined once experience is gained about their use. Other station 
access, such as feeder bus and passenger drop-off, can also be expanded offering 
another option to passengers. In addition, as shown in Table 3-20 in the Final EIS, 90 
percent of fixed guideway riders will access the system via walking, biking, or bus. 
Roadway congestion will decrease by 18 percent with the Project compared to the No 
Build Alternative. 

5. The following systems operate with 3 minute or less headways during peak 
periods: WMATA Red and Orange lines (3 minutes), Toronto Bloor-Danforth and Yonge-
University-Spadina lines (2.4 minutes), BART through Transbay Tube and San Francisco 
(2.6 minutes), Vancouver SkyTrain Expo Line (2 minutes), Copenhagen Metro (2 
minutes), Lille Line 1 and 2 (1.5 minutes), and Toulouse Line (L3 minutes). Many 
systems that operate trains with less frequent headways use longer trains. The Honolulu 
system relies on frequency rather than train length. The use of 3-minute headways 
obviates the need to offer longer trains. This also allows for the construction of smaller 

AR00002299 



Ms. Amy Y. Kimura 
Page 10 

stations and reduced waiting time. However, the amount of service provided will be 
scaled to generally match the demand. If the service attracts fewer riders than expected, 
then less service may be provided by adjusting headways or train length, thereby 
resulting in lower than expected operating and maintenance costs. 

E. 	Rail operation: Safety, security 

1. DTS, with assistance from the Honolulu Police Department, is developing a 
security plan for transit facilities, including park-and-ride lots. Security, including 
cameras, will be provided at all stations and park-and-ride facilities. 

2. None of these items are associated with automatic train operations. Fully 
automated vehicles are used in Vancouver, London Docklands, Copenhagen, and other 
systems. Staff on the train, which as described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS will be 
included in the system, are able to react to incidents on the train much more quickly than 
a driver who must remain in the driving cab. Vehicle door-closing systems are being 
designed with safety systems to prevent entrapment in the doors. 

QUESTIONS/SUGGESTIONS 

1. The Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Synthesis of Transit 
Practice 10  reviewed more than 80 agencies' on-time performance standards as they 
existed in 1994. Of the surveyed agencies, 58 percent of the 80 U.S. transit agencies 
defined on time as being 5 minutes late or less. On-time performance measurements are 
particularly applicable to services operating with headways longer than 10 
minutes (Source: The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual 2nd Edition, TCRP 
Report 100, Transportation Research Board. Research sponsored by the FTA). 

2a. This section lists high origin areas for peak-period work trips. Waipahu-
Waikele and urban Honolulu both fall in this category. 

2b. Waipahu-Waikele represents a significant origin for transit trips. 

3. Complete production-attraction matrices are available in Addendum 01 to the 
Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report. 

4. and 5. Information about existing and future bus routes, including route 
numbers and frequency, is provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. This appendix 
includes a series of maps showing bus route service near each fixed guideway station. 

6. Special shuttles are those operated by private companies, such as the shuttle 
for Hilo Hatties or the Waikiki Trolley. These shuttles can serve the general population 
(as in the case of the Waikiki Trolley) or individuals traveling to or from a specific 
destination, such as a shopping center. 
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7. Transit level of service information involves a variety of factors and is not 
calculated in the same manner as for roads. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS includes 
information on level-of-service involving transit reliability. 

8a. TheBus operates 100 bus routes. Of those routes, only 13 operate 
completely outside the study corridor, which accounts for less than 4 percent of the total 
weekday bus service in terms of revenue hours of service. The balance of service 
outside the study area is provided by 35 routes that have a substantial portion of their 
operation within the study corridor. Consequently, the reliability of service outside the 
study corridor is directly related to the impacts of traffic congestion and other factors 
occurring inside the project area. For example, Routes 52 and 55 (Circle Island) take 
over four hours to complete a bus trip. About one-third of the Circle Island trip is spent 
within the project area. Any delay occurring in the project corridor effects people waiting 
for that bus to arrive in Kaneohe, Haleiwa, Wahiawa, Mililani, or neighborhoods in 
between. In the a.m. peak period, these two routes provide essential inbound (town 
bound)service for workers, students, and other trip purposes from the North Shore, 
Central Oahu, and Windward communities. In the p.m. peak period, they provide 
outbound (to Central Oahu, North Shore, and Windward) service from Downtown and Ala 
Moana Center. Both routes are a major connection for residents in the communities they 
serve. 

8b. Bus 52 originated from Ala Moana Center and traveled to Turtle Bay Resort. 
This time was obtained from the March 2, 2008 public timetables and represents travel 
time during the p.m. peak period in the peak direction. 

8c. Figure 1-11 in the Final EIS shows selected PM trips in the peak direction 
(Ala Moana Center and Downtown to outlying areas Makaha, Ewa Beach, Central, North 
Shore, and Windward communities). The March 2, 2008 public timetables show that 
Route 40 leaving from Ala Moana Center at 3:03 p.m. to Makaha takes 169 minutes. 
The 2:37 p.m. departure takes 167 minutes. 

8d. Enhancements and modifications to the bus system will occur to coordinate 
service with the fixed guideway system. Other modifications to the existing bus service 
are outside the scope of this Project; however, this Project does not preclude such 
modifications from occurring. 

9. As shown in Section 3.3.5 of the Final EIS, bicycle facilities on Oahu include 
Shared Roadways (30.1 miles), Bike Lanes (33.6 miles), and Shared-use Paths (34.3 
miles). Further descriptions of these facilities are provided in Section 3.3.5 of the Final 
EIS. 

10. The system will average approximately 30 miles per hour, including stops at 
stations. A 55 mile per hour maximum speed between stations is typical of modern steel-
wheel systems. The train will reach 50 miles per hour at several locations in the system. 

11. Approximately 9,000 people are employed at the airport and supporting 
facilities, as compared to approximately 17,000 at the combined Pearl Harbor and 
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Hickam. Including other employment in the airport and Pearl Harbor area, total 
employment is approximately 38,500 jobs, as shown in Figure 1-6 of the Final EIS. 

12. As described in Chapter 2, the system will be run as a proof of payment 
system without fare gates. The use of fare gates would require additional staff at 
stations. Inspectors will cite and fine passengers without tickets. This system is widely 
used, including for example Vancouver, B. C., and Los Angeles. 

13. Yes, transit travel times in Table 7-2 in the Final EIS are door to door. They 
represent the length of time it will take an individual to walk from their origin to a transit 
station, wait for a transit vehicle, travel by transit, and walk to the final destination. 

14. The information from the on-board rider survey provided important 
information on existing ridership characteristics. This information was used in travel 
forecasting efforts carried out for the EIS. 

15. The concept of providing additional bus service with school buses or private 
vehicles was rejected only because it was not substantially different from the TSM 
Alternative that was separately evaluated in detail and rejected. Both alternatives were 
essentially the same service, but being provided either by a different party or with a 
different type of bus. 

16. There is currently a Bus Advisory Committee that deals with issues regarding 
TheBus only. Information on this committee and how to join should be obtained through 
The Bus. The City is considering the possibility of some form of citizen rail advisory 
group, but no determination on the mechanics of establishing or organizing such a 
committee has been made at this time. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 86813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11, 2010 RT10/09-336243 

Mr. Phillip T. Kishimori 
4389 Malia Street 
Hiolani AL #691 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821 

Dear Mr. Kishimori: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your objection to the Project has been noted. Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding 
sources anticipated to be used to pay for the capital costs of the Project and the City's overall public 
transportation system. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the 
Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge levied 
from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing 
operating and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a state of 
good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 
Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating 
budget. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction 
Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
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Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project 
will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following; 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of the 
Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to 
Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system 
benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit service, 
and that is covered in the Draft and Final EISs. However, as discussed in Section 4.19,2 of the Final EIS, 
transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. The increased mobility and accessibility from the Project could increase the desirability and value 
of land near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning 
and zoning around station areas will be conducted by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting 
under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www_honolulu.gov 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPU TY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9109-334453 

Mr. Dragan Kljajic 
656 Pearson Street 
Apartment 604 
Des Plaines, Illinois 60016 

Dear Mr, Kijajic: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 
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Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. The panel accepted public comment 
twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle 
operating on steel rail system because it was considered safe, reliable, economical, and non-
proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's report to the City Council dated 
February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection Panel Report". 

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

Enclosure 
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7.A./c9. 

-Where are the "five distinct transit technologies' under review in the 2008 DEIS? 
The Federal Register/Vol. 72, No. 50 of March 15, 2007 shows a "Notice of Intent To Prepare the Draft 
EIS" 
The Federal Register clearly states that: "Fixed Guideway Alternatives, which would include the 
construction and operation of a fixed guideway transit system in the corridor between Kapplei and 
UHManoa with a branch to Waikiki. The Draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light 
rail, rapid rail transit, ribber-tire guided vehicles, a magnetic levitation system, and a monorail system." 
-Will the Mayor and City Council of Honolulu open up the transit process to ALL technology 
manufacturing companies who submit thru the RFI/RFP process? As they say; "May the best man win". 
- Where are the cost numbers in the 2008 DEIS for the "LIHManoa with a branch to Waikiki" extensions? 
-When will the current Design-Build Contract REP-DTS-0900015 on the Department of Budget and 
Fiscal Services Division of Purchasing website document be available to be viewed by the general public 
on Oahu? -Will it be displayed on the transit site for public review the way the 2006 AA & 2008 DEIS 
documents are? 
- What state procurement laws or codes are being violated if the original approved ordinance was 
authorizing the city council to review qualifications & system requirements for potential bidders prior 
to the administration seeking and soliciting the RFP? 
"Building rail transit NOW is the most "cost-effective way" to avoid even more congestion'. 
-Who on earth thinks that spending $5.767 Billion to $7.173 Billion dollars for only a short 20 mile rail 
system is "the most affordable, cost-effective" solution for Oahu? 
-Will this equal $288 million per rail mile,up to $358 million per rail mile for just the 20 mile section 
build? 
-Where is the true per-capita spending breakdown in the DEIS for this multi-billion dollar transit 
project? 
-Where is the Rail Transportation Spending per capita by state? -Where does Hawaii rank? 
-On 2/2/09, Minnesota Congressman Jim Oberstar claimed that the CE1, or 'cost effectiveness Index' 
federal requirement is widely viewed as a hindrance to transit projects and it will be modified, and not 
just to be amended, but eliminated. Is this true? 
As soon as there Is a Federal Transit Administrator I will encourage that person to, by executive order, 

erase it from the books. And if they don't we'll do that in legislation." says Rep. Jim Oberstar. 
Todays 2/6/09 Star-Bulletin staff story reports that the RFP for the first 6.5 mile transit segment will 
have transit stations built and constructed later in another contract. 
- How can the Mayors aggressive first segment completion target date of 2012 be useful for local 
residents without the transit stations completed? 
-Who will ride a system that is built in the empty fields of Kapolei with zero surrounding ridership? 
-How will the current flawed transit route serve residents in high population areas that were skipped? 
- Why was the first 20 mile route not placed in the high population areas of Ewa Beach/Ft Weaver rd., 
Salt Lake, & thru Waikiki up to UN Marroa? 
'Sy Year 2030, up to 90,000 riders per day are 'expected' to use rail". 
-How can Oahu transit ridership at just 6% today islandwide, only go up 1% with the building of "rail 
transit", to a 796 ridership total in year 2030 as the DEIS states? (Table 3-13, page 3-23) 
-Will transit ridership only increase 1% by year 2030 after spending multi-billions on "rail'? 
-Now that America is going bankrupt and the economy is in the toilet, how can Oahu residents afford 
the added new tax burdens of building, maintaining & operating and subsidizing a massive multi-
billion-dollar project that only a small minority percentage of current bus transit riders might use 
(6%-7% total on Oahu)? 
Oahu has become over-populated because we refuse to stop the over-development of the West side of 
this island. 
-Is there a way to convince over 140,000 local residents who were not in favor (49%) of "steel on steel 
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rail" and who voted against it at the Nov:08 ballot vote, that it was needed or vcrted in witbout pro-,r-ail 
propaganda and union funding force through support of a one-sided view topush and shovethe 
passage of this flawed rail system onto the Oahu voters? 
On 4/23/2007, on Page Al of the Honottifil Advertiser: *Sewage mandate disputed; Inouye says EPA 
order to upgrade plants would "bankrupt" the city'. 
-Is Sen. Inouye correct to claim that when the Feds force the issue of upgrading the city waste water 
treatment system at a cost of over $1 billion, would that "bankrupt" Honolulu? 
The 2006 transit cost was near $3.5 billion, now @ $6.4+ billion for the same 20 mile route. 
-Why has the cost of "rail" transit gone up billions since the 2006 AA report? 
The so-called 'required' 8 page Ad slick brochure, (Oahu taxpayer funded), claims that 'One day, rail 
will extend even further to HNL, Waikiki, UHManoa, and Kalaeloa". 
-How many multi-billions more will this cost and with what money and funding? 
- Where is this information on future rail extensions cost in the 2008 0E157 
-Will the electricity on Oahu come from burning fuel and barrels of oil at local HECO power plants to 
power "rail"? 
-if "rair will be powered by burning fuel and barrels of oil at HECO, how does this protect the 

environment? What are the energy costs for this new transit system per year? 
-Will transit stations use and need even more power from HECO with lights, elevators, escalators, and 
T.O.D. shops and retail stores at each location? 
- What is the amount of energy needed and used to build the -new transit system? 
- Where is the cost listed in the DES for the amount of energy required to build the new 20 mile transit? 
-Is the data from the US Department of Energy correct, that suggests that on a 
national basis, average energy use per passenger mile is higher for transit than 
for automobile travel? According to the U.S. Department of Energy: Energy use per passenger mile (Btu) 

1,659 for fuel-efficient cars (Prius), 2,784 for rail transit. 

This may be our final opportunity to give a public statement during this stage of the fixed-guideway 
process. My effort can hopefully be a useful corn mentary towards a question and answer seeking probe 
that I feel I must submit. As a full time Hawaii resident from the early 90's, I've grown to appreciate the 
natural beauty of Oahu and the panoramic views of a sleepy surfside mini-metropolis hugged by 
vintage suburban dwellings. I tried to sit down and write a comprehensive list of topics on the fixed-
guideway "rail" transit issue. I didn't know where to start. The complex and twisted course the mayor 
and city council have begun has complicated the transit plan with political manipulation and a 
popularity contest involving high powered union-support coupled with large campaign contributions 
with a mix of mainland interests. 
I hope Oahu is not evolving towards a society of socialistic reform with a loss of independence with 
local cattle Ocj tamed worker bees packed & crowded into standing room only rail cars, and jokingly 
maybe even into-a2stinky situation. 
One of the more unusual events that unfolded-was-a-few4.4-tie_votes,tavo..weeks running, by the city 
council on Bill 80 (`06/'07) on the Transit Technology Selection. This was an interesting display of a 
split decision problem. An unavailable council menther_on_the_panetof -9,-was-unable to cast any tie-
breaking vote, for or against, For two weeks of voting. on the selection. 8 council members tied on 4-4 
votes 5 or 6 times on different third reading versions -. This s-hould have been crafted_to-allow-all-
available technologies & advanced modern innovations for fixed-guideway transit solutions submitting 
thru a transparent RFI/RFP process. 
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I hope all of the questiorshere can be answered in a fair and open transparent "sunshine" process for 
the benefit of the Hawaii public. Thank you. 
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Attu: Honolulu Hig,h-Capscity Transit Corridor Project 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Daft Environmental Impact Statement/Section Lit Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
wvo,v.honolulutransitorg.  

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record theta for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide ap on-line 
comment at www.honolulutrarksit ora or use this forra to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name:  COPY (46T 

 

Address:_25)? Wow° Po  

k1491-Ow hit 96(3(  Phone: %14 

 

E-mail: 	  

  

  

Comment(s): 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 7684730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MLIF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299007R 

Mr. Cory Kot 
2317 Waiomao Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Kot: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Responses to your comments will be provided in the same format as your letter. 

• As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested 
input on five transit technologies. A technical review process included the 
opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives 
analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for 
information that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle 
manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of 
four transit experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council 
evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and 
VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), 
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Mr. Cory Kot 
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steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic 
levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability 
of the proposed technologies. 
Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required 
all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, 
were eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial 
proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operat-
ing on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one 
vote, the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system 
because it was considered safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Those results are documented in the panel's report to the City Council dated 
February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection Panel Report". 

• The Request for Proposal (RFP) provides information on the steel wheel on steel 
rail technology for which the City is soliciting bids. 

• The Draft EIS only reports estimates of cost for those Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Final EIS document, namely three fixed guideway alternatives 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. 
The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and 1.1H 
Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of the Project; thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and 
NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are 
not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental 
analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the 
future extensions are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be 
undertaken at that time. 

• The referenced RFP can be obtained from the Department of Budget and Fiscal 
Services, Division of Purchasing. 

• All procedures have followed the City's procurement requirements, and no 
bidder's proposal was received prior to re/ease of the pertinent RFP. 

• The cost-effectiveness analysis considers whether the Project's benefit would 
justify its capital and operating costs. Cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria 
that FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts 
funding. The cost-effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline 
is within the "medium" range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, 
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along with other considerations, is currently required to qualify for New Starts 
funding (Table 7-8 of the Final EIS). As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the 
Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, 
including finance charges. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

• Capital costs for the Project in the Final EIS are presented in Table 6-1 of the 
Final EIS. The total cost, including finance charges, will be $4.6 billion in 2009 
dollars. This equates to a cost of $230 million per mile in 2009 dollars. 

• The per-capita spending breakdown is not a requirement of the Draft or Final 
EISs. If we were to assume a conservative 50-year life span for the system (this 
type of system typically lasts longer than 100 years), then the cost per person 
would be about $100/year for a system that performs at a much higher level than 
any of the systems currently in place. 

• Transportation spending in other states is not relevant to the issue at hand. The 
financial feasibility of this Project is discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

• The cost effectiveness index has not been eliminated, but its contribution to the 
overall project rating has been reduced. 

• Stations will be complete within the initial construction area at the opening of that 
area. 

• As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, "the area of East Kapolei is undergoing 
development that will be a mixture of residential, recreational, educational, 
industrial, and commercial land uses.... As part of this development the 
immediate area is also planned for future Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
housing development. Kroc Center, scheduled to open in 2010, will be a 15-acre 
family support, education, recreation, and cultural arts facility for the general 
public and will provide services for low-income children, seniors, and families. 
Projected year of opening (2019) ridership shows that the East Kapolei Station 
would have one of the highest boardings in the system." Figure 3-9 in the Final 
EIS also shows that the East Kapolei and UH West Oahu fixed guideway stations 
will have high ridership during the a.m. two-hour peak period. 

• The fixed guideway system is designed to serve major destinations in the most 
heavily traveled corridor on Oahu, plus the area with the greatest expected 
growth. In 2000, 63 percent of Oahu's population and 80 percent of its jobs were 
located within the study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 
69 percent of the population and 83 percent of the employment. As a result, it is 
anticipated that the rail transit system will be used by a wide cross section of the 
local population. 

• A Fort Weaver Road alignment was evaluated and rejected in the Alternatives 
Analysis. It would have been the most expensive option for serving the Ewa 
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area, and no space would have been available to provide park-and-ride and bus 
transfer facilities. Available funding is insufficient to extend to UH Manoa and 
Waikiki. The Project will connect to Ewa Beach via bus service from East Kapolei 
and to UH Manoa and Waikiki from Ala Moana Center. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and 
impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest 
vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts 
to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, 
more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since 
publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was 
used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the 
decion-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

• The 1 percent referenced is an islandwide figure that includes all travel during the 
day, including short trips in neighborhoods and trips in the North Shore, Kaneohe, 
or Hawaii Kai, which are not directly served by the Project. The most visible 
benefit of transit is within a corridor and during the peak times of the day. 
Table 3-12 of the Final EIS shows daily islandwide trips, while Figure 3-11 in the 
Final EIS shows transit shares of home-based work trips during the a.m. two-hour 
peak period for key travel markets. As shown in Table 3-12, on a daily, 
islandwide basis, transit use is not expected to increase substantially. However, 
as shown in Figure 3-11, there is a substantial increase in transit trips during the 
a.m. peak period within the study corridor as a result of the Project. As stated in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, for many travel markets, the transit share for trips 
under the Project will double or triple the share occurring under the No Build 
Alternative. For example, the commute-to-work transit share of the Kapolei to 
Downtown Honolulu travel market would increase from 23 percent under the No 
Build Alternative to 60 percent under the Project. In other words, more than half 
of the people going from Kapolei to Downtown for work in the morning will use 
transit with the Project, compared to only a quarter without the Project. 

• Please see the response to the comment above. 
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• Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be 
needed to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are 
expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts 
Funds from the Federal government and the General Excise and Use Tax 
surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and 
maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the General 
and Highway Funds. 

• The comment concerning convincing voters is not related to the project 
alternatives or effects. 

• The comment concerning the waste water treatment system is not related to the 
project alternatives or effects. 

• The Alternatives Analysis Report presented an estimated capital cost (including 
finance charges) of $5.071 billion in year-of-expenditure dollars for the Airport 
Alternative. The Final EIS presents an estimated capital cost for this alternative 
of $5.513 billion, including finance charges. It is inaccurate to characterize the 
difference between these two estimates as being "billions." The increase in cost 
is primarily due to design revisions. 

• As stated previously, the Draft EIS only reports estimates of cost for those Build 
Alternatives addressed in the Final EIS document, namely three fixed guideway 
alternatives from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. Planned extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, UH Manoa, and Waikiki would be evaluated under 
a separate environmental review process when they are proposed for 
implementation. 

• See response in previous bullet. 

• The transit system will require approximately 17.9 megawatts (MW) of electrical 
power for operation. This represents 1 percent of the existing combined 
electrical-generating capacity on Oahu by the Hawaiian Electric Company 
(HECO) and independent power producers. HECO is currently soliciting 
proposals for non-firm renewable-energy generating capacity up to 100 MW that 
would commence operation within the 2010 to 2014 timeframe. As discussed in 
Section 4.11.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will consume approximately 1 to 
2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. 

• The Project is anticipated to reduce daily transportation energy demand by 
approximately 3 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. 

• The cost of operating the stations is included in the operating and maintenance 
cost analysis in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The entire transit system, including 
the lighting, elevators, and escalators at stations, is expected to consume 
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approximately 1 to 2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu 
in 2030. Additional electricity required to develop and maintain transit-oriented 
development (TOD) and retail development is not directly related to the Project. 
TOD has been identified as an Indirect Effect in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS. 

• As presented in Section 4.18.6 of the Final EIS, "Construction of at-grade high-
capacity transit systems generally requires 20,000 one million British thermal 
units (MBTUs) of energy per track mile (Caltrans 1983), including track and power 
systems. Because the guideway is elevated, an additional 150,000 MBTUs of 
energy per track mile will be required to construct the elevated structure." 

• The energy cost for construction is built into the cost of materials, fuel, and 
personnel to construct the Project. For example, construction contracts typically 
carry escalation clauses for fuel oil, asphalt, and concrete to account for 
fluctuations in the cost of these materials due to changes in raw energy costs. 

• Statistics for energy consumption for rail at full capacity and specific gasoline 
hybrid passenger cars are not available from the Department of Energy. The 
Department of Energy does publish statistics for average transit rail energy 
consumption (2,784 BTUs per passenger mile) and cars (3,512 BTUs per 
passenger mile). As the Department of Energy advises, great care should be 
taken when comparing modal energy intensity data among modes. Because of 
the inherent differences among the transportation modes in the nature of 
services, routes available, and many additional factors, it is not possible to obtain 
truly comparable national energy intensities among modes. These values are 
averages and there is a great deal of variability even within a mode. 

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

Very trujy yours, 

WAYNEY YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/18/2008 

Glenn 
Kuhia Jr 

HI 
96706 

None 
Website 

12/18/2008 
What ever happened to making Kapolei the second city and wanting to 
keep west side residents on the west side instead of giving them an 
alternative to going into town? Why cant we double deck the existing 
freeway system and open it up to the public for free? no hot lanes or 
toils just a double decker freeway. i recently read there will be massive 
development around all the rail stops, why encourage development and 
add more people and cars to the road. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 765-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: voww.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DE pu TY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338266 

Mr. Glenn Kuhia, Jr. 
(No address provided) 

Dear Mr. Kuhia: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (ES) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project supports the development of Kapoiei and the plans for development of the 
Ewa area and is consistent with the Regional Development Plans. Page 4-10 of the Draft EIS 
states, "The Ewa region is a rural and agricultural area that is undergoing urbanization and 
includes Kapolei, which is developing as Oahu's 'second city'. The Waianae terminal station for 
the Project is at East Kapolei. The Waianae end of the Project would serve the area where both 
population and employment are forecasted to grow by approximately 400 percent." 

Regional planning, conducted by the OahuMPO, considered a wide range of 
transportation options in development of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). A 
fixed guideway transit system was identified as being an effective means of improving future 
mobility. The ORTP also identifies several highway-system improvements, many of which are 
listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS. The population of Oahu is projected to increase by 2030; 
that increase in population will need to be accommodated with additional housing and 
employment. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru

E '

y yours ,

Q

WAYN<. YO HIO 
Director 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

• t Welcoine.to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public e 	g fg:argi 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 	c. 

r' 
This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public abou0e:transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from tgeAblic, 
p.nd collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and flbodplains affected by the project. 

ti) 

.Please review-the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honoluluttansit.org .  

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this.fonn to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at wWw.honoluluttansit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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Department of Transportation Services 
Attn: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, HI, 96813 

Iii kP 2- /2dzeie, 

STAPLE HERE 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298754R 

Ms. Katherine Kupukaa 
95-685 Makaunulau Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Kupukaa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final ES shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. Concern about travel lanes removal 

The number of traffic lanes along Kamehameha Highway in Pearl City (three lanes in each 
direction) will remain the same before and after construction of the fixed guideway. During 
construction, one lane may be temporarily closed during peak-travel periods and additional 
lanes may be temporarily closed during off-peak travel periods. Construction-related procedures 
that may require temporary road closures are described in Section 3.5.3 in the Final EIS. 

Travel lanes will not be taken away along Dillingham Boulevard as a result of the Project. As 
shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10, roadway conditions on Dillingham Boulevard will improve as a 
result of the Project. 

The modeling conducted for the Draft and Final EISs considered all roadway projects listed 
in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), including a Nimitz Flyover and mitigation 
measures on the H-1 Freeway. Table 2-4 in the Final BS lists committed projects from The 
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ORTP that were included in all modeling results. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final 
EIS, roadway conditions will improve with the Project. 

2. Concern about adequate demand and ridership for the Project 

As shown in Table 348 in the Final EIS, transit ridership will be 44 percent higher with the 
Project compared to the No Build Alternative. This includes ridership on the guideway as well as 
TheBus. 

As identified in the Section 3.2.1 on Analytical Tools and Data Sources of the Final EIS, 
transit ridership forecasts for rail and bus service are based on a travel demand forecasting 
model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Transportation Organization (0ahuMPO) for the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan. The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban 
travel models in the U. S. and is consistent with consultation with FTA. As indicated in the Final 
EIS, this modeling approach has been effective in estimating ridership levels in other areas such 
as Los Angeles County, Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the last 10 years. 

The travel demand forecasting model has been refined since the Draft EIS was published by 
adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive 
access modes to project stations, and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based 
direct-demand element (trips that do not originate or end at home) based on Honolulu travel 
surveys. The Final EIS reflects updated ridership numbers resulting from model refinement. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
forecast by establishing likely upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked 
closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors were considered in the uncertainty 
analysis. Given the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 are 
expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of 
116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. Currently, there are over 250,000 hoardings per 
day on buses. 

3. Concern about congestion 

As shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, the Project will reduce congestion (as measured by 
vehicle hours of delay) by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 
in the Final EIS show an improvement in vehicles per hour on Kamehameha Highway during 
both the a.m. and p.m. peak hour. 

The Project responds to unmet demand for transit infrastructure that accommodates current 
residents and visitors and anticipates future demographic trends. The challenge is to reconcile 
the need to provide a public transportation system that is safe, accessible, and convenient while 
preserving aspects of the community that are integral to its character and values. This project 
will enable the City to concentrate growth in existing urbanized and adjacent areas on Oahu in 
the decades to come. By reducing the overall number of vehicle miles traveled through 
expanded public transportation, DTS and FTA are promoting environmental sustainability, 
congestion reduction, and increased mobility for a diverse population, which will improve the 
overall quality of life for the majority of Honolulu residents and visitors. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Healing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft ES, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodpiains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www. ho olulutransit.org . 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honakilutransit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/4/2009 

Sean 
Kuranishi 

2818-A Keama 

Honolulu 
HI 
96822 
sean-kuras@hotmall.com  

Both 
Website 

01/04/2009 
: Does the rail transit system include plans for expansion and growth? I 

like and support the rail system a great deal but I believe that It should 
be available to many more people than the original plans include, 
especially if we all need to pay for it.1 agree that west Oahu needs it the 
most but I would like to see it include the airport, Waikiki, LH Manoa, 
Hawaii Kai and possibly Kaneohe/Kailua as well. Also, I hope that the 
Sus system ties into the schedule of the Rail system. Making things 
more efficient will bring greater success to all parties. Thank you for 
listening and good luck. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 95813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoluiu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 R79109-332362 

Mr. Sean Kuranishi 
2818-A Keama Face 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Kuranishi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final ES also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 

AR00002331 



Very tr fy yours, 

vv 
WAYN Y. 
Director 

• 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time, Other 
extensions, such as Central Oahu, have been considered and may be undertaken at some point 
after the current Project. 

TheBus system will be altered to provide improved connections with the rail system. Bus 
routes or portions of bus routes will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services 
with the rail system. Certain local bus routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest rail station. Because of the high frequency of rail service (every three 
minutes during peak periods and every ten minutes during off-peak periods), riders transferring 
from buses to trains will experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from trains to buses 
will benefit from improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, 
several new bus routes with high frequencies will be provided as feeders to the rail system. 
Since these routes will primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability 
versus routes operating along congested arterials. Additional information regarding existing and 
future bus routes, including frequency, is included in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

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

Enciosure 
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Jaime Kurosawa 
99-1440 Aiea Heig,hts Drive 033 

Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Date: January 5, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and Count of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Reference: 	Rail Draft EIS 

Dear.  M.r. Yoshioka, 

I am a concerned tax payer and I am also against the rail. I feel that I was misled and 
misinformed. The fact that the EIS draft was made public a few days before the election 
concerns me because of the many people who cast their vote via absentee/early ballot. 
The vote for and against rail was too close and I feel that if the public was given this 
information sooner, the vote could have possibly turned out different. 

I am very angry and would like to know in writing how the City and County can let this 
kind of thing happen? 

Please respond to me in -writing. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Ted Matiey FTA Region IX 201 Mission St. Suite 1650 San Francisco, CA 94105 
Cc: GI:Tamar Linda Lingle Hawaii State Capitol 415 S. Beretania St. tth Floor Honolulu, HI 
96813 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-294739R 

Mr. Jaime Kurosawa 
99-1440 Aiea Heights Drive, #33 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Kurosawa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CF R § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, pubic and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The NEPA process, including publication of the Draft EIS, was started in 2007. When in 
the summer of 2008 the City Council decided to place the measure on the ballot, the schedule 
for the Draft EIS had already long been established. Various design, agency coordination, and 
approval steps were required prior to publication of the Draft EIS. In the end, the normal 
distribution schedule was accelerated by FTA and the City to ensure availability of the 
information prior to the general election. The NEPA process is independent of the electoral 
process. 

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

Very tr Iy yours, 

WAY Y. Y SH KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Kapiolani Medical Center 
1319 Punahou Street, Suite 1140 • 
Honolulu.. HaWail 96826 	• • bear Community Leaders, 
Telephone 944-1844 . 

• 
•, 	 • 

I am a Honolulu resident and I am .very concerned the following questions have not been. 	• 
properly addressed, know you folks have your minds set on irnplernentin kg this ' 
expensive project in the face of the deteriorating economy. Please know that many of us 
do.not want you to proceed with the project until all these issues are thoncughly 
addressed,  

• t The bus' routes will change. What happens to your route? What happens to express - 
buses? 2. Lanesmill be taken away, some temporarily for construction and some 
permanently. Where are.thOse lane closures and what is. their duration.? Are there traffic 
rerouting plans? 3. Will there be bike racks on the train and where Will they be located?:..: ..  
Will bikes be allowed on the train? Will there be a place for surfbearcISTWhat about 
luggage? What aboutccinstruction worker& toois? . Will there - be a --paace;  for. people to put 
large items they purchase at.a big box retailer? What's the sizelimitation?.4. Will there be ' 
washrooms at the stations? How about convenience . stores, Vending machines? Will the . 
platforms have Seats? 'Hew many? 5. Under land use Atom farms needs to relocate. Is: 
that posSible?-Where will they 'go? 6. A relatively simple job.of sewer upgrades in Kai ka  
and Kapiolani lead to the loss of businesses and jobs. Are details provide& abbut similar 
effects during the construction, of the rail? 7: Is there a detailed plan for the effect of rail 	- 
construction on water; sewer, gas and electric utilities.? Will there be disruptions of 	- 
service? Who. pays for all these? 8: About$107.million- will be spent on the soft Costs of 
this prOject.This "paperwork °. cost.is  rather exorbitant for a.single 20 mile rail line. HOw 
did $107 million get Spent? 9:-The DEIS listof preparers for technical content shows that 
it was done almost exclusively With out-of-Hawaii engineers,' planners and specialists: H. 
3.freeway Was designed mostly with Hawaii based engineers. If Hawaii engineers are not 
able to design rail, who will supervise and build thisunfamillar-to-Oahu infrastructure? 10. - 
Rail construction involves unique skills and certifications that Hawaii 'construction workers ' 
do not have. How will this be addressed'? 11. The city has declared that in man' cases 
only a portion of a parcel need g by be condemned and taken- away. Can the business . 
survive with the remaining portion? Na they forced to_ mandatory downsizing and some: . . 
loss of employment? 12. There aee-16 . schooli that are adjacent tO the alignment. Will the 
overhead structure, the continuous high cui:rent exposure and the intermittent noise and 
vibration affect the learning environment? Js iterudent to relocate the schools? 11 Does" 
rail fit our Hawaiian Sense of Place? How Was -.the impact to tOurisrn and focal quality of - 
life, by a large elevated structure through town been assessed? 14_ Does-the bEIS 	• 
address the impacted vistas and scenery? Are the aesthetics of the structure and eaah 
station explained and presented adequately? 16. What will happen in the event of a 
hurricaneiWill the train operate? The train in Houston Was shut down for 10 days due to.. 
hurricane Ike. 16. BART in the Bay Area uses rail cars made of aluminum to combat 
corrosion. Is the city's position that corrosion is not an issue? 17. It appears that General. 

xcise Tax surcharge Proceeds for rail will be much -  lower than expected for at least bur: -  
Years in a row. How is this deficit going to be made up? 18. If ridership turns out to be 
lower than forecast; then what? If thecity is fdrced to provide free train i -ides like in 
Puerto Rico, how is the shortfall going to be covered? 19 1 heard that the Ala Moana • 
station will new be at a iower_eievatiOn, at the .west end of Kone.Street . and not above . 
Nordstroes..What is the exact plan for the Ala kloane Center station and how is the train . 
,going to Waikjki and UH afterwards? 20. Starting con struction in' Kapolei makes.little 
sense. It may be expeditious and convenient but it is not smart. Why can't a . temporary 
rail yard be established near the airport or Aloha Stadium and build rail east into the city -
and west out to Kapolei Simultaneously? 

Sincerely, 

Jeremy Lam, MD, 2230 Kamehameha Avenue, Honolulu, HI 96822 12122108 

27 
Jeremy Lam, M.D. . 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

RT10/09-336145 

 

June 11, 2010 

Mr. Jeremy Lam 
2230 Kamehameha Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Lam: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document, The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

This letter will address your comments in the same format as submitted. 

1) As indicated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced with the Project 
and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some 
existing routes, including peak-period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to 
reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses removed 
from service in the study corridor will be shifted to service in other parts of Oahu. Existing 
and future bus routes, including frequencies, are presented in Appendix D of the Final 
EIS. 

2) Travel lanes on roadways will only be closed temporarily during construction. Table 3-27 
in the Final EIS presents information on construction-related lane closures during peak 
periods. Additional lane closures may be necessary during off-peak periods. The specific 
duration of construction closures will be defined by the contractor working at the location, 
but the City will impose parameters to minimize impacts on local residents and 
businesses. Detours will also be specified for times when roadway capacity is temporarily 
impaired by construction activities. Most of this information will be in a Maintenance of 
Traffic Plan that will outline the requirements contractors will have to adhere to in their 
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work. As shown in Table 3-21 in the Final EIS, travel lanes will not be permanently taken 
away by the Project. 

3) Chapter 3 notes that all stations will provide bike racks. Rail vehicles will be designed to 
accommodate bicycles, luggage, and surfboards, as long as these items will not interfere 
with the safety or comfort of other passengers and will be regulated according to a policy 
to be developed. Construction workers' tools and large items would follow the same 
guidelines. 

4) Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station attendant 
for access to the restroom. DTS does not intend to compete with private enterprise by 
placing retail within stations. Final internal configurations of stations, including the 
location and amount of seating, will be completed as station planning is finalized. 

5) One of the two alternatives for a maintenance and storage facility is located in an 
agricultural district. The other site option is near Leeward Community College on the site 
of a former Navy fuel drumming operation. This is the preferred site, and the City has 
been working with the Navy and the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands to acquire it. If 
the site near Leeward Community College is acquired, the impact on agricultural lands on 
Oahu will be much less than is described in the Final EIS. Aloun Farm's headquarters, 
located at the other site, would not have to move if the Navy drum site is acquired. Farm 
operators that are affected by the Project will be given as much information as possible so 
they can best plan their productive use of the leased lands. 

6) An analysis of the impacts to businesses during construction is provided in Section 4.18.1 
of the Final EIS and in Section 5.2,2 of the Economics Technical Report. This report is 
available at the City and County of Honolulu and DTS offices, as well as on the Project 
website (www.honolulutransit.org). The primary impacts are anticipated to result from 
inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and business 
customers that are inherent in any major construction project. These include the 
following: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations 

• Businesses' loss of visibility to customers 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS states that proposed mitigation to reduce adverse 
economic hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during 
construction activities may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property owners and 
businesses 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business owners of 
the construction schedule and activities 

AR00002338 



Mr. Jeremy Lam 
Page 3 

• Minimize the extent and number of business, jobs, and access affected during 
construction 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities, especially those related to seasonal or high 
sales periods 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that businesses are open 

• Provide public information (press releases, newsletters) regarding construction 
activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements in print and on 
television and radio 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual businesses for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during business hours and 
important business seasons 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major utility shutoffs 
during non-business hours 

Overall, the Project is projected to increase jobs in the nine years of construction to an 
average of about 10,000 per year, see Table 4-35 in Final EIS. 

7) Construction activities for the majority of the transit system are similar to roadway and 
building construction. Appendix E of the Final EIS details construction methods that are 
widely used for both rail transit and elevated highway construction and were employed on 
the H-3 Freeway. Experienced labor is locally available. A limited number of specialists 
will be needed to work with locally available labor in certain areas, such as transit power 
and signaling specialists working with local electricians to install system equipment. 

8) The "soft costs," or professional services costs for the Project, include all professional, 
technical, and management services related to the design and construction of fixed 
infrastructure during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, and construction phases 
of the Project. This includes environmental work, design, engineering, and architectural 
services; specialty services, such as safety or security analyses; value engineering; risk 
assessment; cost estimating; scheduling; before and after studies; ridership modeling and 
analyses; auditing; legal services; administration; management; and other services 
provided by agency staff or outside consultants. As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, 
professional services costs for the Project are $810 million in Fiscal Year 2009 dollars. 
As a percentage of the construction cost of the Project, this is consistent with experiences 
on other projects around the country. 

9 and 10) While there are many members of the team from other places, the majority of the 
planners and designers reside in Honolulu. (Note: the H-3 Freeway was designed by the 
same firm engaged in the fixed guideway project.) Construction activities for the majority 
of the transit system are similar to roadway and building construction. The majority of the 
Project work is construction of the guideway. This is not a specialized skill that requires 
labor from other places. Appendix E of the Final EIS details construction methods that are 
widely used for both rail transit and elevated highway construction and were employed on 
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the H-3 Freeway. Experienced labor is locally available. A limited number of specialists 
will be needed to work with locally available labor in certain areas, such as transit power 
and signaling specialists working with local electricians to install system equipment. 

11) It is true that in many locations only partial property acquisitions are necessary. Every 
property acquisition is unique and will be addressed on a case-by-case basis. All 
property acquisitions will be conducted consistent with Federal and State regulations. 
Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS states, "a partial acquisition typically is either a narrow strip 
of land or a more substantial portion of a large parcel. It is assumed that for the 
properties that will be partially acquired, existing land uses will not change." 

12) There will be no noise impacts to schools along the Airport Alternative alignment. The 
Project will have an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway 
structure that extends for 3 feet above the top of the rail and a system specification for 
vehicles with wheel skirts. 

13 and 14) The ongoing station area planning process involves numerous aspects of transit 
system design. The process addresses design and planning issues in an 
integrated manner and focuses on the characteristics and preferences of the 
communities adjacent to each station. As discussed in Section 8.4 of the Final EIS, the 
City and County of Honolulu is also conducting workshops with communities that will 
have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail 
stations and provide opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the 
appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will 
be incorporated into the station design process. For more information and to get 
involved in this process, please visit the project website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  

Guideway and column materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effected integration between the 
guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscaping and streetscape improvements 
will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The Project will be set in an 
urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. The visual effects on Honolulu's downtown are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala 
Moana Center Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. The following 
measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans for 
new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
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The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low 
structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific 
environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help 
minimize visual effects of the Project. 

With the Project, visitors and residents will benefit by having more transportation options. 
Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by purpose, broken down for 
residents and visitors. As this table shows, transit trips for both groups increase with the 
addition of the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident person trips 
by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared to without, while daily visitor 
person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project compared to without the 
Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, approximately 9,900 visitors 
are expected to use the system daily, of which 1,800 are to or from the airport. 

15) As discussed in the Geology, Soils, Farmlands, and Natural Hazards Technical Report, 
the guideway and other structures will be designed and constructed to withstand wind 
forces from tropical storms. Some piers and stations will be located on floodplain, but no 
increased hazards are anticipated because the guideway and stations will be elevated. 
The system will have an upper limit on operating wind speed. Vehicles will be stored 
during events that exceed the operating limit. 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from 
many points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If 
electrical power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars 
even without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will 
provide lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with 
passengers via the public address system and intercom to provide guidance. If power is 
restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the operations 
center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency 
walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help 
will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will be met at the 
train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city 
transportation workers. 

16) Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) vehicle bodies are made of aluminum. The BART 
system, however, is a steel-wheel-on steel-rail system just like the one proposed for 
Honolulu. The vehicle itself has not yet been designed, so it could be made of aluminum 
or another equally effective material. Corrosion has not been a problem in any system 
similar to that proposed for Honolulu. In island environments, volcanic areas, and regions 
of high humidity, there is no concern about corrosion of the steel wheels and steel rails. 
Nevertheless, corrosion is part of the design considerations used to ensure that the 
system is as good as possible. 

Corrosion-control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed-steel facilities and 
neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. These 
measures include the following: 

1. Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 
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2. Coating specification for stations 

3. Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

4. Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

17) While General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections have declined, so too 
have the costs of the Project. The financial discussions in the Final EIS address 
concerns about the uncertainties associated with financial markets. The capital plan for 
the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which includes a description of the 
amount of funding anticipated from various sources. The capital plan takes the current 
economic downturn into account. Section 6,6 of the Final EIS describes risks and 
uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The financial plan is a dynamic 
document that will be updated as conditions warrant. 

18) Ridership discussions in the Final EIS address concerns about the uncertainties 
associated with ridership. Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been 
developed using the travel demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (0ahuMPO), which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit 
ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly 
represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An 
on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the 
latest socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic 
counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The OahuMPO model is based on "best 
practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. and consistent with consultation with the 
FTA. The model is updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, 
socioeconomic conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is 
approved by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a 
set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between 
now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and 
public transit system. Based upon the model and these key input assumptions, 
approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit system on an 
average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model 
has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), 
defining more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project 
stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element 
(trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability 
of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership projections. 
FTA has worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors were 
considered in the uncertainty analysis. Given all the factors considered, the anticipated 
limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 and 130,000 trips 
per day, bracketing the official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. A 
unified fare structure is planned, similar to the current structure for The Bus. 

By City Council's current policy, ridership on the entire transit system is expected to pay 
for between 27 and 33 percent of the annual operating and maintenance costs. The City 
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Council will adjust the fare to maintain that level of revenue. The balance of the operating 
costs will be part of the City's annual budget, which includes sources currently used for 
TheBus: Federal funding and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

The amount of service provided will be scaled to generally match the demand. If the 
service attracts fewer riders than expected, then less service may be provided by 
adjusting headways or train length, thereby resulting in lower-than-expected operating 
and maintenance costs. There is no plan to offer free ridership on the fixed guideway 
system. 

19) The Ala Moana Center Station will be at about a 40-foot level just Koko Head of Kona lki 
Street. The 35-foot station at Ala Moana Center is a practical solution for the first 
construction project to serve the shopping center and area properties. In the future, when 
funding is available, the extension would be designed to best accommodate the 
possibilities available at that time. The high level option over the shopping center is still 
available and does not obviate the need for the 35-foot option built now. There are 
operating plans for the system that will continue to rely on the 35-foot station even after 
an extension is built. 

20) As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction 
Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be 
connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No 
location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between 
East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases 
to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the 
west end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting 
in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the 
Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to 
completion of construction of the entire Project. 
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The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project, The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y0 OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov  imailto:Ted.Matley@dot.govl  
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 6:31 AM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Rail DEIS comments 

— 

From: Matt Lamon frnailto:matt.lamon@gmail.corn] 
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 1:01 AM 
To wyoshioka@honolulu.gov ; Matiey, Ted <FTA> ; governor.lingle@hawail.gov  
Cc: tapoghonolulu.gov ., dmdelacruz@honolulu.gov ; bmarshall@honolulu.gov ; cdjou@honolulu.gov; 
dbainum©honolulu.gov ., rtam@honolulu.gov; rcachola©honolulu.gov ; gokino©honolulu.gov; 
ngarcia@honolulu.gov  
Subject: Rail DEIS comments 

Good Day Governor Lingle, Mr. Yoshioka, and Mr. Matey, 

The following is my view of the most important shortcoming of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Light Rail in Honolulu. 

The environmental impact statement fails to evaluate the extended adverse effects on traffic and normal 
function in Honolulu for the exiended duration of rail system construction activity. 

On page 3-45 of the DEIS the following statement is made in the first paragraph of section 3.5, referring 
to the timeline for completion of the rail system construction: "These effects would be temporary and 
would occur between 2009 and 2018...." 

The current estimated rail. construction duration for the rail system is unrealistic. Several years of 

2/5/2009 
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litigation, protest, and technical delays need to be added to the construction duration estimate in order to 
make it accurate. The H-3 freeway was first proposed in the 1960s and completed wet' over 30 years 
later. The H-3 did not require condemnation of nearly as many residences and businesses (if any) as the 
rail project will. The rail project must anticipate a significant delay due to property rights litigation 
alone. The H-3 encountered protests, environmental litigation, cultural and archaeological sites, and 
technical delays, which the rail system construction timeline should also anticipate. 

As such, the DEIS should be updated to reflect an alternative timeline for the construction of this 
project The DEIS should anticipate an extended period of traffic delays and other construction related 
impacts due to construction accidents, failures, emergencies, and negligence, all of which occur 
normally on Oahu due to poor soil conditions, lack of expertise, inadequate planning and/or execution, 
and unexpected circumstances. Extensions to deadlines due to such issues during the construction 
process could add a number of years to the amount of time during which Honolulu will be forced to 
suffer construction-related impacts. 

A realistic timeline is one that anticipates problems leading to an extension of the current construction 
phase timeline, which the DES does not reference with respect to a potentially extended period of 
disruption to the normal function of Honolulu. The DEIS must account for the fact that an extended 
construction period would (and likely will) significantly increase the impact of this project on Honolulu. 
In fact, the timeliness of the construction of this rail system is likely THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE 
for the majority of Oahu residents at this stage in the project. The fact that the potentially extended 
duration of construction is poorly addressed in the DEIS is indicative of a lack of understanding on 
behalf of the DEIS authors of the perspective and priorities of Oahu residents, and of the history of 
mega-projects in Hawaii. Oahu residents do not want to live with rail-construction-related traffic, dust, 
pollution, risk to life/property, unsightliness, and noise for the next 20-30 years while the rail is being 
built, repaired, demolished and rebuilt, protested, cordoned of marched on, re-routed, stayed, and 
otherwise delayed. Therefore delays need to be anticipated and dealt with as soon as possible. Perhaps 
this comment will help that process begin. 

Hoping for an ahead-of-schedule completion, 

Matt Lamon 
Honolulu, HI, 96817 

2/5/2009 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96613 
Phone: (8011) 768-8305 • Fax: (909) 769-4730 - Internet: vAyIN.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-334457 

Mr. Matt Lamon 
mattiamonagmail.com  

Dear Mr. Lamon: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EiS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The construction estimates provided in the Final EIS are related to the length of time 
required to complete construction of the system. Any other activities not related to construction 
could cause delays that would pose greater impacts to communities. 

Relocations will occur early in The process. Condemnation is a last resort. 

Where relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. The 
mitigation measures related to relocations include the following: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
and business sites within an individual's or businesses' financial means. 
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Very tr ly yours, 

t- WAYN Y. SHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Matt Lamon 
Page 2 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 

• Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or 
organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably. 

Section 3.5 of the Final EIS describes construction-phase effects on transportation 
during the approximately nine-year construction period. An 'alternative timeline" for construction 
is not part of the Final EIS. The Projects deliverable time frames and construction schedule are 
part of the contractor's pmposal and become part of the binding construction contract 
documents. The selection of the construction contractor for the Project will be based on both 
qualifications and price with the evaluation of qualifications to include the examination of the 
contractor's prior history of meeting construction schedules for similar projects as well as an 
examination of recent claims history with regard to project schedules. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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r: 

February 2, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3 1-6  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support viable and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/29S excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum of $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 

When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by $473.5 million [Exhibit Aj. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 

projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [13] years [Exhibit 
81. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 

unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators) issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12, 2009 [Exhibit C. The forecast for growth 

in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%, 6.5%, and E5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections of 25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit D]. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 

surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 

3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 

AR00002349 



Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kathie, Hawaii 96734 

Telephone: 808.263.8884 
Facsimile: 808.263.2842 
Email: kmeier-cpa@hawall:rr.c_om  

- 	. 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 

Honolulu, Hawaii 9681.3 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 

Facsimile: 808.791.1440 
Email: JoeCawikof icombscpa.com  

Department of Transportation Service 
February 2, 2009 
Page 2 of 2 

How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DEIS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $ 1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S, Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their New starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for new starts" is $1,475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 

The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds [2/3] of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 

5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 

great competition for these grants. The DEB assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

• Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 

project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

• Honolulu's credit rating could plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 

funds. 

• Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

• Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 

when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 

your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@maneotre.com  

B. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 

415 South Street #3502 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: heciberecoaPaol.com  

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamena.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298713R 

Mr. David Latham 
735 Bishop Street, Suite 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Latham: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS includes General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections through 
December 31, 2022, in accordance with City Ordinance 05-027 which established the 
0.5 percent County surcharge on the GET through this date. As shown in Table 6-4 in the Final 
EIS, the net GET surcharge revenue will equal $3,524 million (YOE $). The analysis in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS takes the current economic downturn into account. 

Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties associated with the funding 
assumptions for the Project. A subsection under Section 6.6.3 has been added since the Draft 
EIS was published to address the Council on Revenues forecasts. As stated in this section, in 
the short-term, GET surcharge revenues are subject to uncertainties related to the magnitude 
and timing of the economic recovery on Oahu. Over the long-term, GET surcharge revenues on 
Oahu depend on a variety of underlying economic factors outside of the City's control that may 
result in a higher or lower projection than the one used in this EIS. 
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Mr. David Latham 
Page 2 

While GET surcharge collections have gone down, so too have the costs of the Project. 
However, if GET surcharge revenues and/or Federal funding are not sufficient to meet the cash-
flow requirement to cover capital expenditures, other potential revenue sources will be 
developed to close the funding gap. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. if there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
wit/be identified. As noted above, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, 
as well as the potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The magnitude and timing of Federal funding is one source of risk that is discussed in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Density and transit use in the corridor are among the highest in the 
nation and higher than most areas that have qualified for New Starts funding in recent years. 
This Project has been developed in coordination with FTA since its inception. There is no 
indication to suggest that the Project will not qualify for the Federal funding requested. 

The financial plan was developed in consideration of safeguarding the City's credit rating 
in light of the likelihood of General Obligation bond sales required to bridge any year-by-year 
funding shortfalls, with all debt service costs paid with GET surcharge revenues, because FTA 
Section 5309 will pay for some financing costs. The New Starts funds are also proposed for a 
significant increase in the latest Federal budget proposal. Further, there has been no indication 
from the FTA that the requested amount is unreasonable or unrealistic. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.2 of the Final BS, the City's contribution to transit operation 
and maintenance is currently funded through Federal funding, fare revenues, and the City's 
General and Highway Funds. This funding will be used to fund operating and maintenance 
costs of the Project. The General Fund includes property tax revenues and other taxes and 
fees. Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City develops 
rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no anticipated 
impact to property taxes. Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 
3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. Property tax revenues are not expected to be 
used to fund construction of the Project. 

The financial plan is structured to ensure Honolulu will not go bankrupt. The debt 
amount is a minor part of the Project at less than 10 percent. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours, iy 
1 

VVAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: robert lanty [mailto:boblantry@yahoo.corn)  
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 1.l.:28 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Just some more same old 

What about Linda Lingle and her $4,00o,000,000.00 plans for b-I and h-2. Has she had her study yet 
our is this just some more talk? 

2/9/2009 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: v,wro.honoluiu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299050R 

Mr. Robert Lantry 
boblantrvyahoo.com  

Dear Mr. Lantry: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ElS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Fine] EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1 )). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Comments on the State of Hawaii's transportation plans should be directed to the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the web site or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

WAYN . Y@SHIO 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes: Note, this is a revision to correct a typo on the copy I sent in several 
hours ago. 

February 6, 2009 
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIS for HHCTC Project 
To: 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

and to: 

Mr. Ted Matley 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
These comments to the DES are my own informed opinion based on a 
long association with this project as a consultant for ltochu International 
Inc. Full disclosure, I am employed by this proponent for the HSST 
Urban Magnetic Levitation Train. These are my comments and not the 
comments of itochu international inc. or any associated company. 
When I first visited Mr. TOM Hamayasu in early 2007 the City plan was 
to have an open performance specification that would not be for any one 
technology, and allow technology suppliers and possibly turnkey teams 
to bid competitive systems. This was an attractive approach and many 
suppliers, Steel Wheel on Steel Rail, Rubber Tire on Concrete, Monorail 
and Maglev were interested. 
The DES includes a short report of the technology selection panel. 
Before this panel was selected, the Mayor made up his mind that he 
favored SWSR technology. From that point on, the whole process was 
arranged and the public "outreach" was co-opted to promote the Mayor's 
choice. 
The candidates and members of the panel were handpicked by the 
Mayor's management consultants. A requirement was added that the 
technology had to be Nmited to one type of fixed guideway technology to 
insure competitive proposals. This was not necessary if the City allowed 
different technologies to compete against each other. The panel met 
only once before a decision was made, and no meaningful discussion 
was allowed under the pretext of freedom of information and open public 
information. Instead of scheduling meetings, the panel made quick 
recommendations, and even before the recommendations were made, 
the Mayor's consultants were writing the recommendation, and 
extracting a few bullets from the panel's notes to present to the public. 
The panel was loaded with Steel Wheel proponents and even with 
people that had conflicts working for and with SWSR proponents. In our 
case, the panel did not understand or know the maglev technology being 
proposed and confused it with other high speed maglev technologies. 

The "outreach" program was diverted to support the SWSR selection 
and more than $2 Million of public money was spent promoting the 
SVVSR decision, even before the City Council deadlocked on approving 
the technology choice. Instead of resolving this City Council impasse 
with more information or opening the competition, the Mayor and City 
pressed on with SWSR to make the scheduled imposed by the Mayor. 
This "outreach" program continued through the election and public vote 
on technology. 
My major objection to the DEIS is this is supposed to be an 
environmental impact statement of the transit system. The technology is 
the most important decision regarding this impact. if the technology is 
limited to SVVSR, as it has in this study document, then the public and 
taxpayers do not get a proper assessment of alternatives, only the 
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comparison made against buses and HOV lanes. 
This study does not evaluate and study the possible benefits of lower 
noise, smaller guideway footprint, and lower maintenance cost possible 
with a system such as our HSST Urban maglev. This can also be said 
to some extent for a Monorail and for Rubber Tired systems. The City 
invited suppliers to compete and did not do a proper job in evaluating the 
environmental impact within this document. 
As I write this the City has already solicited bids for the first guideway 
section for the SWSR system, again without the benefit of a final EIS. It 
is disappointing that the Oahu residents and taxpayers will not get the 
best system. The taxpayer will pay more for this system then they would 
if the technology was open for competition, even if the final decision was 
SWSR. The public deserves to see a complete environmental 
comparison. 
Sincerely, 
Frank Latino 
Representative for and Consultant to 
ltochu International inc. 
335 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 10017 

188 Rainbow Trail 
Vernon, CT 06066 
860 977 0105 cell 
860 872 3495 
latinofrank@hotmail.com  
www.honolulumaglev.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECToR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-338002 

Mr. Frank Latino 
188 Rainbow Trail 
Vernon, Connecticut 06066 

Dear Mr. Latino: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the selected transit technology would be 
electrically powered. industry-standard steel wheel on steel rail powered from a third-rail system. 
The Draft EIS fully evaluates the selected technology. As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final 
EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on five transit technologies. A technical review 
process included the opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the 
alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for 
information that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 
12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent five-
member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic 
appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas 
bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation 
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Voi tru yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Lc 

Mr. Frank Latino 
Page 2 

(MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed 
technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The single operating urban magnetic levitation system has a maximum speed of 
100 kilometers per hour (62 miles per hour) which is similar to the maximum operating speeds of 
50 to 60 miles per hour for steel wheel on steel rail systems. While the system is inherently 
quieter, other systems may be designed to match the noise level of magnetic levitation when in 
operation. There is no specific safety improvement from the traction design. The assumed 
visual benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to 
include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller structures proposed in the comment 
result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the 
percentage of view blocked by support structure. There is a single operating urban magnetic 
levitation system in the world, in Japan, which opened for operation in 2004. No comparative 
project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, no data is available to support a cost 
estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other countries for beam-track vehicles would not 
apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the 
smaller structures proposed in the comment result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the 
number of columns required and the cost to construct both the additional foundations and 
columns. With no comparative data available to support an operating cost estimate, there is no 
means to verify this statement. The HSST system operators have declined to make operating 
expenses available. 

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

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Lemma 
Last Name : 	 Laulu, Jr 
Business/Organization : 	Goad Samaritan Church 
Address : 	 P.0 Box 31029 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No. : 
City; 	 Honolulu 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96820 
Email : 	 gsc_hawaii@yahoo.com  
Telephone : 	 808-699-1 402 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Standard 
Submission Method: 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 
Submission Content/Notes : Me and my wife support the Rail transit 100% 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wirrw.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON AN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333007 

Mr. Leauma Laulu, Jr. 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Mr. Laulu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

VeNru y yours, 

(4 1 
WAYNE Y. Yo HI 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/15/2008 

Andrew 
Le 
808 Geniuses LLC 
1365 Ina Street 

Honolulu 
HI 

96818 
808geniuses@gmaii.com  
808-255-8894 

Standard 
Website 

11/15/2008 
was just looking at the rail route from the pelts on this website and just 

wanted to know if there were going to be any more public presentations 
for the rail project. Kind of like the neighborhood meetings they have on 
Olelo (Ch. 49 on basic cable). My main concern was the current issue to 
change the route from the Salt Lake route to the Pearl Harbor/Airport 
route, and I just wanted to voice some concern or see what the 
reasoning is on both sides of the debate. Basically, I'm all for the airport, 
but why Pearl Harbor? There's a much larger population to address in 
the Salt Lake area opposed to Pearl Harbor (and the bus ride from 
Stadium to Pearl Harbor isn't that long) but at the same time, the airport 
makes sense once the Waikiki extension is completed. 

And how long until the extensions to Manoa and Waikiki are started 
on/completed? 

Thanks, and keep up the great work guys. 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-330488 

Mr. Andrew Le 
1365 Ulla Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Le: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (ES) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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Mr. Andrew Le 
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EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. 
Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

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

tru y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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THE LEAGUE 
OF WOMEN VOTERS OF HONOLULU 

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
808-768-8303 
Email: wyoshioka@honolulu.gov  

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Attached are our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We have severe reservations about 
this project and particularly with the Draft EIS which we feel to be inadequate. 

We respectfully request that a Supplemental DEIS be prepared that addresses the 
issues we raise and those raised by others before the DEIS becomes final. We also 
request that the Supplement be available as a printed copy For whoever requests it. 
DVDs are admirable but they are not a substitute for the written word. Too many 
people do not have computer capabilities and are unjustly excluded from the public 
participation process. Even those of us who have computers do not necessarily have 
an office-sized printer that can handle 11 x 17 paper which means we cannot print 
out the many maps for this project. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours, 

Piilani Kaopuiki, President 
League of Women Voters of Honolulu 

49 South Hotel Street, Room 314, Honolulu, Hawaii 986813 Ph. (808) 531 -7448 Fax (808) 599 -5669 
Website: www.lwv-hawaii.corn 	email: voters@iwv-hawaii.com.  
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Process 

The draft EIS for the rail transit project has been made available on the web. It is also 
provided on a DVD disk. When we asked for a hard paper copy for the League of Women 
Voters to review, we were told it would cost us $59. When we looked at a copy in the 
library we could understand why. There are many colored illustrations and foldout maps. 
But that is exactly the point! These can only be printed on a large office printer that can 
use 11" x 17" paper. The League doesn't have such a printer and most people don't. Not to 
mention the burden of the cost of color cartridges for ink jet printers! 

This is so ridiculous! Many of our members and the general public are not computer literate 
- they need something they can hold in their hands and read. Even we who are used to 
using computers need b print out pages that need close attention. 

We think that some of the money that went into producing this beautiful document could 
have been allocated to a less expensive book that was made widely available to people who 
want to read it. And considering all the money that has been spent in promoting the rail 
project, even printing a lot of copies of the expensive version would have not been that 
outrageous. 

if you want the public to participate, you have to make it easy. Otherwise, it is just a shibai. 
We think the City should stop the whole process and start over again, making a printed 
copy of the DEIS available to everyone who wants one. It should certainly make printed 
copies of the Supplement to the DES that we request available to anyone who wants one. 

Chapter 01: Background, Purpose and Need 

The Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT) 2030 population 
projection series was used in the DES. However, DBEDT issued its 2035 population 
projection series in January 2008 which is lower than the 2030 series figures for Oahu. The 
rower figures would have an impact on transit ridership and employment. 

The US Census Bureau's annual estimates of the population for Oahu from 2000 to 2007 
were lower than the DBEDT 2030 population series for that period. Estimates are 
improvement over projections. The average annual growth rate of the census estimates 
between 2000 and 2007 was much lower than both the 2030 and 2035 DBEDT annual 
growth rates for this period. If this continues to 2030, then our population would be lower 
than 2030 and 2035 population series have projected. 

Since early 2008, Honolulu has been in a recession, which has caused a decline in tourism 
and employment, thus reducing in-migration. The Supplemental DEIS must cover these 
points. 

Chapter 2: Alternatives Considered  
The Managed Lane alternative was given insufficient consideration. Cost assigned to this 
alternative was grossly inflated. Ridership projection was unrealistically low. The 
improvement to bus service resulting from this alternative was dismissed, resulting in too 
small a projected benefit. 

Why does the train start in Kapolei? The stated reason of starting at the maintenance 
facility is inadequate. Every other new system was started in the city, where the riders are. 
Washington, DC, experienced unexpected revenue from midday riders going to lunch. How 
did other systems cope with the distance from maintenance? - 
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The descriptions of the planned rail stations are inadequate: 
How high will the Ala Moana station be? 
Will there be restrooms in any of the stations? 
In the illustrations, mezzanines (in the text) are called concourses. Or are these 2 different 
things? 

Chapter 4  
Environmental Justice Sections 4.6.5 Banana Patch Community and 4.6.6 Mitication 

The DEIS notes that this is a multi-generational community in the area bordering Waipahu 
and Pearl City. Residents who are primarily of Asian extraction and poor occupy it. It is also 
the place designated for the Pearl Highland park-and-ride lot that will serve the Pearl 
Highlands Station. All of the Build Alternatives would displace residences, including single-
family homes, businesses and one church. 

This section concludes, "Impacts to the Banana Patch community suggest a disproportionate 
effect on community cohesion and isolation in addition to the relocation effects. The 
displacement of residences could result in social interaction or sense of community, 
stability, and psychological unity by removing residents who have resided in the same 
community for generations. Due to the high cost of living and available land, it is unlikely 
that residents would be co-located in another area of the city." In other words, the residents 
so dislocated have no place to go. It will be hard enough to relocate the families individually 
who will most likely join the ever-increasing ranks of the homeless. 

Under 4.6.6 Mitigation it is stated, "The identification of a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on EJ populations does not preclude a project from moving forward if a 
mitigation measure that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse 
effects are not practicable." The document further states that since the project would not 
result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts within the Oahu metropolitan planning 
Ei areas, no speciEc mitigation measures to reduce impacts are warranted. Again, in other 
words, tough luck. As long as you don't wipe out a really big hunk of low-income areas, you 
don't have to worry about destroying small areas, no matter how poor or desperate the 
residents may be. 

If we remember correctly, the City's response to the protests against urban renewal in 
Chinatown with widespread displacement of poor people was, since there was no other 
affordable place to move them to, the displaced simply had to accept it. Fortunately People 
Against Chinatown Evacuation (PACE) was formed and wielded enough pressure that the 
project was abandoned. 

ft is bad enough that we have a throwaway society as far as material things are concerned. 
There is no way we can justify throwaway people. If you cannot mitigate bad effects, you 
don't proceed! 

Elsewhere in the document re-alignments are suggested to save historic buildings. But no 
such measures are considered necessary when it is only poor people that are in the way of 
the train or a parking lot! 

We believe the mitigation measures in this case are totally inadequate. Either the plan 
should be changed or the residents suitably relocated. 

2 
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Visual and Aesthetic Conditions. 4.7 

The rail transit system will be highly visible and generally unsightly. We note that each 
station will have one, two, or three platforms, each 300 feet long and a minimum of 12 feet 
wide. Center platforms will be a minimum of 30 feet wide. These are huge! The most 
deleterious impacts will be on existing buildings where the train comes close, blocking 
views, light, and air. The overall impact on the island of Oahu will be such that it is certain 
to have an adverse impact on tourism, our main economic industry. Who will want to visit a 
"tropical paradise" that is just as ugly, if not uglier, that the place you live? 

The DEIS presents many simulated viewpoint figures that are useful in projecting the visual 
impacts of the project. However, the last figure in the series Figures 4-17 through 4-36 is of 
the station near Mother Waldron Park near Halekauwila and Cooke Streets. There is no 
figure for the station at Ala Moana Center. Please include one in the Supplemental 
Draft/Final EIS. There are also no descriptions of the planned future stations on the routes 
to the University of Hawaii and Waikiki. Including these in the Supplemental Draft/Final EIS 
would be helpful. 

The DES notes that the Chinatown station will be 30 feet above street level and that other 
stations in the downtown area will block views from the fourth and fifth story windows. In 
the Supplemental Draft/Final EIS, please indicate the actual dimensions and the 
elevation above street level of each station in the text accompanying the figures. 

Chapter 06: Cost and Financial Analysis  

The declining economy is a major concern that affects this project. The Supplemental DEIS 
should address the following points: 

If the revenue of the general excise and use tax surcharge declines, what steps will the city 
take b make up the shortfall? Already, citizens are decreasing their spending. How will this 
affect the capital costs? 

If Queen Street replaces Haiekauwila Street as part of the transit route, how will this impact 
transit cost? 

Does Federal Transit Administration contingency allocation take into consideration a 
recession 

3 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.hondulu.gov  

MUFi HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299046R 

Ms. Piilani Kaopuiki, President 
League of Women Voters of Honolulu 
49 South Hotel Street, Room 314 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Kaopuiki: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Fin& EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submiftal: 

Process 

The Draft EIS was available in hard copy for public review at local libraries and City 
offices to accommodate those individuals that do not have computer access. It was provided for 
free on disk, by request, to assist users in searching the document. Due to cost constraints, the 
number of printed copies was limited. However, bound printed copies were available at cost to 
anyone who requested one from the City. The use of 11-by-17 inch pages and color in the 
document allowed maps to be reproduced at a readable resolution and photographs and other 
figures to convey information about the Project and its impacts. The Final EIS is being widely 
distributed in an electronic format to maximize public review and to allow the public to 
understand its contents. 
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Chapter 1—Background, Purpose and Need 

The EIS uses the socio-economic data that was available from OahuMPO at the time 
that the EIS work began, based on DBEDT's "Population and Economic Projections for the 
State of Hawaii to 2030" prepared in August 2004. The 2030 forecast year used in the EIS is 
consistent with FTA's guidance for New Starts projects. 

As the comment notes, DBEDT has prepared new forecasts at the County level, 
"Population and Economic Projections for the State of Hawaii to 2035" issued in January 2008. 
For use in travel forecasting, these County-level forecasts must be disaoregated to the level of 
"Travel Analysis Zones" of which there are 764 on Oahu. At the time of the publication of the 
Draft EIS, these zonal-level forecasts had not been prepared and accepted by OahuMPO. 

Your comment notes that the January 2008 DBEDT forecasts have lower population 
projected than the August 2004 forecasts. Specifically, the January 2008 population forecast for 
Oahu for 2035 is 3.3 percent lower than the August 2004 forecast. However, the 2035 
employment forecast for Oahu from the January 2008 forecasts is 5.8 percent higher than the 
August 2004 forecast. Thus, it is not clear what the effect on ridership projections would be of 
using the January 2008 forecast, since the higher employment forecast would likely result in 
more work trips, which are attractively served by transit, while the lower population forecast 
would likely result in fewer trips for other purposes. 

The financial information contained throughout Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, including in 
the capital cost analysis in Section 6.3, recognizes the change in economic conditions since the 
Draft EIS was issued and reflects reduced General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge 
collections and lower costs of some materials. A statement to that effect is presented in Section 
6.1 of the Final EIS. Since economic conditions are continually changing and a snapshot in 
time will only be valid for that time, the financial plan for the Project is a dynamic document and 
will be updated periodically to reflect the latest conditions as the Project continues. The plan 
assumes there will be ups and downs in the economy and is designed as a long-term strategic 
document that will weather short-term trends. Moreover, the financial plan is reviewed by the 
FTA under strict guidelines to ensure forecasts of costs and revenues (both capital and 
operating) are reasonable and that the plan is fiscally viable. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
describes risks and uncertainties associated with the funding assumptions. 

Chapter 2—Alternatives Considered 

In Chapter 2 of the Alternatives Analysis Report (D TS 2006b), as well as in Chapter 2, of 
the Final EIS, two options were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative—Two-direction 
and Reversible. This alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between 
Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds 
for transit and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs). The Two-direction Option would have served 
express buses operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds 
in the Two-direction Option, it might be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of 
HOVs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would be allowed to use 
the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have to pay a toll. The 
Reversible Option was found to be optimal. 
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The findings are summarized in Section 2.2.2 of Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: 
"The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives 
related to mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. 
While this alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide 
traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased 
traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would 
have increased with the Managed Lane Option compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating 
an increase in system-wide congestion" (see Table 2-2 of the Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development (TOD). The Managed 
Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of 
transit-user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times 
higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Alternative, the Managed Lane Alternative would not have substantially 
improved service or access to transit for transit-dependent communities. No funding sources 
were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes 
Alternative would pay for ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues would 
be used to repay debt incurred to construct the system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have 
resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. 
Because the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study 
corridor (approximately 16 miles compared to the 20 miles served by the fixed guideway), it 
would have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, 
cultural, and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have 
extended a shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated 
structure, with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

As stated in Table 2-2 in Section 2.2.2 of Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, as well as in 
Chapter 2 of the Alternative Analysis Report (page 2-16), the total capital costs for the Managed 
Lane Alternative would range between $3.6 and $4.7 billion, of which $2.6 to $3.8 billion would 
be for construction of the managed lanes. As stated in the City's Transit Task Force Report, a 
committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two Alternatives involving 
construction (Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states 
that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning 
and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation and others familiar with high-occupancy toll (HOT) facilities. The 
transit operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative would range between approximately 
$251 and $261 million as a result of additional buses that would be put in service under that 
alternative. These costs do not include the cost of maintaining the managed lane facility. 
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By contrast, as noted in Table 6-2 of Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, the capital cost of the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative, including bus system and TheHancliVan costs, would be $6.5 
billion in year-of-expenditure dollars. Total operating and maintenance costs for the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative, including bus, TheHandi-Van and fixed guideway, would be 
approximately $489 million in year-of-expenditure dollars. 

After the Alternatives Analysis phase was completed, several scoping comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and 
rejected during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would 
have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, 
it was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

The Fixed Guideway Alternative would be more cost-effective in the long run. As stated 
in Chapter 6 of the Final BS, funding sources for the capital investments include a GET 
surcharge, City general obligation bonds, and FTA funds. Only the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
could be funded with the GET surcharge. GET is expected to generate $3.5 billion through 
2022, and the FTA has agreed to consider at/east $1.4 billion as a Federal contribution to the 
Project under the New Starts program. No funding sources were identified for the Managed 
Lane Alternative toll revenues from the Managed Lanes Alternative would pay for ongoing 
operations and maintenance. Any remaining toll revenues would be used to repay debt incurred 
to construct the system, but other undefined sources of funding would be needed to pay for 
construction. 

As described in Section 2.5.10 in Chapter 2 and further in Section 8.6.9 in Chapter 8 of 
the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable property. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available properly to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility; therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas 
Koko Head. Therefore, the right-of-way can be obtained more quickly, which will allow the 
overall project construction to begin sooner, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha 
Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. Transit systems are typically connected 
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to a maintenance site at the time they open for operation to allow proper management of rolling 
stock and systems. 

Appendix B of the Final EIS includes detailed project plans and a system profile. The 
Ala Moana Center Station platform will have an elevation of approximately 35 feet above the 
existing ground. The stations will have restrooms accessible to the public, but individuals will be 
required to obtain access to these facilities from the station attendant. in the Draft EIS, the 
terms mezzanine and concourse were used interchangeably. For the Final EIS, the term 
concourse is used for ease of reference and to cut down on any potential confusion. 

Chapter 4—Environmental Analysis, Consequences, and Mitigation 
Environmental Justice Sections 4.7.5 and 4.7.6, Banana Patch Community and Mitigation 

Regarding Banana Patch, the Final EIS has been revised to reflect public outreach 
coordination with this community during the Draft EIS comment period. As discussed in 
Section 4.7.4, the City has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community 
since October 2008. Every household has been visited by City staff, right-of-way staff, and 
engineering staff to discuss the Project, as well as special needs and relocation assistance for 
residents who will be displaced. Strategic outreach was conducted for this neighborhood, and it 
was found the residents were mostly interested in learning more about the right-of-way 
acquisition process. Residents asked when acquisition might occur, how their property would 
be appraised, and how soon they might receive compensation. Residents of the community did 
not object to being relocated to decent, safe, and sanitary housing. Because the City has to 
comply with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act, all residents will be relocated to decent, safe, and sanitary housing. No resident of the 
Banana Patch or resident in any other community within the study area will be left homeless due 
to the Project. 

In addition, no concerns were expressed during Banana Patch outreach meetings about 
keeping the community intact for relocation purposes. Because the Pearl Highlands Station will 
displace this community, the location of the station and associated facilities was examined 
under the USDOT Order on Environmental Justice (Order 5610.2). First, the need for the 
station was examined. Analysis showed that this station is projected to have the second highest 
passenger volume of all of the project stations. It will serve as the transfer point for all users in 
Central Oahu, whether they drive or take TheBus. As such, there is substantial need for the 
Pearl Highlands Station. 

Secondly, two alternatives to the guideway and highway ramp alignments, station 
locations, and park-and-ride locations for the station were evaluated to access feasibility. One 
alternative would move the park-and-ride to Leeward Community College. This modification 
would require a number of changes. The net increase in cost for this alternative would be 
approximately $90 million. The second alterative considered moving the park-and-ride to the 
Hawaii Laborers Training program site. This change would prevent the placement of a track 
switch to access the maintenance and storage facility site near Leeward Community College in 
the Koko Head direction, which would make this maintenance and storage facility site 
impractical. The net increase in cost for this alternative would be more than $63 million. 

In conclusion, relocating the park-and-ride facilities under either of the two alternatives 
would provide less efficient transportation access and circulation to the park-and-ride. 
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Moreover, displaced residents of the Banana Patch community did not voice opposition to the 
Project, did not express concern about the adverse effects, and appeared satisfied with 
mitigation measures with regard to relocation. As such, the Project will not result in 
disproportionately high or adverse impacts to the Banana Patch community. 

Where relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners 
in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and would follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24). The following 
measures will be implemented for relocations: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
or businesses within an individual's financial means, 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 

• Relocation services will be provided to all affected businesses and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; persons, businesses or 
organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably. 

Visual and Aesthetic Conditions Section 4.8 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Final EIS. The Project will be set in an urban context where 
visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The following 
measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the 
visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's TOD program within the Department 
of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4,8,3 of the Final EIS 
under the heading Design Principals and Mitigation, specific environmental, architecture, and 
landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 
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As stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, "The Ala Moana Center Station will be at the 
end of the Project. The station and the guideway will be located between the Ala Moana Center 
and mid- to high-rise buildings and will not substantially change the view from adjacent offices 
and residences." Additional simulations were conducted for specific views. As there are no 
protected views planes in the Ala Moana Station area, additional simulations were not 
developed for this station. Additional simulations were conducted after the Draft EIS and are 
included in the Final EIS. These include Figures 4-39 through 4-41 and 4-44 through 4-50. 
Visual simulations of the Project were developed for 19 representative viewpoints that will be 
affected by the Project to illustrate commonly experienced visual effects. The locations of these 
viewpoints are shown on Figure 4-16. The simulations (Figures 4-20 through 4-38) depict the 
guideway and other project elements to illustrate the facilities' sizes and positions but do not 
include detailed design features. For stations, they show a typical prototype without design 
detail because station configurations and finishes have yet to be developed, and input will be 
considered from communities surrounding each station through the Final EIS and design 
processes. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final 
EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions and their 
relative stations (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the 
proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the extensions are proposed for 
implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and their stations and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

The actual dimensions of each station will be determined during the final design phase, 
but they will generally be about 30 feet above the ground unless special conditions prevail. The 
station's touchdown elements that house stairways, escalators and elevators will vary in size 
and design, and will be the subject of workshops that are being held with the public. The City is 
conducting workshops with communities that will have rail stations. The purpose of the 
workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and provide opportunities to residents and 
businesses to contribute ideas about the appearance of station entryways in the surrounding 
areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station design process. 
The simulations included as figures in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS represent the range of scale 
and spatial relationships of project elements to surrounding land uses and structures, so that the 
visual effects of the Project can be determined. The visual effects of the Project are 
documented in this section of the Final EIS. 

Chapter 6—Cost and Financial Analysis 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, and includes 
a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. This financial plan and 
analysis take the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 

AR00002376 



Ms. PiiIani Kaopuiki 
Page 8 

describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions and how a shortfall 
in revenue could be handled. 

A Queen Street alignment was evaluated at two stages in the Alternatives Analysis 
process. This alignment had significant visual impacts, impacts on historic properties, impacts 
on street traffic patterns, and severe engineering constraints and was not brought forward into 
the Draft EIS. It is not a replacement for Halekauwila Street. 

As stated in Chapter 6, page 6-3 of the Alternatives Screening Memorandum, an 
alignment along Queen Street, rather than Halekauwila Street, had been proposed for 
screening. Following initial scoping of the alternatives and further engineering analysis, 
however, it was determined that the Queen Street alignment might not prove to be feasible. As 
noted in the Alternatives Screening Memo (page 6-3), 'The elevated alignment [along Queen 
Street] would have to pass very near high-rise buildings in some locations. Locating stations 
within the physical constraints of this alignment is a particular challenge." 

Both the Queen Street and the Halekauwila Street alignments were advanced to the 
Alternatives Analysis. The Queen Street alignment would have direct, significant impacts on a 
number of historical resources. The Queen Street alignment would also have significant visual 
impacts on an historic area of Downtown. As noted in the Alternatives Analysis (Pages 6-4 and 
6-5), "The Queen Street alignment would have somewhat greater negative visual impact 
because the narrow available right-of-way would require a stacked alignment in the Downtown 
area and because it would cross between Hale Auhau and the rest of the Hawaii Capital Historic 
District. The Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila StreetIkapiolani Boulevard alignment would be the 
best alignment option within Section V." As a result, the Queen Street alignment did not 
advance from the Alternatives Analysis to the Draft EIS, and no cost estimate was prepared. 
Contingency amounts estimated for the capital cost of the Project are intended to account for 
additional costs that are currently unknown but which are reasonably expected to occur. 

In the event of an economic recession, it is likely that construction costs will decline, or at least 
will not escalate at as high a rate as would be the case in the absence of a recession. Thus, 
contingency amounts estimated for the Project could be larger than needed. As discussed 
above, the financial plan is a dynamic document that will be revisited to respond to changing 
conditions. FTA reviews the estimate regularly using third party specialists and has found the 
cost estimate to be sound. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Finai EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

tr ly yours, 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2013 	 RT9/09-333521 

Faanati Leano 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Faanati Leano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft BS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft BS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final BS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Very tru y yours, 

WAYN 	YC1 HIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-333502 

Ms. FideHa Leano 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Leano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built 
environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
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supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 
Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

r y yours, 

WAYNI Y. Y SHIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-333497 

Ms. Nadia Leano 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Leano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built 
environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
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supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 
Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333493 

Taulagi Leano 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Taulagi Leano: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft BS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built 
environment analyzed in the Draft BS. During the public comment period on the Draft BS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
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supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 
Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-338277 

Mr. Henry Curtis, Executive Director 
Life of the Land 
76 North King Street, Suite 203 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Curtis: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Life of the Land Comment I 

As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final BS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
included an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using light-rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) 
vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-grade and grade-separated segments. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
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combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the 
other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel 
under King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to 
cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-
grade and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final BS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Projects Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
47 000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of 
the day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts—The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu_ A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
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Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade 
rail system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only 
exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal 
of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant 
and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the 
streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout 
Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be 
isolated and minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide 
traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Altemafive (Table 3-14 in 
the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through 
travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or 
even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to 
operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community 
and environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than 
with an elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more 
lanes would need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the 
closures would last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a 
greater disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to 
construction noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
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The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

As stated previously, the short 200-foot (or less) blocks in Downtown Honolulu would 
permanently limit the system to two-car trains to prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular 
traffic on cross-streets. Even with transit signal priority, the at-grade speeds will be slower and 
less reliable than an elevated guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade 
system could reach 4 1 000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 8,000 
passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily expanded to carry 
over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds 
during the peak period. To reach a comparable system capacity, speed and reliability, an at 
grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all 
obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian or bicycle crossings. 

Life of the Land Comment 2 

As discussed in the response to Comment 1 in this letter, 15 combinations of tunnel, at-
grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue were considered during the 
screening process. Five different alignments through Downtown were advanced for further 
analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street and a 
tunnel under King Street. The Alternatives Analysis Report (2006) and the Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (2006) provide a discussion regarding the at-grade alignments 
considered. The reference sections of these reports list other resources that support the 
alternatives analysis. 

Life of the Land Comment 3 

Enhanced bus service was considered during the Alternatives Analysis Phase (referred 
to as the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative). As discussed in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS, the TSM Alternative was designed to serve the study corridor 
based on a hub-and-spoke network of bus routes, similar to today. The alternative included 
express bus service that operated as bus rapid transit in existing facilities. Bus frequencies 
would have been increased during peak periods to provide improved service for work-related 
trips, particularly from developing areas such as Royal Kunia, Koa Ridge, and Waiawa. The 
bus fleet was assumed to increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride lots were 
assumed at West Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. In addition, the present 
a.m. peak-hour-only zipper lane would have been modified to operate in both the a.m. and p.m. 
peak periods, and relatively low-cost improvements would have been made on selected 
roadways to give priority to buses. 

The analyses found that the TSM Alternative would have improved transit travel times 
somewhat by reducing the amount of time riders would have to wait for a bus to arrive at a bus 
stop. As a result, the TSM Alternative would have led to a slightly larger number of daily transit 
trips than the No Build Alternative (Table 2-2). This alternative would have generated fewer 
hours of transit-user benefits than either the Managed Lane or Fixed Guideway Alternative. 
Since most buses would still operate in mixed traffic, the TSM Alternative would have done little 
to improve corridor mobility and travel reliability. Roadway congestion also would not have 
been alleviated. In addition, because of the dispersed nature of transit service, slow bus 
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speeds, and unreliable service, the TSM Alternative would not have supported the City's goals 
of concentrating growth within the corridor and reducing development pressures in rural areas. 

In terms of its environmental impacts, the TSM Alternative would have generated fewer 
physical impacts than the Managed Lane and Fixed Guideway Alternatives. However, it would 
have required more transportation system energy and generated more air pollutant emissions 
and water pollution than the Fixed Guideway Alternative (Table 2-3). ,4/though the TSM 
Alternative would have been very cost-effective, financial feasibility was a concern. Currently, 
State legislation does not allow the local excise and use tax surcharge to be used for 
enhancement of the existing bus transit system. 

Life of the Land Comment 4 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (2006) and the Alternatives Screening Memorandum 
(2006) provide a discussion on the TSM Alternative, including results of the analysis. The 
reference sections of these reports list other resources that support the alternatives analysis, 
including analysis of the TSM Alternative. 

Life of the Land Comment 5 

As discussed in the response to Comment 1 in this letter, 15 combinations of tunnel, at-
grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue were considered during the 
screening process. Five different alignments through Downtown were advanced for further 
analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street and a 
tunnel under King Street. The Alternatives Analysis Report (2006) and the Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (2006) provide a discussion regarding the at-grade alignments 
considered. The reference sections of these reports list other resources that support the 
alternatives analysis. 

Life of the Land Comment 6 

The Project's technology, which is steel wheel on steel rail, may be operated above 
grade (elevated), at-grade (street level), or below grade (underground). The requirement is that 
the system operates in an exclusive right-of-way. To preserve system speed and reliability, 
neither automobiles nor pedestrians can be allowed to cross the tracks. For at-grade operation, 
this would require a fenced right-of-way with no crossings. It is not possible to construct such a 
system in developed portions of the corridor such as in the Downtown area. Portions of the 
alignment in undeveloped areas could be constructed at-grade with a fenced right-of-way. 
However, this would prohibit at-grade access to the future development. Placing any part of the 
system in mixed right-of-way would affect reliability of the entire system as described above. 
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Life of the Land Comment 7 

See response to Life of the Land Comment 6. Regarding costs, an at-grade system is 
less costly, but the compromise in performance would make it infeasible in Honolulu. A good 
comparison is Phoenix, which recently opened a fully at-grade system that is 20 miles long, 
similar in length to this Project. It takes over 1-34 hours to travel from end-to-end compared to 
the 42 minutes it will take in Honolulu. Phoenix has also had some vehicular and pedestrian 
safety challenges as people negotiate the streets with the new system. In Phoenix, the at-grade 
system works because it has plenty of alternative street options for vehicular traffic to use. That 
flexibility does not exist in Honolulu. 

Life of the Land Comment 8 

To meet system requirements as outlined in Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS, at-grade 
operation would require a fenced right-of-way. Cross-streets and local access would preclude 
at-grade operation adjacent to Farrington Highway. As discussed above, an at-grade system 
was found not to be feasible therefore an investigation of right-of-way on specific streets for an 
at-grade system was not conducted. 

Life of the Land Comment 9 

The Project follows Farrington Highway, not H-1 in the Kapolei-Ewa area. During the 
Alternatives Analysis process, the Hawaii State Department of Transportation (HDOT) informed 
DTS that all of the H-1 right-of-way needs to be preserved for future freeway use. 

Life of the Land Comment 10 

Farrington Highway lanes could not be used for a rail line. One of the project design 
requirements is operation in an exclusive right-of-way. Using lanes on Nimitz Highway would 
create pedestrian-vehicle conflicts. In addition, reducing the number of travel lanes would 
worsen congestion for highway users. 

Life of the Land Comment 11 

At-grade operation would require a fenced right-of-way. Cross-streets and local access 
along Farrington Highway would preclude at-grade operation in Waipahu. 

Life of the Land Comment 12 

The Project alignment goes directly through the mauka portion of the Leeward 
Community College (LCC) campus and includes a station at LCC. A spur was not considered. 
The alignment follows this route because it serves the LCC campus and other nearby activity 
centers and provides access to the preferred maintenance and storage facility, which is located 
adjacent to LCC. Details about the alignment selection can be found in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (2006). 
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Life of the Land Comment 13 

The fixed guideway Project will serve LCC. Figure 3-9 in this Final EIS shows 190 
passenger boardings and 700 alightings at this station during the a.m. two hour peak period (6 
a.m. to 8 a.m.). Figure 3-10 shows 3200, 	daily boardings and alightings. 

Life of the Land Comment 14 

The Project will serve Central Oahu with feeder bus service. A future rail extension to 
this area is not precluded. Future bus routes and frequencies are shown in Appendix D in the 
Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comment 15 

The Waipio area will be served by the fixed guideway station in Waipahu with buses 
serving the surrounding communities. Figure 3-9 in the Final EIS shows 1,050 passenger 
boardings and 350 alightings at this station during the a. m. two hour peak period. Figure 3-10 
shows 3,080 daily boardings and alightings. A spur line to Waipio has not been evaluated. 

Life of the Land Comment 16 

The Project does not serve MilIlan' directly via the fixed guideway system. However, the 
Project does include a major transit center and park-and-ride facility at the 1-1-111-1-2 merge 
(Figure 2-21 in this Final EIS) that will be accessible via a direct off-ramp from 1+2. Figure 3-7 
in this Final EIS shows that travel times will be reduced for those traveling from Mililani to 
Downtown using the fixed guideway system for a portion of their commute. A spur fine to 
Mililani has not been evaluated. 

Life of the Land Comment 17 

The Kamehameha Highway right-of-way abuts private property and construction of even 
one rail track on the makai side of this road would require acquiring right-of-way near Pearl 
Highlands Center, Pearl City Shopping Center, and the Pearl Ridge Shopping Center. These 
locations will be instead served by an elevated guideway system, which minimizes the amount 
of right-of-way needed in this area. 

Life of the Land Comment 18 

The Kamehameha Highway right-of-way abuts private property and construction of even 
one rail track on the mauka side of this road would require acquiring right-of-way near Pearl 
Highlands Center, Pearl City Shopping Center, and the Pearl Ridge Shopping Center. These 
locations will instead be served by an elevated guideway system, which minimizes the amount 
of right-of-way needed in this area. 

Life of the Land Comment 19 

There is sufficient space for an elevated guideway makai of the Airport Viaduct. Ewa of 
Miele, the Project is makai of the 1-1-1 and Nimitz Highway interchange. Koko Head of Aoleie, it 
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would be difficult to cross over the airport access ramps, and fewer riders would be served than 
with the proposed alignment serving the Airport along Aoleie and Ualena Streets. 

Life of the Land Comment 20 

All land on both sides of Kamehameha Highway near the Pearl Harbor Naval Base is 
controlled by the Federal government, and much of it contains historic resources. There is 
insufficient land makai of Kamehameha Highway for a rail line and/or station at-grade. The 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base station will touch down on the mauka side of Kamehameha Highway 
at Radford Drive to avoid the historic resources on the makai side. 

Life of the Land Comment 21 

Pearl Harbor Naval Base will be served by the Project with a station at Kamehameha 
Highway and Radford Drive. Figure 3-9 in this Final EIS shows 550 passenger hoardings and 
1,410 alightings at the Pearl Harbor Naval Base Station during the a.m. two hour peak period. 
Figure 3-10 shows 5,440 daily boardings and alightings. There will be bus service connecting 
the rail station with destinations on Pearl Harbor Naval Base. 

Life of the Land Comment 22 

There will be a fixed guideway station serving Pearl Harbor Naval Base. Figure 3-9 in 
this Final EIS shows 550 passenger hoardings and 1,410 alightings at this station during the 
a. m. two hour peak period. Figure 3-10 shows 5,440 daily boardings and alightings. 

Life of the Land Comment 23 

The Project will serve the Hickam Air Force Base with feeder bus service. The routes 
are shown in Appendix D in the Final EIS. This service is included in the ridership forecasting 
presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The service on-base is not available to the general 
public. Due to the feeder bus system, a spur was not included in the Project. 

Life of the Land Comment 24 

A spur line to Hickam Air Force Base is not part of the Project. Hickam Air Force Base 
will be served by the Pearl Harbor Naval Base fixed guideway station with feeder buses running 
between the fixed guideway station at the Naval Base and the Air Force Base. Figure 3-9 in this 
Final EIS shows 550 passenger boardings and 1,410 alightings at this station during the a.m. 
two hour peak period. Figure 3-10 shows 5,440 daily hoardings and alightings. Due to the 
feeder bus system, a spur was not included in the Project. 

Life of the Land Comment 25 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.6, and in Appendix B to the Final BS, the rail line 
will provide access to Honolulu International Airport. There will be a rail station on Airport 
property near the overseas parking garage just Ewa of the parking garage exist lanes, fronting 
Ala Onaona Street. The station will be about 600 to 800 feet from the interisland and overseas 
terminal and ground level pedestrian walkways will connect the station to the terminals. 
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Figure 3-10 in this Final EIS shows daily hoardings at the Honolulu International Airport Station 
(3,260 hoardings and 3,060 alightings). 

The line will not displace roadways or vehicles from the Airport; hence, security will not 
be affected by displacement of vehicle access. As the rail line will not affect roadway access or 
operations, it will not cause congestion or idling of vehicles. 

Life of the Land Comment 26 

The Project provides a direct connection between Ewa and Honolulu via the Honolulu 
International Airport. Therefore, the addition of a loop at the Airport is not necessary. 

Life of the Land Comment 27 

The Project connects between Ewa and Honolulu via the Honolulu International Airport 
with stations located at Aloha Stadium, Pearl Harbor Naval Base, and Honolulu International 
Airport. As a result, the loop as described in your comment is not necessary. 

Life of the Land Comment 28 

The fixed guideway system will serve Honolulu International Airport with a station directly 
located on airport property, as described in response to Comment 25 (above). Figure 3-9 in this 
Final EIS shows 380 passenger hoardings and 1,330 alightings at this station during the a.m. 
two hour peak period. Figure 3-10 shows 3,260 hoardings and 3,060 alightings at this station. 

Life of the Land Comment 29 

The Purpose and Need of this Project is discussed in Section 1. 7 and 1.8 of the Final 
EIS. Any questions about Airport plans to provide shuttle service around the airport should be 
directed to the Hawaii State Department of Transportation Airports Division. 

An alignment mauka of the Airport Viaduct was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
There is sufficient space for an elevated guideway; however, transfer of riders to the Honolulu 
International Airport is difficult and the ridership projections for the alignment are the lowest 
figures of the evaluated alignments. 

Life of the Land Comment 30 

According to Table 2-8 in this Final BS, there will be 600 spaces at the Aloha Stadium 
Park-and-Ride facility. The travel demand forecasting model estimated projected demand at 
guideway stations and these estimates are for year 2030 (Table 3-22 in the Final EIS). 
Design for all Project stations is currently in the preliminary design stage. All coordination 
letters can be found in Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comment 31 

At-grade operation would require a fenced right-of-way throughout the alignment. 
Cross-streets and local access would preclude at-grade operation adjacent to Nimitz Highway in 
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the lwilei area Please see response to Comment .1 for a discussion of the effects of an at-
grade system. 

Life of the Land Comment 32 

Using lanes on Nimitz Highway for a rail line would not be feasible as this would create 
potential conflicts between the train and pedestrians and other vehicles. In addition, reducing 
the number of travel lanes on Nimitz Highway would worsen traffic congestion. 

Life of the Land Comment 33 

A future rail line and park and ride could be constructed to Sand Island but it is not part 
of this Project. However, the Project does not include a rail line to Sand Island or a park-and-
ride in this area. The Project travels along Dillingham Boulevard and transitions to Nimitz 
Highway at Kekaulike Street, which is Koko Head of Sand Island. 

Life of the Land Comment 34 

A below ground route on Nimitz Highway was never evaluated. Since Nimitz Highway 
runs along the water front, a below ground route would be below the water line, which would 
add significant cost to construction. Table 5-2 in the Alternatives Analysis Report shows the 
cost of a below ground route through Chinatown along King Street would cost $1,900 million in 
2006 dollars (the year the alternative was evaluated) for just that segment between lwilei and 
UN Manoa. This was the most expensive alignment evaluated between Iwilei and UN Manoa. 
The ideal above ground alignment studied in this area was estimated to cost $I230 million in 
2006 dollars. 

Life of the Land Comment 35 

An alignment along Ala Moana Boulevard was considered during early alternative 
screening and eliminated because of view and parkland impacts. 

Life of the Land Comment 36 

An alignment along Ala Wai Boulevard is discussed in the Alternatives Screening Memo. 
This report states that the aesthetic impact of an aerial structure along Ala Wai Boulevard and 
the Ala Wai Canal would be severe. As a result, it was not considered further as part of the 
Alternatives Analysis phase. 

Life of the Land Comment 37 

The Screening Memo discusses the elevated mutes that were examined between Ala 
Moana Center and UH Manoa. At-grade routes to UN Manoa were not considered due to the 
impact to existing travel lanes and potential conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists and drivers. 
This area of the corridor is very congested and an at-grade alignment would have required 
removal of traffic lanes, which would have resulted in increases in traffic congestion. 

The Project will serve the UN Manoa campus with feeder bus service transferring at Ala 
Moana Center. The routes are shown in Appendix D in this Final EIS. This service is included 

AR00002399 



Mr. Henry Curtis 
Page 11 

in the ridership forecasting presented in the Section 3.4.2 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
Additionally, Table 3-29 in this Final BS shows that the potential rail extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa would increase fixed guideway ridership 
by approximately 25 percent in addition to 116,000 ridership estimated for the Project. 

Life of the Land Comments 38 and 39 

City Council Resolution 08-261 identified the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center as the preferred alternative. Table 3-29 in this Final EIS shows that the potential 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa would increase fixed 
guideway ridership by approximately 25 percent in addition to 116,000 ridership estimated for 
the Project. Enhanced bus service from Ala Moana Center to Waikiki will be provided until the 
fixed guideway extensions are implemented. Projected transit ridership with the future 
extensions (West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, UN Manoa, and Waikiki) are provided in Table 
3-29 of the Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comment 40 

The fixed guideway Project will provide greater transportation options. Currently, people 
on Oahu can travel by private automobile, TheBus, bicycle, or walking. The fixed guideway 
Project will add another option. Since the fixed guideway vehicles will be completely separated 
from roadway traffic operations, the Project will provide higher transit service reliability 
compared to the No Build Alternative. 

Life of the Land Comment 41 

After completion of construction, the Project will not decrease or increase regional 
population or the number of jobs; however, it will influence the distribution, rate, density, and 
intensity of development in the study corridor. Without the Project, growth is more likely to be 
dispersed outside of the study corridor, including in undeveloped areas of Central and North 
Oahu. 

Life of the Land Comment 42 

As described in Section 2.5.10 and further in Section 8.6.9 in the Final EIS, to support 
phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage 
facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown 
with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, 
construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will 
be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 
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• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

. Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Ridership numbers would be higher if construction started on the Koko Head end of the 
line, however, the lack of available space for a maintenance and storage facility on that end of 
the corridor makes such phasing unfeasible. Figure 3-9 and Figure 3-10 in this Final EIS show 
ridership on the Project. These figures show peak period and daily ridership totals traveling 
Koko Head-bound and Ewa-bound once the entire Project is in operation. 

Life of the Land Comment 43 

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, which is analyzed in the DS. However, as mentioned in Section 4.19.2 in this Final 
EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) would be expected to occur in Project station areas as 
an indirect effect of the Project. 

The increased mobility and accessibility the Project will provide would increase the 
desirability and value of land near the stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment 
nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station areas will be established and 
conducted by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the 
City's new TOD Ordinance 09-4. 

Life of the Land Comment 44 

As discussed in Section 4.19.2 in this Final EIS, after completion of construction, the 
Project will not decrease or increase regional population or the number of jobs; however, it will 
influence the distribution of development. 

Life of the Land Comment 45 

The Project will not change any zoning or other development rights. Questions 
pertaining to development rights should be directed to the City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting. 

Any changes to zoning or other development rights near the stations will be determined 
by the City Council. 
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Life of the Land Comment 46 

According to Section 4.19.2 in this Final EIS, experience in other cities indicates that 
property sales values increase by $60 to $2,300 for every 100 feet closer to a transit station 
(see Table 4-38 in this Final EIS). The effect cannot be isolated from other market forces; 
therefore, the precise effect of the transit system cannot be determined. 

Life of the Land Comment 47 

Elevated transit systems that serve various Chinatowns have been built in Chicago, 
Boston, Los Angeles, Manila and Singapore. 

Life of the Land Comment 48 

Each of the cities listed in Life of the Land Comment 47 is unique and the introduction of 
transit has affected each differently. Generally, Chinatowns are located in relatively dense 
urban areas near downtown and therefore have benefited from access to transit. 

Life of the Land Comment 49 

Section 4.8.3 in this Final EIS discusses shade and shadow effects of the system. 

According to the Federal Transit Administration's Safety Management Information 
Statistics for 1997, the most recent data available in the Transportation Research Board (TRB) 
Report "Improving Transit Security," there was one serious offense for every one million 
passenger miles carried on rail. There is a need for security on transit systems, just as there is 
a need for police and other security in all aspects of modern society, but there is no evidence 
that crime rates associated with transit are any higher than for society in general. Crime rates 
on transit systems are correlated closely with crime rates in the neighborhoods within which the 
stations are located (e.g., "Crime in public transit systems: An environmental design 
perspective", Adele Pear!stein and Martin Wachs). 

Life of the Land Comment 50 

The majority of the system will be located in roadway medians. It will not be enclosed in 
barbed wire. 

Life of the Land Comment 51 

Several fixed guideway stations will be located at or near existing or planned bicycle 
facilities. Many bicycle lanes (planned by the City or State) could connect to fixed guideway 
stations. Each station will have facilities for parking bicycles, and each guideway vehicle will be 
designed to accommodate bicycles, as regulated by a bicycle policy to be developed by the 
City. Locations where potential effects on bicycle facilities could occur are shown in Table 3-25 
in this Final EIS. 
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Life of the Land Comments 52 

Public involvement (e.g., conducting public meetings, providing project information, and 
requesting public comments,) is an integral and essential part of the project planning process. 
Guidelines set forth by NEPA, and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes stipulate that 
public involvement be carried out on large-scale projects such as the rail project. Thus, a broad 
range of print and visual media, including presentations, was employed to reach multiple 
population segments and is described further in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comments 53 

The project team does not have information of the expenditures of other government-
funded entities. 

Life of the Land Comment 54 

The Project will provide high-capacity transit service between East kapolei and Ala 
Moana Center. The Project will connect multiple activity centers, provide cost-effective transit 
user benefits, and meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. This Project provides significant 
passenger capacity, which could be easily increased in the future by adding additional vehicles 
or decreasing headways. As a result, this Project will increase the time until another major 
transit upgrade is needed. 

Life of the Land Comment 55 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using a travel 
demand model calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information and then 
validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, 
and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key input 
assumptions, approximately 116,300 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit system 
on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model 
has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Ridership is projected to reach 116,000 in 2030. This figure includes approximately 
40,000 passengers who would otherwise have had to drive on the roadways. The forecasts 
show 88,000 riders when the full system opens in 2019. Honolulu is one of the first projects in 
the country to design and undertake an uncertainty analysis for this type of travel forecast. The 
uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the forecast by establishing likely upper and 
lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked closely with Honolulu during this work 
effort. A variety of factors were considered in the uncertainty analysis, ranging from variations 
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in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution patterns of future growth in the Ewa 
end of the corridor, to the impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure, to the 
expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system, to park-and-ride behavior 
with the new system in place, and to such things as the implications on ridership of vehicle and 
passenger amenities provided by the new guideway vehicles. Given all the factors considered, 
the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 are expected to be between 105,000 to 
130,000 trips per day. 

Life of the Land Comment 56 

The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) is regressive and applied to all transactions. 
The GET is discussed in Section 6.3.2 of the Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comment 57 

Section 4.18.6 of the Final EIS indicates that approximately 7.5 trillion BTUs will be 
required to construct the Project. 

Life of the Land Comment 58 

As shown in Table 3-18 in this Final EIS the fixed guideway will carry approximately 
116,000 persons daily or approximately 36 million riders per year in 2030. Section 4.18.6 
indicates that approximately 7.5 trillion BTUs will be required to construct the Project. 

Life of the Land Comments 59, 60, and 61 

The energy consumed could be from multiple sources. However, assuming all energy is 
generated from oil, the Project will have a carbon equivalence of about 20 metric tons of carbon 
per billion BTUs consumed (U.S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy Data Book). 
Using the above values, approximately 150 thousand metric tons of carbon equivalence will be 
generated from construction. 

Life of the Land Comments 62, 63, 64, and 65 

The energy required to construct and operate the system is presented in this Final EIS. 
Table 4-21 in the Final EIS indicates that 1,690 million BTUs will be consumed daily in 2030 to 
power the Project, while the daily roadway energy consumption will decrease by 3 million BTUs 
daily in 2030 as a result of the operation of the system. 

The energy consumed could be from multiple sources. However, assuming all energy is 
generated from oil, the Project will have a carbon equivalence of about 20 metric tons of carbon 
per billion BTUs consumed (U.S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy Data Book). 
Project construction will consume approximately 210 million BTUs per annual rider. Using the 
estimated energy calculation provided in Comment 58 (above), construction will generate about 
4 metric tons of carbon equivalence per annual rider. 
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Life of the Land Comment 66 

The energy mix for electricity generation will depend on HECO's power production. The 
State of Hawaii has established a goal of using renewable energy sources for 40 percent of 
electricity production by 2030. In 2007, 16 percent of energy production in Hawaii was from 
renewable sources. 

Life of the Land Comment 67 

As stated in Section 2.5.2 in this Final EIS, the system will be powered by electricity. 

Life of the Land Comment 68 

The Draft EIS identified estimated traffic volumes for year 2030. Traffic is expected to 
grow with or without the Project. However, as indicated in Chapter 3, Table 3-14 of the Draft 
EIS (Section 3.4.1), "VMT (vehicle miles traveled), VHT (vehicle hours traveled), and VHD 
(vehicle hours of delay) are projected to decrease under each Build Alternative as compared to 
the No Build Alternative." The Final EIS shows an 18 percent decrease in VHD with the Project 
compared to without (Table 3-14). The use of cars in the next 10 and 20 years will be less with 
the Project than if the Project were not constructed. 

Life of the Land Comment 69 

Section 4.8 in this Final EIS evaluates visual effects of the Project. It is not possible to 
calculate the specific number of residential units that would be affected by the Project in a 
particular way. Because it is an elevated guideway, views below and above the guideway will 
still be available. 

Life of the Land Comments TO and 71 

The transit system will provide a transportation alternative to residents. It is not planned 
to change the rate of population growth on Oahu. As described in Section 4.1g.2 in this Final 
EIS, the Project will not increase or decrease regional population or the number of jobs; 
however, it will influence the distribution of the development, especially near transit stations. It 
is not possible to predict the number of people relocating to Hawaii from other states. 

Life of the Land Comment 72 

In the long-term, it may be appropriate to construct additional rail lines; however, 
Honolulu's population lives largely within a narrow corridor that is well served by a linear 
system. 

Life of the Land Comment 73 

The transit system will provide a transportation alternative to residents. It is not planned 
to change the rate of growth on Oahu. 
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Life of the Land Comment 74 

As detailed in Chapter 1 in this Final EIS, the Project supports the planned development 
of Kapolei and the Ewa area. Section 4.2.2 in this Final EIS indicates the Ewa region is a rural 
and agricultural area that is undergoing urbanization and includes Kapolei, which is developing 
as Oahu's 'second city.' The terminal station in the west end of the Project is at East Kapolei. 
The west end of the Project will serve the area where both population and employment are 
forecasted to grow by approximately 400 percent. This growth is anticipated to occur with or 
without the Project. As described in Section 4.19.3 of the Final EIS, current land use plans 
anticipate extensive development of the Ewa plain irrespective of whether or not the Project is 
built. Thus, the Project may have the effect of intensifying land use in the areas near the 
planned stations; however, the overall development plan will not be substantially altered by the 
Project. The State of Hawaii prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the effects of two 
major transportation projects, the North-South Road and Kapolei Parkway in the Ewa area. The 
evaluated growth-inducing and cumulative impacts of the projects under the Hawaii 
Environmental Policy Act, see EA § 3.15.4. 

Life of the Land Comment 75 

The Project resulting in any substantial change in agricultural self-sufficiency would be 
speculative. As detailed in Section 4.2 in this Final BS, the Project will require some farmland 
that is currently owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan to develop them in 
conformance with the Ewa Development Plan. For more detail, see Section 4.19. and Section 
4.2.3 of the Final EIS. 

Life of the Land Comment 76 

As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3 of the Final BS, the farmlands that will be acquired 
for the Project are in the Ewa Plain. The Ewa Development Plan designates areas for dense 
development while preserving other areas for agriculture. A maximum of 80 acres of prime 
farmland and 8 acres of statewide-important farmlands will be acquired by the Project, of which 
70 acres are actively cultivated. All of the affected properties designated as prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance and/or actively farmed are owned by individuals, corporations, or 
agencies that plan to develop them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan. 

The 88 acres of agricultural impacts includes land needed for a maintenance and 
storage facility. One of the two site options for a maintenance and storage facility is in 
agricultural-related use (Aloun Farms) near Hoopili. The other potential site option is located 
near Leeward Community College and is the site of a former Navy fuel storage and delivery 
facility. The Leeward Community College location is the preferred site for the maintenance and 
storage facility, and the City has been working with the Navy to acquire it. If the City can 
acquire this site, only 47 acres of land designated as prime or of statewide importance will be 
used for the Project. Aloun Farms' headquarters, located at the Hoopili site, would not have to 
move if the Leeward Community College location is used. 

Life of the Land Comment 77 

As detailed in Section 4.11 in this Final BS, total transportation energy consumption will 
decrease as a result of the Project. Combined with the State of Hawaii's commitment to 

AR00002406 



Mr. Henry Curtis 
Page 18 

renewable electricity production, the system will substantially reduce the consumption of 
petroleum and therefore improve energy self-sufficiency. 

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

Ver trdy yours, 01 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/07/2008 
I strongly support the Mass Rail Transit project. Its about time it was 
built. We've been talking about it for decades. As much as I dislike 
Councilman Djouls "tactics  to prolong the debate on the project, he has 
a point in building the Aiea to Downtown portion first. It would bring the 
most ridership at the project's very beginning. The proposal to run the 
route by the Honolulu Airport makes more sense. it would give our 
visitors another option to get to Waikiki and would give residents an 
option of getting to the airport without our cars. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331310 

Mr. Gilbert Lee 
94-226 Pouhana Loop 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Lee: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

AR00002409 



Mr. Gilbert Lee 
Page 2 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

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

Very truly ours, 

Q('Y 
WAYNE Y. 0 10K 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR0000241 0 



------------ 
Status: 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 11/5/2008 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Giancarlo 

Last Name : 	 Legrand 

Business/Organization : 	student 
Address : 	 394 lunalilo home road 
Alternative Preference : 

AptiSuite No. : 

City : 	 honolulu 

State : 	 Hi 

Zip Code : 	 96825 
Email : 	 spikeyrocker13@yahoo.com  

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Email 
Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 11/05/2008 

Submission Content/Notes : will there be monthly passes? 

and if so will thebus work with the railtransit as one? 

AR00002411 



Very uly yours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII g6813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu,gov 

MLIFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEP UTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-330370 

Mr. Giancarlo Legrand 
394 Lunaiilo Home Road 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825 

Dear Mr. Legrand: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The fare to use the system will be the same as for TheBus. If the system were operating today, it 
would be $2.25 one way or riders could use the same monthly pass you use for TheBus. As described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the bus and rail systems will have a unified fare structure, including monthly 
passes that work for both modes. Riders will be able to use a free transfer to change from one 
mode to another. If TheBoat is restored in the future, the cost will be the same as well. 

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

Enclosure 
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02/03/2009 
I believe that rail transit is the answer to much of the issues surrounding 
the growth on the West side of Oahu. This will reduce the a great deal of 
the traffic into Honolulu. As a rail transit professional in California and 
also a resident of Kapolei, I have a real interest in this project both 
professionally and personally. Please advise me on any project 
advancement as well as any opportunities for employment. Thank you. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-334429 

Mr. Greg Leong 
oreb leonbqhotmail.com  

Dear Mr. Leong: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft BS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Mr. Greg Leong 
Page 2 

Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. Updates will 
be available on the Project website (www.honolulutransit.oro). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

a 
WAYNEY YO 
Director 
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• 
76 North IMoi..; Strei,A, Suite 203 

9681.7 
:'323 .2451 

Februa.ry 6, 2009 

Ted Matley 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
Sari Frg.incisco. CA 94105 

Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
Cily and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor, 
Honolulu, Fil 96613 

Katherine Puana Kealoha 
Office of Environ.mental Quality Control (oEgc.) 
2315 South Beretania, Suite '702 
Honolulu, 1-11 96813 

re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridoy Project (DEIS) 

Submitted pursuant to 49 USC 1610 et, seq.. 1.6 USC 470(1), 49 USC 303, 
42 USC 4332(21(c}. 23 CFR 771, md Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 

1 ,ife of the and is Hawaii's own energy, erwironmental and community action group 
advocating for the people arid 'aina for almost four decades. Our mission is to preserve and 
protect the life of the land through sound energy and land use policies and to proraote open 
government through research, education. advocacy and, when necessary, litigation. 

This document is a Joint NEPA and Hawal'i Revised Statutes Chapter 343 Draft EIS. 
(Preface ill 

Counen onEnviroornentkd guailty. as part. of Its oversight. of 

Life of the Lsorl Comments rc Honolulu Rail Line Draft EIS *1 
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impiementalion or the National Environmental Policy Am, held meetings 
in the ten Federal regions with Federal. Slate, and loml officials Co 
discuss administration of the linplementing regulations. The forty most 
asked questions were compiled in a memorandum to agencies for the 
information or relevant officials. In order iilliciently to respond to public 
inquiries this memorandum is reprintg.d in this Issue or the Federal 
Register. 
11 	/ /.'AV W.flepii ,Igerv/ i,cpa/regs/40/40p1.h tin 

Ti respcmse 1.0 the many requests from he age.ncies and other 
participants, CEQ has compiled roily or the most important or most 
frequently asked questions ;And their answers and reduced them to 
writing. The answers were prepaned by the General Counsel of CEQ in 
consultation with the Office an:deli -a( Activities of EPA. These, answers, 
of course, do not impose any additional rajuireincriis beyond those of 
the NEPA mgurations. This document does not repri-:sent new guidance 
under the NEPA ref;tilatiOna, 1: rather makes generally available to 
concerned agencies and private indtvlduals the answers which CV,...) has 
already given at the 1980 regional meetings. (www.nepiLgovinepa/regs/ 
40/40p2.htm) 

NEPks 	Forty 	Most 	Asked • 	Questions 
(www.nepa,gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3-htm) 

2a. Alternatives Outside the Capability or Applicant or Jurisdiction or 
Agency. If an XS is prepared in connect:kin with an application for a 
permit or other federal approval, must the RES rigorously analyze and 
discuss alternatives that are outside the capability of he applicant or 
can it be limited to reasonable alternatives dial can be carried out by 
the applicant? 

A. Section 1502,14 reaus the EIS to sxat-riine  aJ  rea_s_onyb)e 
ate:I-natives to the proposal. In determining the scope of alternatives to 
be considered the limb:Isis is on what Is "reionable" rather than on 
k.vh. tbelr the propcment or appileantlikes or is  itself cliDabie..sg.;   
ostuLknarticular alernative. IkaLionabitt itLie_mitives jraliillf,Jhoml. that 
ritt:g_pinetteal or rmsible fi -oin theivein,kal arid ccononAte„stansipollA 
ariti using_sommon sense, t -athev  jjjii stoply dxs,yable irom the 
stansipoinl of Ilje 

2b. Must the EIS analyze alternatives outside the Jurisdiction or 
capability of the agency or beyond what Congress has authorized? 

A. An alternative that ii.Lontside Iljejeigi.tirisdietion  or the lead atiency 
must still be  analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable, A potential conflict 
with local or federal law does not riecessardy render all alternative 
unreasonable, although such conflicts must be considered. Section 
1506.2(d). Altornittixes that am outside the segm of what _Comes:3_11as 
ttpx.roved or rtiRded_mitst :IA be evaluated in the EN if itcy are 
reasonable. bees.use the EIS may serve its the basis tbr modifying the 
Congressional approval or funding in light of NEPA's goats and policies. 
Section 1500.1 (W. 

Life of tile Land Comments no iltmoluin Rail Lino Draft EIS 2 
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I. Is it reasonable to consider an at-grade (ground-level) rail system? Please elaborate. 

2. Pleaae list each document and the number of pages in each of those documents that 
considered an atgrade (ground-levci) rail system. 

3. r:J. it reasonable to consider an enhanced express bus system? Please elaborate. 

4. Please list each document and the number of pages in each of those documents that 
considered an enhanced express bus system 

5. What rail segments did you. consider at the ground level? Please discuss each segment 
and why it was rejected. 

6. Why were 8peciric ground level rail segments were rejected and why? flease discuss each 
segment and why it was nlected. 

7. What is the relative cost for ground-based arid elevated rail for each segment? 

8. Es there sufficient space along Farrington Highway for a ground-based track system? 

9. is there sufficient space along the H-1 in the Kapolei-gwa area for aground--based track 
system? 

10. What would be impact of using an existing lane of Farrington Highway for a rail line? 

11. Did you consider an above-ground line in Kapolei-Ewa becoming at-grade in the greater 
Walpahu area? Please elaborate. 

12. Would it be better to have the train go directly to Leeward Community College or should 
the college be fed by a spur track? 

13. How many additional riders would take the train if it stopped at Leeward Community 
College? Please elaborate. 

14. Would it be better to have the train go directly to Waipio and Nfililani or should Central. 
Oahu have a spur track? Please elaborate. 

How would a separate line, or a spur line, from Central 0 -alm to this proposed line impact 
ridership: 

15. How many additional riders would take the train if it stopped. at Waipio? 

16. How many additional riders would take the train if it stopped at Mitilani? 

17. Es there sufficient space in the land just makai of Karnetrameha Highway in the Pearl 
Highlands Center, Pearl City Shopping Center and the Pearl Ridge Shopping Center area for 
at least one rail track? 

18. is there sufficient space in the land Just mauka of kamehameha Highway in the Pearl 
Highlands Center, Pearl City Shopping Center and the Pearl Ridge Shopping Center area for 

Life of the Land Connnonts re Honolulu Rail Line Draft El8 3 
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al: least one rail track? two tracks? 

I 9. Is there sufficient space in the land just. inauka of icamehaineha Highway in the Pearl-
Harbor-Hickam area for at. least one rail track? two tracks? 

20. Is there sufficient space in the land just makai of Kamehameha Highway in the Pearl-- 
Harbor-Hickam area iOr at least one rail track? two tracks? 

21. Should there be a spur route into Pearl Harbor? Please elaborate re ridership. 

22. How many additional riders would take the train if thcre were i spur rail line in In Pearl 
Harbor Naval Station? Please elaborate re ridership, 

23. Should there be a spur route into Hickain Air Force tai-3e? 

24. How many additional riders would take the train if the..re were a spur rail line into 
Hickatri Air Fome Base? Please elaborate re-ridership. 

25. Should the rail line go into Honolulu Intrnational, Airport? Please elaborate re ridership. 
How would security be affected with a rail line displacing whicle flows into the airport? 
What. reductions in idling time by vehicles would be anticipated? 

26. Should there be a rail loop at Honolulu International Airport, which could act as the 
beginning/end for trains going towards Honolulu or Ewa.? Please elaborate. 

27. Could the Airport Rail Loop end at Aloha Stadium and intersect the Ewa-Honolulu Rail 
Line at a transfer station? Please elaborate. 

28. How many additional riders would take the train if stopped at Honolulu International 
Airport? Please elaborate. 

29. How many additional riders would take the train If there were a loop around Honolulu 
International Airport? Please elaborate. 

30. How many cars could park at Aloha Stadiunt during the day from Monday-Friday? 
Please elaborate. Please list all documents the City reviewed or wrote regarding this concept. 

31. When did the City considered consider converting one or more lanes of the Nimitz near 
Iwilei to non-vehicular traffic only? Would this save money, using existing paved roads for 
the transit system? 

32. Could one or more lanes of the Nimitz he used for a rail line? 

33. Could the Rail Line go into Sand island and then via a tunnel to the Homeless Sheiltr-
Medical School area? Could a park-and •ride rail station be built in thin area'? 

34. What. is the comparative costs associated with an above ground and a below ground 
route through Chinatown What. iF1 the comparative costs associated with an above ground 
and a below ground route airing the Nitnitz? 

Life attic Lund Conimems re Honolulu Rail Line Draft EIS 4 
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35. Did the City consider a route along the Ala Moaria Blvd edge of Ala Moana Park'? 

36. Did the City consider a route along the edge of the Ala Wai Coll Cotime? Why or why 
not'? What htipact would this have on ridership? 

37. What: ground routes did consider going to any portion of the University of Hawari at 
LV1anoa Campus? Why or why not? What. impact. would this have on ridership? 

38. Flow many additional riders would take the train if it stopped at the University of 
Manoa? Why or why not? What impact would this have on ridership? 

39. Row many additional riders would take the train went: to Waikiki? Why or why not? 
What impact would this have on ridership? 

40. Will the ran line ern .-ibk greater transporbation options? 

4 t. Will these gi.eater transportation options load to faster population growth rates? 

4.2. What would be the comparable ridership levels if the rail line were build from west-to-
east OR east-to-west? 

43. W111 the transit system be encouraged that 	population densities around built 
around tinn.sit stations? 

44. How will this impact population growth project:tens? 

46. Will land owners around planned transit stops get new development rights which will 
Increase their property values? 

4,6. How much will property values rise on Otth.0 the to the new transit stops? 

47. Which Chinatowns in the U.S. or elsewhere had overhead transit. lines built? 

48. How did this ailed: those Chinatowns? 

49, what analysis has  been done concerning new dark spaces created by overhead transit 
and any change in crime, criminal behavior or potential crime'? 

50, Will Eweas under the transit line be barbed wired to prevent homeless frorn gathering 
along the route? 

51. How will the rail line impact the uses or bicycles? 

62, How much money has been spent by (a) the City; (b) by contractors and (c) by 
subcontractors in public relations regarding this proposal? 

53. Please provide a list of each 1.,F,overninent-funded or partially government- funded entity 
and the amount of money they spend on public relations / advertisement regarding, this 
proposed system. 

Life of the Land Coininents re Honolulu Rail Line Draft EIS 5 
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54.. Will tins proposed system icrease or •lecrcase the time until another major transit 
kFpgrad(.• is needed? 

55. What is the likelihood of inenovic:.ient. ridership to make. the sr;terri worthwhile? 

56. Is the excise nx increase reirez ,.;sive? 

Any system that is buili ises energy and releases greenhouse gases (carbon equivalence) 
during both the eon:stria:flan ph iuic and the rase phase. This information can be broken 
down into total usejni/eased and per rider use/re/ease 

57. in terns of building the system: How much enemy will be used? 

58 in terms of building the system: How much eller& per anticipated rider will be used? 

59. In. terms of building the system: How many tons of carbon equivalence is required 

60. In terms of building the syst.e.m.: How many tons of carbon equivalence will be used? 

61. In terms of building the system.: How many tons of carbon equivalunm will be used? 

62. in ten-us of operating the system:: How much energy per anticipated rider will be used? 

63. In terms of operating the •ystem:: How tunny tons olcarbon equivalence is required? 

54. In terms of operating the system:: How many tons of carbon equivalence will be used? 

65. in te.rins of operating the system:: How many 11009 of carbon equivalence will be used? 

36. What fuel will be used to generate the electricity necessary to build this system? 

67. What form of energy will power the system? 

58. Asmirning the tratisit system is built, what is the projected rise in the use of cars over 
the next teri and twenty years? 

69, How many blue views of the ocean from residential units will be lost as a result of this 
system? 

70. Will the transit system lead to a rise in population along the route? 

71. What percent of that population rise will be from people not elarrontly living in the state? 

72. Should Honolulu build a single linear line of a network of Intersecting transit lines? 

73. How much faster can Ewa grow with the transit route installed as opposed to continuing 
the existing process without a transit system? 

74. One Congressmau testified before the State r.,egislattcre that building the line will enable 
tens of thousands of new homes in the Ewa region. How true is that staWment.7 

Lire of the Loud Comments IT; Honolulu Ralf Line Draft BIS 6 
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75. How will pressure to develop agricultural lands be affected as a ret-ailt of fills project? 

76. Will this project inere.fOlf, or decrease the likelihood that Hawaii iri become 
agriculturally self-sulrunent? Please elaborate. 

77. W111 thif.: project lnerimse or decrease the likelihood that liawarl will become enera -  self-
sufficient? Please elaborate. 

lik.,: nry Curtis 
Executive )rector 

Lire arise Land ConutwIs re Honolulu R.Aii Line Drift ES *7 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(0 Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearin.g has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.hono lulutrans itorg. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honolulutransit.org  or use this form to send. a written comment to the 
Department of Transportarion Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name: 	  

Phone:  ?4 	9/ 3  g  
E-mail: —a- 

  

Address: k lee/4/Ca a. 1-1001 e 

  

    

    

    

      

frope-c -6  

s 	e 	(  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331984 

Ms. Shirty Lin 
(Incomplete address provided) 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Afternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(3)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft BS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Veryruy yours, 

WAYNEYCI HID< 
Director 

Ms. Shiny Lin 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Submission Date : 

Submission Content/Notes : 

Initial Action Needed 
1/22/2009 

George 
La 
Beyaz & Patel, Inc, Engineers 
800 South Broadway 

suite 200 
Walnut Creek 
CA 
94598 
glo@beyazpatel.com  
925-934-0707 
224 
Email 
Website 

01/22/2009 
Is it true that after the approval of the EIER, followed by the completion of 
the PE, the City will put all the segments design to the public rather than 
are handled by PB alone? 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768 - 8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulirgov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334273 

Mr. George Lo 
800 South Broadway 
Suite 200 
Walnut Creek, California 94598 

Dear Mr. Lo: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

To address your question, the design and construction of the various construction phases 
detailed in Chapter 2 of Final EIS will be completed by various contractors that will be selected through 
qualifications, best value, or competitive bid process, depending on the nature of the services being 
provided. 

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

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/5/2009 

Clint 
Loder 

910 Kapahulu Avenue 

105 
Honolulu 
HI 
96816 

None 
Web site 

02/05/2009 
The airport route is the one that needs to be built. The number of bus 
routes in the airport vicinity already justifies the greater number of 
potential riders than Salt Lake and Pearl Harbor should be served also. 
Ideally the route should proceed into Waikiki to eliminate the need for 
taxis, shuttle vans and buses to that destination. Many Asian visitors are 
users of similar systems so it would be a comfortable, familiar mode. 
Since a goal was to serve the university population, i wonder of the 
possibility / feasibility / cost concerns of the route continuing through 
Waikiki across the Ala Wai and to the university as opposed to a spur to 
both? I understand the need for equipment service yards to be located 
to the west but please build this service as quickly as possible, 
prefererably from Ala Moana out. Let the park & rides and bus transfers 
work to keep cars from the congested downtown / Ala Moana areas. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoIelu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338272 

Mr. Clint Loder 
910 Kapahulu Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Loder: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed 
in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest 
transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural 
and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported 
one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

AR00002429 



Mr. Clint Loder 
Page 2 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to 
completion of construction of the entire Project. 

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

Very truje yours, 

(A-0" 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Patricia D. Lahr 
1296 Kapioiani Boulevard, #2906 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 
808-593-8510 

January 15, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director, Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honoluiu, HE 96813 

Dear Mr. Yosioka: 

I moved to Hawaii with my disabled husband two years ago and made a sizeable 
investment in a condominium at 1296 Kapiolani Boulevard. Our unit faces the 
ocean, one block from Kona Street and Ala Moana Mall. We came to the islands 
to enjoy its unique beauty and tranquility, but find ourselves located in an area 
committed to the unsightly and noisy effects of a rail system we vehemently 
oppose. 

I have Several reasons IP 'question the advisability of such a Wen beyond the 
negative effedts'it will have or My pe*nal enjoyment and the propei -tYvalue 
upon Which our economic Weli -being relies: ' 

I am hoping your response to this inquiry will allay my fears that this project is a 
mere monument to the current city and county administration and is in the worst 
interest of the misled citizens and the tourism industry upon Which the state's 
depend so heavily. 

First, the promises for tax stability seem without foundation. Even if the Federal 
Government provides the subsidy you seek, there seems to be no provision for 
maintenance and repair for the system that will obviously be required. Please 
address this issue. 

Beyond that, there seem to be so many critical needs that have no alternative 
solutions than financial commitments. The priorities for improved quality of life 
seem to be skewed in favor of a pet project of the administration at the experm 
of our abysmal educational system and the rapidly deteriorating infr4s! tructurag I 
Was amazed to see "The Honolulu AdVertisers" headlines admitting4.14 the 
[-nay& is Willing to Nht thOL F9deratlgoverriMent's assertion that ther 
system 	such desperate need of repairrand -eXPensibni'l ShoulicEikei 

&7 ,'1 

1{1; 

• 

C.r4 
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addressed without delay. The administration apparently is willing to see it 
deteriorate further, while eagerly devoting billions of dollars on a rail project for 
which there are reasonable and cost effective alternatives that you refuse to 
consider. 

VVhile frn sure engineering issues are significant, I am clearly not professionally 
equipped to challenge them. instead, my specific questions will address the 
effects on the beauty of the area and effects on the citizens and their livelihoods. 

1. Honolulu should not be compared with Washington, D.C., or any other 
mainland city which has selected a rail system to facilitate its transportation 
needs. None of them possess the unique historic and cultural issues that 
exist here in Hawaii. None of these cities professes to be a tropical paradise 
and advertises itself as such to attract tourists and ensure they will return and 
recommend Hawaii to others. How can you ensure that the natural beauty of 
our island is not going to be marred by miles of concrete pillars and noisy rail 
cars? 

2. How will the noise and the elevation of rail cars affect our dwindling bird 
population? 

3. How will rail affect the tourists who come to Hawaii to escape the 
industrialization of their own areas for the beauty and serenity of the Islands? 
Or will they simply flock to the other islands abandoning Oahu for its fair 
share of the state's tourist dollar? 

4. Experiencing how natural disasters are addressed here (even a relatively 
minor thunder storm can result in a 36-hour power outage), how will you 
ensure that the rail system will be sustained during emergency situations. 

5. What will happen to people whose homes and/or businesses will be 
confiscated? What assistance will be given to people (owners and 
employees) who must relocate? How will they be compensated in the 
meantime? 

6. Space for expansion to suitable locations is practically non-existent in the city 
now. How can you ensure there will be no detrimental consequence to 
businesses? 
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7. This project succeeded among a small-majority of voters because of the 
promise to generate jobs. What percentage of the jobs will require 
specialized skills possessed by rail-professionals and necessarily imported 
from the mainland? 

I will look forward to your response to these questions and whatever other 
information you can provide to assure Oahu residents that given the economic 
situation facing Hawaii and the nation, it is appropriate to proceed with this costly 
and non-essential project 

Very truly yours, 

Patricia 0. Lahr 

cc: Mr. Ted 'Watley, FTA Region IX 

The Honorable Linda Lingle, Governor 

City Council Members, Honolulu, HI 
Tod K Apo, tapoahonoluiu.ciov 
Donovan M. Dela Cruz, dmdelacruzhanolulusiov 
Barbara Marshall, bmarshallahonolulu.00v 
Charles K Qt.1, cdjouAhonoiulu.00v 
Duke Bainum, dbainumphonolulu.qov 
Rod Tam, rtarnAhanolulu.qov  
Romy M Cachola, reachola(Whonolulu.aov  
Gary H Okino, pokinoghonolulu.aav 
Nester Garcia, naarcia(0.honolulu.gov  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTO R 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUT Y DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT1/09-296220R 

Ms. Patricia 0. Lahr 
1296 Kapiolani Boulevard, #2906 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Lohr: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To answer your first item, the maintenance and operations costs of the Project are 
discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. They represent about half of what is now being spent 
on TheBus and will be accommodated in the City's annual budget. Operating and maintenance 
costs represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's operating budget. 

All municipalities face many needs. By their actions, the City Council has decided that 
the transportation system in the City and County of Honolulu is one of the priorities that need 
immediate attention. Regarding the alternative transportation options studied, none was found 
to have the benefits of the fixed guideway now in development. This is discussed in Chapter 2 
of the Final EIS. 
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Your letter also included specific questions. We will address these questions in the 
same order as asked. 

1. The Project was compared to Washington, D.C. for purposes of estimating 
operating costs only. The comparison is reported in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. It 
does not suggest the two places are the same. This was done to address a 
review by the FTA that seeks to find comparable operating parameters in 
estimating costs. The cost of living in Washington, D.C. and Honolulu are very 
similar, which is a primary reason for the comparison. 

2. As noted in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, the noise impact of the Project is not 
significant. Rail vehicles will generate less noise than a bus at the same 
distance. Wildlife field surveys were performed for birds along the project 
alignment in September 2007, and bird point counts were conducted from 
December 2007 to January 2008. There will be no direct impact of the Project on 
the bird population. The majority of the system is located in noisy urban areas 
where birds coexist with people and tall buildings. The only state threatened or 
endangered species that is present in the study corridor is the white tern, and 
none of the species have critical habitat in the area. Project specifications will 
require that any large trees where white terns nest will not be removed or pruned 
until the young birds have fledged. The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Prolect Ecosystems and Natural Resources Technical Report  (RTD 2008j) 
documents the results of this survey. This report is available on the project 
website (www.honolulutransit.org). 

3. Visitors to Oahu travel to many attractions within the fixed guideway corridor, as 
noted in Chapter 1. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows an increase in the number 
of visitors that will use transit with the addition of the Project. One of the major 
detriments to the visitor experience is traffic congestion, which has become a 
pervasive problem on the island. The Project will offer tourists a transportation 
alternative that links them directly with many key destinations and thereby reduce 
the need for use of a car. The majority of visitor facilities are located in the 
general Waikiki area. The Final EIS identifies Waikiki as one of the future 
extensions to the first construction project with the objective of serving the tourist 
industry. Furthermore, the corridor is largely in a well-developed portion of the 
island and covers primarily highly urbanized commercial districts where the 
transportation system is becoming increasingly congested. This is, in large part, 
the basis of the need for a high-capacity system. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the 
visual and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed 
in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where 
visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
following measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 
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• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station 
design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from 
several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street 
trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed 
that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. Increasing the number of 
transportation options and reducing overall traffic are also benefits to the Project 
for everyone, including tourists. 

4. Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's 
infrastructure is being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, 
trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an outage in a few 
areas should not disrupt service overall on the system. If electrical power is lost 
system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without 
power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide 
lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with 
passengers via the public address system and intercom to provide guidance. 

If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged 
outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk 
along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For 
those unable to exit rail cars, such as the groups referenced in your letter, help 
will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will be 
met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders 
and city transportation workers. The system will be designed to meet earthquake 
and hurricane design standards. The system will have an upper limit on 
operating wind speed. Vehicles will be stored during events that exceed the 
operating limit. 

5. Those from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. The Act provides for purchase at fair market value and 
includes relocation assistance to those affected. It also requires that those in 
need of relocation be pieced in comparable quarters. The Project affects few 
properties compared to other projects of this size and requires full acquisition of 
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only 34 properties, as indicated in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. Section 4.4.3 of the 
Final EIS presents the mitigation associated with acquisitions, displacements, 
and relocations for full and partial property acquisitions. 

6. Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS lists the mitigation measures to reduce adverse 
economic hardships for existing businesses (including small businesses) along 
the project alignment during construction. The City's right-of-way team has 
contacted each potentially affected parcel owner. 

7. Construction activities for the majority of the transit system are similar to roadway 
and building construction. Appendix E of the Final EIS details construction 
methods that are widely used for both rail transit and elevated highway 
construction and were employed on the I-1-3 Freeway. Experienced labor is 
locally available. A limited number of specialists will be needed to work with 
locally available labor in certain areas, such as transit power and signaling 
specialists working with local electricians to install system equipment. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veryy yours, (1) 

i 
WAYN YO 10 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Date : 
Submission Content/Notes: 

Initial Action Needed 
1/8/2009 

Jeff 
Lovejoy 

3674 Sims Lane 

Wahiawa 
Hi 
96786 
jeffrey.lovejoy@us.army.mil  

Standard 
Website 

01/08/2009 
To make public rail transit (which am all for) to work, this project must 
be either "all in" or it will fizzle and die. You must make the lines 
accessible to everyone across the island, not just in one small corridor 
along the south. You must go to all sides, and though the middle of 
Oahu in order to get maximum ridership an public acceptance. You also 
need to study the successes and failures of communities and countries 
where rail has either worked or fell short and disappeared. Most of all 
you need to change the mindset of people and special interest groups 
who oppose change and progress in this state all in the name of tradition 
and keeping Hawaii country and blockading "mainland" ideas. You need 
to forge ahead with these plans (and further expansion) and stop getting 
caught-up in all this "environmental study" foolishness which has 
thwarted progress. Sometimes you need to force bad-tasting medicine 
down someone's throat; even though they hate it, it makes them better in 
the end. BUILD THE RAIL! 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. Y051-fit:KA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY D[RECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333569 

Mr. Jeff Lovejoy 
3674 Sims Lane 
Wahiawa, Hawaii 96786 

Dear Mr. Lovejoy: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft ES. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project will include enhanced bus service integrated with the fixed guideway system. 
The local bus feeder system will connect neighborhoods and commercial districts to the fixed-
guideway system. In addition, experience gained from systems in other cities has been applied 
to the development of this Project. 

Lastly, the Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Because Federal funds wi//be used, it is required by 
law that the environmental process, as detailed in NEPA, be followed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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letter. Acceptance of the Final ES by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

WAYNEY YO HIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/3/2009 

Hugh 
Lowery 

2618 Nonohe St 

Wahiawa 
HI 
96786 
loweryh001(g)hawaii.rr.com  
321-3629 

Email 
Website 

01/03/2009 
I am distressed at the inaccurate low cost estimates of the rail by the 
City Administration. Also, estimates of usage are misleading. The few 
City comments on private car parking and/or bus link infrastructure are a 
concern. The bus replacement plans for the next few years reduce 
quantity of bus replacements. The rail plan cite rerouting of buses to 
accomodate rail station access. I am concerned about existing buses to 
areas not supported by rail. I am afraid that the City may "Rob Peter to 
Pay Paul" resulting in reduced bus support. 

The 10,000+ homes planned for Waipio Gentry area will exacerbate the 
Center of Oahu traffic for example. As a senior citizen, the increased 
property taxes impact me. With tourism in Hawaii reduced, I am sure the 
City will feel that they must increase property taxes again for to build and 
short term (and probably long term) subsidize rail support/use. 

Prior to the election, The Mayor cited very few residential and business 
properties would be impacted by rail. Then he said a few people would 
be impacted for the good of many. Now more properties are being 
considered for impact. Why is the City inferring that I (and all Oahu 
residences) should trust them because they have experts and they know 
what is best for us all. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
65D SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (898) 768-4739 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

WEI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332358 

Mr. Hugh Lowery 
2618 Nonohe Street 
Wahiawa, Hawaii 96786 

Dear Mr. Lowery: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Cost estimates are detailed and based on an engineering analysis of the conditions and 
needs of the Project. These costs are detailed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

Regarding estimates of usage, as noted in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, the estimates 
for transit ridership were derived from a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu 
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030. The model 
is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. and guidelines established by the 
FTA. Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information 
and then validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
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completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008 The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. 

As noted in Chapter 2, Table 2-8 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride facilities will be provided 
at four locations: East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. Certain 
local bus routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest rail 
station. Because of the high frequency of rail service (every three minutes during peak periods 
and every ten minutes during off-peak periods), riders transferring from buses to trains will 
experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from trains to buses will benefit from 
improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new bus 
routes with high frequencies will be provided as feeders to the rail system. Since these routes 
will primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes 
operating along congested arterials. 

In some cases, alterations to the bus network will enhance service to areas not 
supported by rail. Bus routes, or portions of routes, will only be altered or eliminated to reduce 
duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Certain local routes will be 
rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. 
Buses removed from service in the study corridor wi//be shifted to service in other parts of the 
island. Additional information about changes to TheBus system is included in Appendix D of the 
Final BS. 

The travel demand forecasting model uses forecasted 2030 information that includes 
predicted land uses on Oahu, including Waipio Gentry, and resulting growth in traffic. Using the 
latest results of the model, the Final EIS concludes that conditions on highways will worsen by 
2030. The comparison that is key to the Project is that rail will improve conditions compared to 
what they would be if the Project were not built. 

Regarding funding for the Project, Section 6.3 of the Final BS describes the funding 
sources anticipated to be used to pay for the capital costs of the Project and the City's overall 
public transportation system. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are 
expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTIS Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New 
Starts funds from the Federal government and the revenues from the County's General Excise 
and Use Tax surcharge (GET) revenues levied from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.4 of the Final 
EIS describes the funding sources that will be used to pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a state of good 
repair. Ordinance 07-001 prohibits the use of property taxes to fund the Project's construction. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus, which includes Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General 
and Highway Funds. 

Lastly, right-of-way needs for the Build Alternatives developed prior to issuance of the 
Draft EIS were estimated based on conceptual design. As more detailed design is prepared, 
right-of-way needs will continue to be refined. Refined right-of-way needs are shown in 
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Verytruly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSH OKA' 
Director 

Mr. Hugh Lowery 
Page 3 

Appendix C of the Final EIS. One goal of the Project is to minimize the amount of property and 
relocations by using an elevated guideway. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00002444 



	Original Message-- 
From: Ted.Matleygdot.gov  (mailto:Ted.Matley@doLgovi  
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2009 2:21 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

From: Dave Luehring imailto:davelue@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Wed 214/2009 4:10 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

February 4, 2009 

mr. Ted Matley 
Department of Transportation Services 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr Matey: 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written solely for a 
steel wheel on steel rail system. There are other forms of fixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel 
wheels on steel rails. Using other technologies, it may be possible to build the entire system for the seme cost as steel-
on-steel, thereby further mitigating tha current environmental problems associated with lack of a mass transit sytem. 

To build a system that costs more and delivers less, as would be the case with steel-on-steel, would adversely affect 

AR00002445 



Oahu quality of fife for many years to come. 

Please rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that the city will obtain 
the best transit system at the best price. 

Very truly yours, 

Davidson Luehring 
98-1230 Kulawai St. 
Aiea, HI 96701-3065 

2 
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DEPARTMENT OF TIRANSPORTATtON SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298458R 

Mr. Davidson Luehring 
98-1230 Kulawai Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701-3065 

Dear Mr. Luehring: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the selected transit technology would be 
electrically powered, industry-standard steel wheel on steel rail powered from a third-rail system. 
Technologies other than steel wheel were eliminated. An independent five-member technology 
panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City 
Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-
type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-
rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) The panel 
considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. 

AR00002447 



Very tru yours, 

Mr. Davidson Luehring 
Page 2 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 
The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel 

chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered safe, 
reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's report to 
the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection Panel 
Report': 

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

WAYNE Y. YOS !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/28/2008 

Steven 
Lum 

731 Amana Street 

1203 
Honolulu 
HI 
96814 
kokohead7k@hawallantelnet 

Standard 
Website 

12/28/2008 
: Oahu experienced another total electrical blackout on 12-26-08, the 

second in as many years. What backup do you have for the rail which 
depends on electricity? Will the rail work at all during a blackout? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,hondult4gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332329 

Mr. Steven Lum 
731 Amana Street 
Apartment 1203 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service, if electrical power 
is lost systemwide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power_ 
Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. 
The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom and provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. 
With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk 
along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to 
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Mr. Steven Lum 
Page 2 

exit rail cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will 
be met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City 
transportation workers. 

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

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSI)‘'0 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depariznent of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3"1 Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Subject: Comments to. the Draft EIS 

I have been a passenger on the Vancouver Skytrain Expo Line and also on the Vancouver 
Skytrain Millenitun Line and both have quite different constructed guideways. The 
guideway for the Expo Line is a larger concrete structure with each a separate guideway 
for each direction. The Millenium Line columns are much smaller with a single guideway 
(tracks) in both directions and a lass intrusive structure. Also the approximate 14.6 mile 
system (more or less) of the Millenium Line was completed in two years at a cost of 
about $700 million in U.S. dollars and completed under budget of a SI million in U.S. 
dollars in 2002. The Milleniurn Line costs also included 12 transit stations and the 
Bombardier's MK II vehicles built in B.C. at Bombardier's Centre for Advanced Transit 
System 

Each of the transit stations of the Honolulu High-Capacity-Transit Corridor should have 
provisions for attractive retail outlets like newsstands, grab and go coffee/snack bars, 
florists, specialty stores and bank machines. This will help create more activity and extra 
eyes on what's going on and in and around stations, contributing to a safe and more 
secure environment and convenient shopping for people as they enter or depart the 
station. Today's consumer expect more convenience. Also convenient retail and creative 
art pieces will help create a memorable journey. 

Creating a safe environment should be a fundamental principal of station design. 
Wrapping the new transit stations with glass, letting everyone see in and see through the 
stations. The elevators also should be enclosed in glass instead of other materials. Also a 
Station Manager's Office in each that is visible will help and there should be barriers in 
each station to ensure only paying passengers enter and leave. 

Each side of the transit vehicles should have three (3) wide pairs of doors to allow 
passengers and bicycles to board and disembark quickly. Quick connection to local and 
regional bus service is a must to ensure more island-wide passengers to use this form of 
public transportation. The Middle Street Transit Station with its planned multi-deck 
parking planned will help for PUC and Windward residents to use the Honolulu High-
Capacity-Transit System in both directions east and west as land is limited for parking 
cars for this elevated rail system. 

Mahalo and blessings, 

Wendell Lum (member, Kaneohe Neighborhood Board No, 30) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768 - 8305 - Fax: (808) 768 -4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299044R 

Mr. Wendell Lum 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments are noted. As stated in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted by the City's Department of 
Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance. These 
plans will be developed with input from local communities within which the stations are located. 

There will be between two and four doors on each transit vehicle. This will be decided 
when the transit vehicles are selected. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, because of the high frequency of the fixed 
guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders 
transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders 
transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
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Very tr Iy yours, 

VVAYN YO HIO 
Director 

Mr. Wendell Lum 
Page 2 

existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitorq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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A. LONO LYNIA_N 
P. D. Box 3896 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96712-3896 

February 5, 2009 

City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96E113 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project. 

support the need for a mass transit system in Honolulu, and supported the Mayor's position on the 
proposed transit related amendment to the City Charter that was considered this past November. 

However, with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Honolulu High-Capacity 
Corridor Project, I am of the opinion that the draft document needs to address similar mass transit 
alternatives that would not be elevated; in other words, similar alternatives that would be built at grade 
for either the entire route or portions of the route. Without an analysis of at grade alternatives, there is 
no basis for determining that the elevated system is the preferred alternative, particularly with respect to 
cost, visual impacts, and noise impacts.' Compared to the elevated alternative, at grade alternatives 
would not have as significant visual impacts and would likely be less costly. 

The DEIS also does not have detailed information reg,azding the visual and noise impacts, and detailed 
information how these and other adverse impacts will be mitigated. Without this detailed information, 
there is not a meaningful basis of evaluating the impacts and the proposed mitigation measures. 

In general, and specifically with respect to the two prior comments, as drafted, the DEIS does not meet 
the requirements of HAR I 1-200-17 (g) through (n). 

Tvlahalo a nui Ion, 
A. Lone Lyman 

FIRS §343.5(b) states: 4Whenever an agency proposes 1111 action in subsection (a), other than feasibk or plartning_stittlies 
for possibie funin programs or protects that the agency has not approv el. adopted. or funded, or other than the use of state or 
county funds for the acquisition of unimproved real property that is not a specific type of action declared exempt under 
section 343-6, the agency shall prepare an environmental assessment for such action at the earlie.st practicable time to 
determine whether an environmental impact statement shall be required." (Underscoring added] 

HAR 11-200-5(d) states: "Ear agency actions, chapter 343, HRS, exempts from applicability any feasibility or planning 
sLudy for possible future programs or projects which the agency has not approved, adopted, or funded. Nevertheless, if any 
agency is studyjnkthe feasibility oh Prontaal it shall considet environmental Factors and available alternatives and disclose 
these in any future assessment or subseatient kiaternent. ..." [Underscoring added) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299169R 

Mr. A. Lono Lyman 
P.O. Box 3896 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96712-3896 

Dear Mr. Lyman: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between (wile! and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and potentially affect burial sites than any of the other 
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Mr. A. Lono Lyman 
Page 2 

alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through 
the Capital Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's 
Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the 
Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade 
versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affect an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  The planned three-minute headways on the guideway 
will prevent effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced 
signal network in Downtown Honolulu. A three minute cycle of traffic lights would 
affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there would be no 
option to increase the capacity of the rail system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade 
system would require removal of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected 
streets. This effect is significant and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion 
would not be isolated to the streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead 
would spread throughout Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's 
impact on traffic will be isolated and minimal with elevated rail, and in fact will 
reduce system-wide traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build 
Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no 
removal of existing travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. 
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When traffic slows, or even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail 
transit will continue to operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street, would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrians and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country. This 
potential would be high in the Chinatown and Downtown neighborhoods, where 
the number of pedestrians is high and the aging population presents a particular 
risk. 

• Construction Impacts:  Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and discovery of 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes taken away for 
the system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be greater than with an elevated 
system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would need to 
be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would last 
longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater disruption to 
business and residential access. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move 
passengers rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other 
transportation system elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, 
safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system would have a negative system-wide 
impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. The at-grade system 
would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not require 
additional analysis. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The assessment of visual effect due to 
the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual 
landscape and viewer responses to those changes. This includes the existing development 
along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor the environment changes from rural at 
the Waranae end of the corridor to dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 
As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in 
the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 

AR00002458 



Mr. A. Lana Lyman 
Page 4 

2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For 
example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally 
accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway and its 
surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential 
visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rag. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 
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Very truly yours, 

Mr. A. Lona Lyman 
Page 5 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/26/2008 

Jerry 
Lynch 
Baywest 
4495 Aukai Avenue 
Airport 

Honolulu 
HI 

96816 
jerrylynch@mac.com  

None 
Website 

11/26/2008 
The Airport Option is best for everyone. Every major City with Rail 
strives to connect it to the Airport. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
FAAYDR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330915 

Mr. Jerry Lynch 
4496 Aukai Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Lynch: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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Ve tryly yours, 

Mr. Jerry Lynch 
Page 2 

alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYN Y. Y HI A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/3/2008 

Brittany 
Maae 

HI 
96826 
brnaae@hawaii.edu  

Email 
Website 

12/03/2008 
I'm doing a research project for college. Will you please answer the 
tallow: 
1. Is It possible that some how the rail can get damaged? If so where will 
the money come from? 
2. Are you 100% sure that enough people will even ride the rail, so that 
our traffic problem will die down? 
3. What types of job will be available? 
4. Is rail necessary? If so why? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet www lionolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331014 

Ms. Brittany Maae 
bmaae(hawaii.edu  

Dear Ms. Maae: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To answer your first question, yes, the rail system could be damaged in the same way 
that any building or transpottation system could be damaged. The system budget does include 
maintenance and repair funding. 

As stated in Section 3.2.1, rail ridership was analyzed using a Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model, which is also used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization. The 
approach has proven to be effective in estimating traffic impacts in other cities. This model is 
based on guidelines established by the FTA. Traffic conditions will be worse in 2030 under any 
circumstance and regardless of which solution is applied The Alternatives Analysis stated this. 
The comparison that is key to the Project is that rail will improve conditions compared to what 

they would be if the Project were not built. With the fixed guideway system, total islandwide 
congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of delay) will decrease by 18 percent, compared to 
the No Build Alternative (as shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). Accordingly, traffic 
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Very tru yours, 

WAYNEY Y SHI 
Director 

Ms. Brittany Maae 
Page 2 

conditions will be substantially better with the Project than any of the other potential solutions 
studied. In addition to the fixed guideway, there are approximately $3 billion in proposed 
transportation improvements included in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. These include 
widening the H-1 Freeway and other facilities at key choke points, adding a westbound zipper 
lane, and other substantial transportation projects. A list of these projects can be found in Table 
2-4 of the Final EIS. The traffic assessment conducted for the Draft and Final 
ElSs included these projects in the modeling done for the No Build and Build Alternatives. 

Many types of jobs will be needed for this Project. During construction, a broad range of 
planners, engineers, and construction workers will be employed on the Project. After 
completion of construction, direct employment by the Project will include operators, 
maintenance personnel, and supporting staff for the system. 

In response to your question regarding whether rail is necessary, you can find a 
discussion of the process that determined that rail transit is the best option for improving 
person-mobility for Honolulu in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Other 
Sharon 
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Kailua 
HI 
96734 

None 
Website 

11124/2008 
I support the route that stops at the airport and believe that we need a 
parking structure in that area to assist Windward residents. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.nonoium gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-330788 

Ms. Sharon MacQuoid 
411 lliaina Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. MacQuaid: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009 The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft El S, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative, Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Ms. Sharon MacQuoid 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

As shown in Table 2-8 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride facilities will be constructed at four 
fixed guideway stations: East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Major, Beverly [mailto:bdmajor@reoadaly.corn]  
Sent Friday, February 06, 2009 2:37 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; ted.rnat?ey@fta.dot.gov ; governor.lingie@hawaii,gov 
Subject: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Subject: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Dear Governor Lingle, Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Matley, 

I'm writing to express grave concerns over deficiencies in the DEIS for Honolulu's heavy rail 
system. 

I found the draft EIS statement to be deficient in numerous areas and have specific questions 
and concerns about the following: 

I. How will this project affect current traffic congestion? 
2. The comparison of energy use of rail to bus should be done for hybrids, not traditional 

combustion engine as this report appears to have done. 
3. It is unclear how congestion will be remedied during the many years of construction. 

Lanes of traffic are to be eliminate in certain areas. Where and when this will happen, 
and what will happen to congestion in those areas? 

4. Will there be bike racks on the train and where will they be located? Will bikes be allowed 
on the tr am? Will there be a place for surfboards? What about luggage for airport 
passengers? What about construction workers tools? 

5. The impacts of relocations has not been adequately addressed for important food 
producers like Aloun Farms, 14 community facilities that will be "partially acquired" as 
well as small businesses that will not survive a move or reduction in operations. Historic 
and cultural sites are also not adequately addressed. 

6. There is insufficient information on plans to mitigate noise at the 16 schools that are 
adjacent to the alignment. How will the noise affect the learning environment? 
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7. The analysis of job creation does not adequately analyze job losses. There is no mention 
of what will happen to the jobs that are lost due to businesses downturn during 
construction? 

8. The report does not adequately assess the potential harm an elevated rail system does 
to our unique tourist industry and the image of Oahu. How will the tourists see noise and 
visual impacts of heavy rail? Will the more idyllic neighbor Islands absorb an even larger 
share of tourism and hurt our County's revenues? 

9. The provisions for managing with lower than projected ridership and tax revenue support 
are inadequate. 

10. Th e plan is also deficient in outlining how corrosion will be mitigated. BART in the SF 
bay are is made of aluminum. What will happen to steel in a salt air environment? An 
evaluation of steel vs. aluminum is lacking in this report. 

11. Likewise, the DEIS plans for mitigation of graffiti on the concrete support pillars, stations 
and cars is inadequate. This deficiency will impact the accuracy of predicting the future 
cost of the project maintenance. 

12. Finally, I have concerns that the ADA issues have riot been adequately assessed. How 
long will the doors be open for to access the train? How will an elderly or handicapped 
person be able to get on and off the train in this time period? Please provide detailed 
plans on handling handicapped access. How does this effect the efficiency of the train 
and speed of commute? 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my concerns. Please feel free to call me if you 
have any questions about this letter. 

Aloha, 
Beverly Major, 

521-8889 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.nonolulumv 

MUFIHANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-299052R 

Ms. Beverly Major 
bdmajorpleoadalv coin 

Dear Ms. Major: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs, based on how your comments were formatted, 
address comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

1. A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast traffic conditions at six 
screenlines during the am, and p.m. peak hours. The model showed that in 2030, the Project 
will reduce congestion up to 11 percent during the a.m. peak hour and up to 10 percent during 
the p.m. peak hour over the No Build Alternative (as shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final 
EIS). In addition, vehicle hours of delay will decrease by 18 percent with the Project compared 
to No Build conditions (Table 3-14 of the Final EIS). 

As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, project-related traffic will affect delay at six 
intersections in the corridor. The Project includes measures that will mitigate these effects (as 
discussed in Section 3.4,7 of the Final EIS). As a result, the Project will not negatively affect 
traffic congestion. 
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2. The energy use analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs includes all vehicles 
currently operating on Oahu, as presented in Section 4.11.1, "The analysis of operational energy 
consumption on Oahu was based on the transportation analysis prepared for the Project. 
Changes in overall transportation energy use for vehicles traveling on Oahu were assessed 
using daily [vehicle miles traveled] and speed values calculated from the transportation demand 
forecasting model." Hybrid vehicles do not account for a large enough percentage for the 
vehicle mix to change the project-wide energy consumption calculations. 

3. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will 
identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. The 
contractor will develop the MOT Plan with approval from the City or Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 
of the Final EIS. Additional temporary lane closures will occur during non-peak hours so that 
effects on heavy commuter traffic will be minimized. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, 
an extensive public information program will be implemented to provide motorists with a 
thorough understanding of the location and duration of construction activities, as well as 
anticipated traffic conditions. 

As stated in Section 3.4.3 and shown in Table 3-21 of the Final EIS, there will be no 
permanent reduction in the number of roadway travel lanes with the Project. 

4. Bike racks will be available at all stations. Bicycles, surfboards, luggage, and 
construction workers' tools will be allowed on trains subject to some restrictions during heavy 
peak periods, according to policies which are yet to be developed. These items will be allowed 
on trains as long as they do not impede other passengers or pose safety risks. 

5. There are two site options being considered for a maintenance and storage facility. 
The preferred site is near Leeward Community College (LCC) and is the site of a former Navy 
fuel drumming operation. Discussions are under way with the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands to acquire it. An alternate site is in Hoopili, which is the location of Aloun Farms. If the 
Project can acquire the LCC site, then the impact on agricultural lands on Oahu will be much 
less than is described in the Draft and Final EISs and Aloun Farms' headquarters would not 
have to move as a result of the Project. 

Relocations are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, and impacts to archaeological, 
cultural and historic resources are discussed in Section 4.15. A partial acquisition typically is 
either a narrow strip of land or a more substantial portion of a large parcel. It is assumed that for 
the properties that will be partially acquired, existing land uses will not change. For residential 
properties, if the right-of-way line comes within approximately five feet of a residential structure, 
it/s considered a full acquisition. If the right-of-way line is more than five feet, it will generally be 
considered a partial acquisition. For commercial properties, including situations where the 
commercial property could lose its function, full acquisition was considered. Businesses and 
residents from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the requirements of 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Rea/ Property Acquisition Policies Act. It 
provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation assistance to those affected. 
The Act provides that those in need of relocation must be placed in comparable (living or 
business) quarters. 
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6. The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of 
the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet 
wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below 
the tracks in the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise 
levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise 
levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. No noise 
impacts are predicted for any schools along the alignment. For schools and other noise-
sensitive locations that do not have nighttime sleep activities, the FTA Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment compares the existing maximum-hour noise level to the maximum-
hour noise that the transit line will produce by itself A project noise level of 63 dBA or above 
would be an impact, The Project is predicted to have a maximum-hour Leg noise level of 51 
dBA. Noise impacts are not predicted at the schools, and maximum-hour noise levels will 
stay the same. 

In addition, construction noise will be a short-term impact and all local noise ordinances 
will be followed to reduce noise annoyance to the residence and schools. A variance will be 
obtained from the Hawaii Department of Health. The permit will regulate construction times and 
activities and include mitigation commitments. 

7. An analysis of construction impacts to businesses is provided in Section 4.17.1 of the 
Draft EIS, 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, and Section 5.2.2 of the Economics Technical Report. This 
report is available at the City and County of Honolulu and the Department of Transportation 
Service offices and on the project website  (www.honolulutransit.org ).  The primary impacts are 
anticipated to result from inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and 
business customers that are inherent in any major construction project, and include the 
following: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials. 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability. 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations. 

• Businesses's loss of visibility to their customers. 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS states that proposed mitigation to reduce adverse 
economic hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during construction may 
include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property owners and 
businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business owners 
of the construction schedule and activities. 
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• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities, especially those related to seasonal or 
high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses. 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that business are open. 

• Provide public information (press re/eases, newsletters) regarding construction 
activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements in print and on 
television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major utility 
shutoffs during non-business hours. 

Overall, the Project is projected to increase jobs in the nine years of construction to an 
average of about 10,000 per year, see Table 4-35 in the Final EIS. 

S. Negative impacts of the rail system with respect to property values and tax impact are 
detailed in the Economics Technical Report. Section 4.2.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 4.3.2 of 
the Final EIS summarize the impact of railway construction on Real Property Taxes, 

Aesthetic effects of the system are described in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The Project 
is substantially different from systems in New York and Chicago, as it will have a different 
structural design. There is no evidence that the Project will have a negative impact on the 
tourism industry. Section 4.19 of the Final EIS states, "the economic forecast is for continued 
steady growth. Planned projects are intended to continue to encourage and enable economic 
growth in the region. Continued focus on tourism is anticipated." 

The Project will offer tourists a transportation alternative that links them directly with 
many key destinations and reduce the need for a car. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily 
person transit trips by purpose, broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this table, 
transit trips for both groups increase with the addition of the Project compared to the No Build 
Alternative. Daily resident person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared 
to without, while daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project 
compared to without the Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, 
approximately 9,900 visitors are expected to use the system daily, of which 1,800 are to or from 
the airport. 

AR00002475 



Ms. Beverly Major 
Page 5 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final ElSs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. The fact that this will be the only island with high-capacity transit, with 
an efficient airport connector, may attract more tourists who value the convenience, potential 
cost savings, and decreased travel time between various tourist destinations along the Project's 
alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, architecture, and landscape 
design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

9. Both ridership and financial discussions in the Final EIS address concerns about the 
uncertainties associated with ridership and financial markets. Ridership projections for the 
forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model used by the Oahu 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO), which was calibrated against collected 
traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be 
sure it properly represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of 
the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and 
January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 
was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The OahuMPO 
model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. and consistent with 
guidance from the FTA. The model is updated approximately every five years to reflect changes 
in land use, socioeconomic conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is 
approved by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of 
realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 
2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit 
system. Based upon the model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips 
per day are expected to use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since 
the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an 
updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
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passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more 
realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that 
do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an uncertainty 
analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the variability of the 
forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has 
worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors were considered in the 
uncertainty analysis. Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway 
ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the 
official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which 
includes a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. The capital 
plan takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes 
risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The financial plan is a 
dynamic document that will be updated as conditions warrant. 

10. Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) is a steel-on-steel system, the same type as 
proposed for Honolulu. This was a question discussed by the technology panel and it found that 
corrosion is not a significant issue with steel-on-steel systems in any kind of climate. Steel-on-
steel systems exist throughout the world on other islands, in high-humidity climates, volcanic 
environments, etc., and they operate without issues. Nonetheless, corrosion is part of the 
design considerations in ensuring the system performs as effectively as possible. The vehicle 
shell for the BART system is made of aluminum; however, the vehicle for Honolulu has not yet 
been designed, so it could be aluminum or some other equally effective material. 

Corrosion-control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed-steel facilities and 
neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. These measures 
include the following: 

• Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures. 

• Coating specification for stations. 

• Preventive measures against stray current corrosion. 

• Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others. 

11. Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS describes potential safety and security issues once the 
Project is operating. The discussion notes that to reduce the potential for crime, the ETA 
requires the development and implementation of a Safety and Security Management Plan for 
new fixed guideway projects (49 CMR 633). Graffiti is one of the safety and security issues that 
will be addressed. The Project is looking into using graffiti-resistant materials, where possible, to 
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minimize graffiti. Graffiti removal is an anticipated maintenance activity and is reflected in project 
costs. 

12. The transit system will conform to guidelines of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA). Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations. In addition, platforms will be 
level with trains for ease of boarding; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will not be 
required. The system operation plan considers all ADA requirements. Dwell time is anticipated 
to be an average of 20 seconds at each station. This dwell time is incorporated into the station-
to-station travel times presented in Table 3-16 of the Final EIS. As shown, travel from the East 
Kapolei Station to the Ala Moana Center Station will take 42 minutes. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Date : 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/27/2008 

Christopher 
Mapa 

91173 Fort Weaver Road 

Ewa Beach 
HI 
96706 
mapa.christopher@gmail.com  

Both 
Website 

12/27/2008 
: I understand the concept of rail very well, I have lived in San Francisco 

for about two years then returned home in Ewa Beach, and have taken 
many commuter rails such as CALtrain/Muni Metro/ VTA and BART. 
prefer BART because of its speed, as well as length of trains and its 
similarities to what Hawaii is planning. We (the people of Hawaii) need to 
start thinking of a designated length of train (how many cars long) and 
our own design. Ever television ad that I have seen so far, only depicts a 
train that is two cars long, and in turn can give the public second 
thoughts. "If the train will only be that long, whets the point in even taking 
it, if I have to wait in a crowded station anyway?" BART trains, in my 
experience have ranged anywhere from 4-10 cars long, allowing for 
more passengers to travel at once. 

We need to start thinking of our own design(s) as well as educating the 
general public that the planned rail project doesn't just have to be whets 
depicted on TV, but what is depicted is just an idea borrowed from other 
rail systems. 
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June -II, 2010 	 RT9/09-332260 

Mr Christopher Mapa 
91173 Fort Weaver Road 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Maps .  

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (El S) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the system is planned to operate with multi-
vehicle trains approximately 120 to 180 feet long, with each train capable of carrying 325 to 
500 passengers. The system will be expandable to accommodate longer trains in the future. 
Smaller trains at higher frequencies reduce waiting times and maximize convenience for 
passengers. 

The Honolulu system, while based on industry standard technology, is being designed to 
reflect local demand patterns and integrate into the existing environment. Section 2.2.2 of the 
Draft EIS summarizes system requirements. These have been further detailed in Section 2.5 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Mr. Christopher Mapa 
Page 2 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/1/2009 

Christopher 
Mapa 

HI 
96708 
mapa.christopher@gmail.com  

Email 
Website 

01/01/2009 
I have another question. Since most other train require operators, have 
there been requirements put into place for becoming a train operator for 
the new Hawaii Rail System, 

From what I learned, individuals have to be at least 21 years of age to 
apply as a train operator, and hold a class C license. Is that true for 
Hawaii as well? 

r 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332342 

Mr. Christopher Mapa 
mapa.christopherAqmail.com  

Dear Mr. Mapa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Job specifications will be developed by the system operator and approved by the City. 
Operation is scheduled to begin in 2012, and job requirements are expected to be established 
about a year before the positions are needed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www_honolulutransit.org.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Verilry yours, 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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2/4/09 

To: Wayne Yoshioka 

From: Robert B. Marrone 

Aloha, 

On page 1-17 of the DEIS. Figure 1-10 indicates Use of the HOV lane reduces a.m. town-bound 

travel time by an average of 12 minutes. This appears to be a greater reduction In travel time than what 

a Nil service rail line, with all planned stops, would provide. Further, it can be presumed that additional 

NOV lanes would reduce travel time by an even greater margin. Hence, I would like to know why 

additional HOV lanes would not be the primary option under consideration. 

Sincerely, 

12Amp,_ 
Robert B. Marrone 

13O3 Dominis St. #1 

Honolulu, HI 96822 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299013R 

Mr. Robert B. Marrone 
1303 Dominic Street, #1 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Marrone: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal, 

High-occupancy vehicles (HO V.) already experience improvements in travel time. 
Providing national HOV lanes would not result in substantial additional improvement for the 
HOVs already using the system. In addition, roadway congestion will worsen by 2030. As 
shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS, the H-1 Freeway HOV at the Kalauao screenline 
would deteriorate from LOS E in 2005 to LOS F in 2030 without the Project. The Project will 
reduce congestion on roadways and, as a result, the H-1 Freeway HOV lane will operate at LOS 
E with the Project. Lastly, the guideway operates in an exclusive right-of-way and, therefore, 
travel times on the guideway will not be affected by local traffic conditions. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
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Mr. Robert B. Marrone 
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this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOStILOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (50a) 768-8306 - Fax. 1808) 768-4730 - Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336249 

Martinez 
67-275 Farrington Highway 
Waialua, Hawaii 96791 

Dear Martinez; 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following.. 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 

disturbances. 
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Director 

,1 
WAYNEY YO

1 
10K 

Martinez 
Page 2 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of 
the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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Monday, December 8, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
• City and County of Honolulu . 

650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Subject: Relating to Honolulu Transit Corridor Proiect Environmental Impact's 

One of the most significant adverse impacts of the proposed archaic elevated steel-on-
steel heavy rail system is the irreparable blight it will implant through the vital heart of 
the Downtown Honolulu Waterfront and beyond. This obtrusive blight will impact four 
protected historic sites along the proposed Waterfront route - specifically Aloha Tower, 
Irwin Park, the Dillingham Transportation Building, and Mother Waldron Park. 

Because a the City's requirement for federal funding for the proposed elevated rail 
project, it must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transpoitation Act. It will therefore be taken into 
account that suekelevated infrastructure blight Would be "visually incompatible and 
block the view of the historic resoUrce (e.g., the scale of the infrastructure would 
overwhelm the resource's historic appearance)" and would cause the "loss of integrity of 
setting, feeling and association" of these historic sites. The historic view planes to the 

• Harbor from Bishop Street and the Chinatown Historic District will be similarly 
impacted. 

It would therefore be a fatal mistake for Honolulu's future if the City forces the intrusion 
of elevated transit blight on the HonoluldWaterfront and the rnauka-makai harbor views. 
If the Downtown Honolulu Waterfront is allowed to be impacted by the fatal mistake of 
elevated guideway infi-a.structure, the vital visual, and indeed historic, character and 
integrity of the waterfront centerpiece of Downtown and its harbor entrance to.Honolulu 
will be lost. One only needs to ,consider the blight created by the Embaxcadero Freeway 
along the San Francisco Waterfront, and the universal public elation when it was torn 
down. It is time that the City and County of Honolulu learns by the mistakes of others 
before it is too late. 

The City also proposes to . slam the elevated heavy rail route through Kaka` ako adjacent 
to another registered historic site, Mother Waldron Park on Halekauwila Street, 
diminishing its, historic character and integiity, and usefulness and attraction as a vital 
recreational open space for today's growing population. The Kaka'ako Mauka master 
plan designates Halekauwila Street and its extension to Kamakee Street as a significant • 
"promenade" street, 'a pedestrian-friendly boulevard with wide tree-lined sidewalks and 
new human-scale residential neighborhoods. Thus, the proposed elevated steel-on-steel 
heavy rail transit infrastructure blight slicing through these  
tragically - misplaced.  
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Page 2 

In conclusion, there are very serious concerns surrounding.the City's disregard and 
. neglect of the significant adverse impacts of an elevated transit route along the Honolulu . 
Waterfront specific to the complex of registered historic sites that include Aloha Tower,. 
Irwin Park and the Dillingham Transportation Building, and Mother Waldron Park. This 
badly-planned project cannot be allowed.to  overshadow and overpower these significant 
historic sites or destroy the visual character and integrity of the vital Downtown 
Waterfront. • 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWMI 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-335799 

Ms. Michelle Spalding Matson 
3931 Gail Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Matson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual 
and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scale of structures are typical. The 
visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including the Aloha Tower, Bishop Street, Chinatown 
Historic District, Irwin Park, and Dillingham Transportation Building, are discussed under the 
"Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(t) of 
the Department of Transportation Act. Coordination with the regulatory agencies that are 
responsible for compliance is ongoing as documented in Section 4.16 and Chapter 5 of this 
Final BS. 

The Embarcadero Freeway in San Francisco was an elevated highway, not rail, and thus 
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Ms. Michelle Spalding Matson 
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is not directly comparable to this project. 

in Section 4.8.3 of the Final BS, specific environmental, architecture, and landscape 
design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. The City will 
implement the following measures to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual 
and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Conduct public involvement workshops to consult with the communities 
surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Even with mitigation measures, some obstruction and changes to views will result in a 
high level of visual impact, or a significant visual impact, and changes to some views will be 
unavoidable. These effects will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby 
or in the foreground of views. 

Some views and vistas protected by City development plans will change as a result of 
the project, including public views along streets and highways, mauka-makai view corridors, 
panoramic and significant landmark views from public places, views of natural features, heritage 
resources and other landmarks. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, 
some changes in view will be significant. Viewers response to these changes will vary with 
their exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and station 
height, and height of surrounding trees and buildings. View changes will be less notable in 
wider vista or panoramic views where the project elements are smaller components of the larger 
landscape. Generally, the project elements will not be dominant features in these views. 

The visual effects on Irwin Park are not specifically mentioned in Table 4-10 of the Draft 
BS. However, they are part of the larger views assessed in Viewpoint 15 in the Final BS. The 
text on Page 4-88 of the Draft EIS has been refined in the Final EIS to clarify the visual impact 
analysis presented in the Draft BS as described above. 

Although mitigation measures will minimize many adverse visual effects by providing 
visual buffers and reducing visual contrasts between the project elements and their 
surroundings, the Final BS acknowledges, as concluded in the Draft EIS, that probable 
unavoidable adverse effects, such as view blockage, cannot be mitigated and will be significant 
(noted as a "High" level of visual impact in the Draft EIS) in some areas. 

The Project will introduce a new linear visual element to the corridor, and changes to 
some views will be significant (or, a high level of visual impact) and unavoidable. The guideway 
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and some stations will partially block mauka-makai public views from streets that intersect the 
alignment 

Preliminary effect determinations for DOT Harbors Division Offices, Piers 10/11, Aloha 
Tower, Irwin Park, Dillingham Transportation Building, Chinatown Historic District, and Mother 
Waldron Neighborhood Playground documented in the Draft EIS were reevaluated in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic Effects Report (RTD 2009) issued by 
FTA on April 14, 2009. Analysis of the Projects direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to these 
properties, as described in the Historic Effects Report, include effects to setting. Consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has continued since release of the Draft EIS. 
This Final EIS summarizes all effect determinations to historic properties and Section 106 
consultation as described in text and tables of Section 4.16 and Chapter 5. 

The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Park and the Kakaako neighborhood, are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit" in Section 48.3 of the Final EIS. To minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance visual and aesthetic opportunities, the City will consult with the Kakaako community for 
input on station design elements. In addition, design guidelines that establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context will be developed and 
applied. 

As described in Section 4.2, Land Use in this Final EIS, Appendix J, and expanded upon 
in the Honolulu Hicih-CapacitTransit Corridor Project Land Use Technical Report (RTD 
2008b), the Project is consistent with State and local plans. 

Within the Kakaako area, land uses adjacent to the alignment include two- and three-
story walk-up apartments and commercial uses. Because Kakaako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, Kaiaulu 'o Kaka'ako Master Plan (HCDA 2008), changes in land uses to 
transit-oriented development are likely. This may result in a change in character along the 
alignment, especially near stations depending on local community input and what 
redevelopment plans administer. Substantial development has recently occurred in the 
neighborhood; several high-rise condominium developments have been built and additional 
residential and commercial development is planned. The elevated transit structure will not 
create a barrier to pedestrian or other modes of travel. 

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

V ry t 6Iy yours 

Enclosure 
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MICHELLE SPALDING MATSON 
3931 Gail Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

February 3, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 

City and County of Honolulu 

650 South King Street, 3rd  floor 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Attention: Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

Dear Sir: 

The following comments center on the significance of the Honolulu Waterfront as a historic 

complex, which is greatly understated and poorly depicted in the subject Draft EIS. The 

callous insensitivity and abandonment of sound planning and preservation practices 
demonstrated by the promoters of the proposed project destined to blight this historic 

complex, across which the subject elevated industrial infrastructure is proposed to span, is 
appalling. 

The Honolulu Waterfront is representative of Honolulu's history from the days of 
Kamehameha's strategic harbor village, to a Pacific port that welcomed visitors by clipper 
ship and exported sugar cane across the seas, to today's destination for cruise ships and 

container cargo essential to the State's sustainability. The permanent visual damage to the 

appearance and experience of this historic area caused by the proposed industrial 

infrastructure will be irreparable. 

Aloha Tower has long been a beacon that has welcomed travelers to Honolulu. Irwin 

Memorial Park was Honolulu's first beautification project as the landscaped companion to 
Aloha Tower, and both landmarks are listed on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places. 
Together they were, and remain, the landscaped gateway to Honolulu for thousands of 

residents and visitors alike. 

As a family descendent of those who deeded Irwin Memorial Park in trust to the Territory of 

Hawaii, and writer of the nomination of this site for the Historic Register, I have a vested 
interest in the protection and preservation of this historic open space held in the public 

trust. Irwin Memorial Park was indeed a landscaped centerpiece park as intended by the 

donors until the federal government converted a portion of it into a World War 11 military 
parking lot. Since that time plans have been commissioned for the Park's restoration, which 

has been part of ongoing planning discussions with the State's Aloha Tower Development 

Corporation. 
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HONOLULU WATERFRONT'S FOUR REGISTERED HISTORIC SITES: 
ALOHA TOWER AND RESTORED RWIN PARK WITH THE HARBOR AND PASSENGER TERMINAL BEYOND 

AS VIEWED FROM THE DILLINGHAM TRANSPORTATION BUILDING ON BISHOP STREET 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF VALUED PUBLIC RESOURCES 

One of the most significant adverse impacts of the proposed elevated steel-on-steel heavy 

rail system is the irreparable blight it will implant through the vital heart of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront and beyond. This obtrusive blight will impact five protected registered 

historic sites along the proposed Waterfront route — specifically the Piers 10 and 11 

Maritime Passenger Terminal, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, the Dillingham Transportation 

Building, and Mother Waldron Park beyond. 

Because of the City's requirement for federal funding for the proposed elevated rail project, 

there must be compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Mt and 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. It will therefore be taken into account 

that such elevated infrastructure slicing across the historic waterfront will substantially 

visually impair and block the views of these historic resources, i.e., the scale of the 

infrastructure would overwhelm the appearance of the adjacent historic resources and 

would cause the loss of integrity of setting, feeling and association of these historic sites and 

their scenic quality, scale and prominence within the visual environment of this significant 

location. The historic public view corridors to Honolulu Harbor from Bishop Street, Fort 

Street, and the Chinatown historic district will be similarly substantially impaired. 
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The Draft EIS clearly inaccurately accounts for these significant cumulative adverse effects 

and fails to adequately evaluate the effects of the proposed project on the view corridor. 

According to the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, significant effect is defined as 

"alteration of the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion or eligibility 

for the National Register," and adverse effect is constituted as, among other things, 

"introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property's significant historic feature." 

The Draft EIS states on page 2-37 that Irwin Memorial Park "does not derive a substantial 

part of its value from its visual setting" and "the project would not substantially impair 

aesthetic features that are important contributing elements of the property." The Draft EIS 

overlooks the visual significance of Irwin Memorial Park's landscaped open space together 

with three other registered historic structures within the uninterrupted view plane. Visually 

sensitive resources include landmarks, significant views and vistas, view corridors, and 

historic sites. Because of the proximity and placement of these historic sites it is the views 

within this historic complex associated with the sites, i.e., to, from and around them, that 

are significant. A flat roadbed does not adversely impact view planes, corridors or sight lines 

as they relate to the historic site, but massive rail infrastructure built to thirty (30) feet in 

height with "visual, atmospheric, and audible elements" would have adverse effects "that 

diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic feature," and would thus appear 

to qualify the historic site for protection under Section 4(f). 

The visual effects of the proposed project are listed on Table 4-1.0, and the visual quality of 

Irwin Park and Aloha Tower is acknowledged to be high. However, the Draft EIS curiously 

claims that the adverse visual effect of the proposed project on the visual integrity of Irwin 

Park and Aloha Tower will be "moderate" and "low" when in reality the overall visual effects 

in this area would be significantly high. Further, the Draft EIS provides a degree of self-

contradiction by acknowledging on page 4-88 that "the guideway and columns would change 

the visual character of the streetscape and substantially affect the visual setting of the 

Dillingham Transportation Building and Irwin Park. Overall visual effects in this area would 

be high." Moreover, the Draft EIS flies in the face of moral logic and public policy by blindly 

declaring on page 4-44 that "The transit system would have little effect on the integrity of 

the historic districts or their uses," and thus falls flat in assessing the affected visual 

environment's character and quality. 

Further, in both text and depiction the Draft DEIS ignores the high visual quality of this 

historic complex as approached ewa-bound from the Diamond Head direction, makai from 

Bishop Street and the historic Dillingham Transportation Building, and makai from Fort 
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Street and historic Walker Park to Aloha Tower. These more prominent view planes are 

superior to the alternate perspectives apparently arbitrarily chosen for the Draft EIS, and if 

superimposed with the elevated rail infrastructure these views would demonstrate the true 

significant adverse visual effects of the proposed elevated rail infrastructure proposed to 

span the Honolulu Waterfront from Chinatown to the Federal Building. 

The proposed project's cumulative adverse visual and aesthetic impacts to the Honolulu 

Waterfront and its historic sites would conflict with established policy documents, 

specifically the Oahu General Plan (Objective B, Policies 2 and 3; Objective E, Policies 4,5 and 

9), the Primary Urban Center Development Plan (Objective 3.1.2 and Policy 3.1.2) and the 

Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (Chapter 21, Article 9, Section 21-9.60), as follows: 

• Substantially visually changing and contextually impacting the entire Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront area, which is both a historic and scenic asset. 

• Positioning elevated infrastructure adjacent to and/or in the foreground of existing 

historic sites and views 

• Altering existing makai views and mauka view corridors 

• Introducing dominant features in the views, i.e., elevated infrastructure and 

expansive station elements 

• Substantially contrasting with the pedestrian scale and character of the streetscape 

• Substantially affecting the aesthetic setting of the historic sites 

Thus the elevated infrastructure and stations will irretrievably alter the significant views and 

sense of historic place of the Honolulu Waterfront. The visual impact of overpowering 

industrial infrastructure will ruin the waterfront experience for residents and visitors alike 

for generations to come, including motorists traveling along the waterfront and pedestrians 

crossing the roadway under the overshadowing monolithic infrastructure. Many major 

viewer groups who now enjoy the attractive surroundings and experience of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront will be sensitive to the visual change and will be adversely affected by 

the altered views and substantial changes in light and shadows around the massive elevated 

infrastructure. 

It would therefore be a fatal mistake for Honolulu's future if the City forces intrusion of 

elevated transit blight on the Honolulu Waterfront and its historic mauka-makai harbor 

views. As a consequence, the vital visual historic character and integrity of the waterfront 

centerpiece of Downtown Honolulu and its Harbor will be lost. One only needs to consider 

the blight of the Embarcadero Freeway along the San Francisco Waterfront, and the 

universal public elation when it was torn down. It is time that the City and County of 

Honolulu learns by the mistakes of others and does not cont inue to blunder forward. 
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Because of the high adverse impact to the visual quality of the Honolulu Waterfront, 

blocking views and clashing with historic buildings and open space in terms of size, scale and 

character, the Downtown Waterfront transit corridor route must be rerouted via available 

alternatives. The Draft EIS provides several Avoidance Alternative Alignments to minimize 

harm and ensure protection of valued features and sites along the transit route, and the 

Honolulu Waterfront is more than worthy of this consideration, action and protection. In 

addition, on January 28, 2009, the Honolulu City Council, as the elected policy-making body 

for the City and County of Honolulu, approved rerouting a major segment of the proposed 

rail corridor_ If this cannot or will not be done for the Downtown segment, and because it 

will be impossible to mitigate the unyielding mass of the industrial elevated design 

framework to preserve significant visual resources, the proposed elevated rail system should 

be terminated in Iwilei with connection to a dedicated, flexible and convenient grade level 

Downtown circulator system serving the entire area. 

The Draft EIS claims on page 4-44 that as the elevated rail alignment transitions from the 

Honolulu Waterfront to Halekauwila Street, a narrow local tree-lined road dating from the 

1800's, there are "highrise buildings with little or no space between them" and "tail trees 

already obstruct views?' In fact, the public buildings at this Civic Center end of Halekauwila 

Street, while not much taller than the train would be, are surrounded by mature healthy 

shade tree canopies and wide setbacks, which are in themselves are welcome comforts 

within the public visual experience of this district. Again, the visual integrity of this area 

would be hideously overshadowed, bisected and deformed by the massive industrial 

elevated rail infrastructure. indeed, the Draft EIS states on page 4-88 that the "overall visual 

effects in this area would be high." 

The Draft EIS also proposes to carve the elevated heavy rail route through Kaka`ako 

immediately adjacent to the next historic site, Mother Waldron Park on Hafekauwila Street, 

diminishing its historic character and integrity, and usefulness and attraction as a vital 

recreational open space for today's growing population. The Draft EIS states on page 4-89 

that the proposed project "would substantially change views and contrast with the scale and 

character of the surrounding environment. Overall visual effects would be high.... Views of 

the horizon would be partially blocked... including mauka views from the park at Halekauwila 

Street and Cooke Street. The bulk and scale of the guideway and columns would conflict 

with the pedestrian-oriented streetscape." 

Further, the revised Kaka‘ako Mauka master plan designated Halekauwila Street and its 

extension to Kamake'e Street as a significant "promenade street," a pedestrian-friendly 

boulevard with wide tree-lined sidewalks and new low-rise residential neighborhoods. Thus 
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the proposed elevated steel-on-steel heavy rail transit infrastructure blight bisecting these 

planned Kaka'ako neighborhoods is also tragically misplaced. 

There has been little, if arty, consideration of the local context in this train proposal for 

Downtown Honolulu, or from Kaka'ako to the gateway of Manoa's green valley, as it has 

been railroaded though an uninformed planning process. Hundreds of mature trees that 

have been protected and preserved for decades are destined to be destroyed or otherwise 

removed in direct conflict with the Oahu General Plan (Objective A, Policy 9) and the Revised 

Ordinances of Honolulu (Chapter 41, Article 13). The Draft EIS discloses on page 4-89 that 

"Mature trees would be removed from Pi`ikoi Street through the Ala Moana Center Station 

area, substantially changing the character of the streetscape." 

The condition and appearance of Honolulu's streets and public open spaces are important 

factors in, and essential attributes to, the visual character and quality for which Honolulu is 

known. Significant views and vistas in policy documents include protected mauka and makai 

views as well as views of prominent landmarks, and the environmental visual character and 

quality must be fully assessed along with any potential physical impacts. 

In conclusion, it has become abundantly clear that the presently proposed elevated transit project 

is, in some significant aspects, contrary to the public interest. Very serious public concerns 

surround the City's disregard and neglect of the significant adverse impacts of the proposed 

elevated rail infrastructure. Specific to the complex of registered sites that include the Piers 

10 and 11 Maritime Passenger Terminal, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park and the Dillingham 

Transportation Building, along with Mother Waldron Park, this badly-planned project 

cannot, and must not, be allowed to proceed further to overshadow and overpower these 

significant historic sites and destroy the visual character and integrity of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront. 

Sincerely, 

31licheffeSgilatson 

Michelle Spalding Matson 

6 

AR00002500 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338275 

Ms. Michelle Spalding Matson 
3931 Gail Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Matson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual 
and aesthetic analysis presented in the Final BS. The Project primarily will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including the Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, Dillingham 
Transportation Building, Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park, Bishop Street, Chinatown Historic 
District, and the Kakaako neighborhood are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit" heading, discussed in Section 4.8.3 in this Final EIS. The City and FTA have 
complied with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(19 of the 
Department of Transportation Act as presented in this Final BS, Section 4.16 and Chapter 5. 

Inclusion of the viewer group's responses, received during the Draft EIS comment 
period, resulted in refinement of the visual impact rating for three key views. The refinement 
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resulted in revised ratings from moderate to significant for Views 12, 14 and 15 in the downtown 
area. In addition, the discussion of protected views and vistas provided in this Final EIS 
includes new summary tables and new visual simulations that were not part of the Draft EIS. 
The analysis of protected views and vistas was provided in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report  (2008e); however, this Final EIS more clearly describes the visual 
effects on these resources. 

The Embarcadero Freeway in San Francisco was an elevated highway, not rail, and thus 
is not directly comparable to this project. 

The overall conclusions of the Draft BS have not changed, but through these 
refinements, the following clarifications have been made: 

• Viewpoint 12. Visual impact rating refined to reflect that some views would be 
blocked and to expressly point out the contrast of project elements with 
Chinatown's historic character. 

• Viewpoint 14. Visual impact rating refined to reflect the bulk and scale of the 
guideway and columns being out of character with the pedestrian-oriented 
environment at this viewpoint. 

• Viewpoint 15: Visual impact rating refined to reflect the bulk and scale of the 
station as well as the other elements noted in the Draft EIS. 

The Draft BS described several types of visual effects and the refinements reflect the 
same type of visual effects identified in the Draft BS and shown in these Viewpoints in the Draft 
EIS. The Draft EIS concluded that changes to some views including protected views and vistas 
would be unavoidable, and the refinements confirmed this conclusion. 

Although mitigation measures will minimize many adverse visual effects by providing 
visual buffers and reducing visual contrasts between the project elements and their 
surroundings, the Final BS acknowledges, as concluded in the Draft BS, that probable 
unavoidable adverse effects, such as view blockage, cannot be mitigated and will be significant 
(noted as a "High" level of visual impact in the Draft EIS) in some areas. 

The Project will introduce a new linear visual element to the corridor, and changes to 
some views will be significant (or, a high level of visual impact) and unavoidable. The guideway 
and some stations will partially block mauka-makai public views from streets that intersect the 
alignment. 

The City will implement the following mitigation framework (as further described in 
Section 4.8.3 in this Final EIS) with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance 
the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 
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• Coordinate the project design with the City's TOD program within the Department 
of Planning and Permitting. 

• Conduct public involvement workshops to consult with the communities 
surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Even with mitigation measures, some obstruction and changes to views will result in a 
high level of visual impact, or, a significant impact, and changes to some views will be 
unavoidable. These effects will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby 
or in the foreground of views. 

Some views and vistas protected by City development plans will change as a result of 
the Project, including public views along streets and highways, mauka-makai view corridors, 
panoramic and significant landmark views from public places, views of natural features, heritage 
resources and other landmarks. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, 
some changes in view will be significant. Viewers' response to these changes will vary with 
their exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and station 
height, and height of surrounding trees and buildings. View changes will be less notable in 
wider vista or panoramic views where the project elements are smaller components of the larger 
landscape. Generally, the project elements will not be dominant features in these views. 

The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Park and the Kakaako neighborhood are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. To minimize adverse visual effects 
and enhance visual and aesthetic opportunities, the City will consult with the Kakaako 
community for input on station design elements. Specifically, the Kakaako Station workshop will 
be held in conjunction with the Civic Center and Ala Moana Stations. In addition, design 
guidelines that establish a consistent design framework for the Project with consideration of 
local context will be developed and applied. 

The visual effects on Irwin Park are not specifically mentioned in Table 4-10 of the Draft 
EIS. However, they are part of the larger views assessed in Viewpoint 15 in the Final EIS. The 
text on Page 4-88 of the Draft BS has been refined in the Final BS to clarify the visual impact 
analysis presented in the Draft EIS as described above. 

Preliminary effect determinations for DOT Harbors Division Offices, Piers 10/11 
(Maritime Passenger Terminal), Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, Dillingham Transportation Building, 
Chinatown Historic District, and Mother Waldron Neighborhood Playground documented in the 
Draft BS were reevaluated in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic 
Effects Report (RTD 2009) issued by FTA on April 14, 2009. Analysis of the Project's direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts to these properties, as described in the Historic Effects Report, 
include effects to setting. Consultation with the SHP° has continued since release of the Draft 
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EIS. This Final EIS summarizes all effect determinations to historic properties and Section 106 
consultation as described in text and tables of Section 4.16 and in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 4.2, Appendix J, and expanded upon in the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Land Use Technical Report (RTD 2008b), the Project is 
consistent with State and local plans. 

The specific wording in the Draft EIS on Pages 4-44 and 4-45 states that "As the 
alignment transitions to Halekauwila Street, a relatively narrow street the adjacent buildings 
become primarily high-rise government office buildings with little or no open space between 
them. Views of the alignment would be limited to short segments as the guideway crosses city 
streets since high-rise buildings and tall trees already obstruct views." It is acknowledged that 
tree canopies and building setbacks enhance the public's visual experience of the area and as 
explained on Page 4-88 of the Draft EIS, canopies of several mature monkeypod trees along 
Haiekauwila Street would be trimmed. The guideway and columns would also block views from 
the fourth- and fifth-story windows of adjacent offices and residences, creating additional shade 
and shadows, and "...the overall visual effects in this area would be high." 

Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIS states that, "effects to trees would be mitigated by 
transplanting existing trees or planting new ones." Additional information on street trees is 
offered in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Street Trees Technical Report 
(R TD 20081). Street trees along the project alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final 
EIS. Affects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting existing trees where possible, or 
planting new ones. Other possible mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.15.3 in the 
Final EIS. 

Within the Kakaako area, land uses adjacent to the alignment include two- and three-
story walk-up apartments and commercial uses. Because Kakaako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, Kaiaulu 'o Kaka`ako Master Plan (HCDA 2008), changes in land uses to 
transit-oriented development are likely. This may result in a change in character along the 
alignment, especially near stations depending on local community input and what 
redevelopment plans administer. Substantial development has recently occurred in the 
neighborhood; several high-rise condominium developments have been built and additional 
residential and commercial development is planned. The elevated transit structure will not 
create a barrier to pedestrian, cyclist or automobile modes of travel. 

Regarding your comment about public concerns specific to historic sites the following 
text from Section 8.2.3 of the Final EIS explains the process and the efforts taken both prior to 
the Draft document and since its publication. The lead agency is responsible for complying with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Section 106 requires the lead agency to 
"accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through 
consultation among the agency official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties..." [36 CFR 800.1(a)]. Although other parties are consulted 
for their input, the Federal agency has the authority to make all decisions. Extensive effort was 
made to identify, contact, and consult with groups entitled to be consulting parties relating to 
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The 
purpose of consultation was to identify archaeological, cultural, and historic resources and to 
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discuss other issues relating to the Project's potential effects on such resources. Information 
was obtained from individuals and organizations likely to have knowledge of potential resources 
in the study corridor. A reasonable and good faith effort was made to identify Native Hawaiian 
organizations that might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties in the 
APE, and they were given opportunities to discuss issues and concerns. 

In addition to consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (sHpq, the City 
also consulted with organizations and agencies with concerns regarding archaeological, 
cultural, and historic areas. This consultation included Hawaiian civic clubs that may have an 
interest in the Project. Letters sent by the FTA initiated an ongoing consultation process with 
the following groups (Section 106 consulting parties) to identify resources, consider project 
effects, and develop mitigation to limit the adverse effects of the Project: 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
• U.S. Navy (U.S. Naval Base Pearl Harbor) 
• Historic Hawaii Foundation 
• National Park Service 
• National Trust for Historic Preservation 
• University of Hawaii Historic Preservation Certificate Program 
• American Institute of Architects 
• Hawaii Community Development Authority 
• Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
• Oahu Island Burial Council 
• Hui Malama I Na Kupuna 0 Hawaii Nei 
• Royal Order of Kamehameha 
• The Ahahui Ka`ahumanu 
• The Hale 0 Na AIN 0 Hawaii 
• The Daughters and Sons of Hawaiian Warriors 
• Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs—and 15 individual civic clubs 

Between July 28, 2009 and November 13, 2009, FTA and the City invited all consulting 
parties to participate in a series of meetings to develop the Programmatic Agreement (PA) (see 
Section 4.16 and Appendix H). Appendix F includes copies of all Section 106 correspondence. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/25/2008 

Tad 
Matsuno 

96816 
krankedparts@aol.com  

Email 
Website 

12/25/2008 
Just a comment that I think the extension to UH is a great idea. A 
necessary one that will help with minimizing traffic. I notice the traffic 
difference when UH is not in session as traffic time during morning rush 
hour is cut. I have been watching the traffic differences between private 
school sessions and Uhl and it appears that those commuting to UH are 
a big factor in traffic. I also think students would opt more to commuting 
via the rail system than other traffic groups. Thanks. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www nonoWILI gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332254 

Mr. Tad Matsuno 
krankedparts©aol.com  

Dear Mr. Matsuno 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support of the future UH Manoa extension has been noted The Project has logical 
termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that 
may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, 
Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Final EIS: however the future extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future 
extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the 
extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. As stated in Chapter 3 
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Mr Tad Matsuno 
Page 2 

of the Final EIS, transit ridership would be 28 percent higher with the planned extensions to UH 
Manoa, Waikiki, Salt Lake Boulevard, and West Kapolei (Table 3-29 in the Final EIS). The 
extensions would also further reduce roadway congestion (Table 3-30). Bus seivice between 
Ala Moana Center, UH Manoa, and Waikiki will be enhanced until those extensions are built. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly/yours, 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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From: dan mat-sews [mailto:dmatthews@consultant.corn]  
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:47 AM 
To Yoshioka, Wayne; Ted,Matley@dot.gov  
Subject: Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

Please accept my feelings about the subject EIS. 

disagree with the wording of the EIS because it is written solely for a steel wheel on steel rail system. 
Other forms of fixed rail should be considered because they may be superior to steel wheels and more 
cost effective. Please rewrite the EIS to include other forms of mass transit such as monorail or 
magnetic levitation systems. This should insure the selection of the overall best system. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Dan C. Matthews, Lt Col, USAF, Retired 
Pearl City, Hawaii 

Be Yourself @ mail.coml 
Choose From 200+ Email Addresses 
Get a Free Account at wHYLgIlii.ccn-il 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299048R 

Mr. Dan C. Matthews 
drnatthews@consultant.com   

Dear Mr. Matthews: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
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Very truly yours, 

Mr. Dan C. Matthews 
Page 2 

purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter, You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone tea) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333531 

Ms. Pepe Maulupe 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Maulupe: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will cany the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Ms. Pepe Maulupe 
Page 2 

Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. The Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in 
the schedule presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

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

Ve jtr/ yours, 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336253 

Mr. Irwin Mayer 
Ms. Michelina Mayer 
425 Ena Road 
Apartment 305A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. and Ms, Mayer: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS Identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
Includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS 
considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. This includes the 
existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor the environment changes 
from rural at the Wai'anae end of the corridor to dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTO 2009m) that will be 
implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and 
surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
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Mr. Irwin Mayer 
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Page 2 

effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape 
improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through the station 
design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines were first developed 
with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of 
transit station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities 
served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for the 
Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when plans for new 

plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements 
will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to the 
mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design criteria include 
guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station 
areas, and the guideway. 

DTS, with assistance from the Honolulu Police Department, is developing a security plan for 
transit facilities, including park-and-ride lots. As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS, all stations, 
park-and-ride facilities, and vehicles will include security cameras that are monitored at all times of 
operation, will have audible and visual messaging systems, and have an intercom link to the system 
operations center. Security personnel will also patrol the system. Interior and safety lighting will be 
provided at all stations and park-and-ride facilities. The technology used for the Honolulu system has 
advanced substantially since development of elevated rail lines in New York and other mainland cities. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/6/2008 

Robert 
McHenry 

1510 Bertram St. 

Honolulu 
HI 
96816 
mchenry@ hawaii.edu  

Email 
Website 

12/06/2008 
I strongly support the city's rail plan as essential to the future of 
Honolulu. It is long overdue, and the importance at including the airport 
in the plans cannot ba overstated. Plenty of residents will use the service 
when it is available, not just visitors. If this is to remain a liveable city, we 
must provide mass transit, as all major urban centers I've visited have 
done. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June , 2010 	 RT9/09-331299 

Mr. Robert McHenry 
1510 Bertram Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. McHenry: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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Mr. Robert McHenry 
Page 2 

alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Feb. 5, 2009 

Jay McWilliams 
1499 Alencastre St. 
Honolulu, HI 96816 
Phone: 808-551-2686 

To: Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650S. King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Regarding the DEIS for the Rail Project in Honolulu 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

My comments regarding the DEIS for the rail project in Honolulu have to do 
with the financing of the $5 billion cost. 

In the beginning of this process, I heard representatives of the city, including 
you, state how we would finance the rail when it was being estimated at $3.5 
billion. That number, we in the public were assured, was covered with the 
General Excise Tax increase of 12.5 percent, the federal funding of $900 
million and $1 billion in contingencies. 

As you know, the economy has tanked, so our GE tax revenue is way down 
from estimated figures. We still have not been approved for the federal funding. 
And the cost of the project has gone up by $1.5 billion from earlier estimates. 

The mayor wants to start giving out contracts for this project and this is where I 
have a major concern. 

Does the city have a plan to protect us from financial liability for this project in 
the event we can not raise the money necessary to build it? Call it a parachute 
plan or whatever, but are we going to be tied in to contracts for this project if 
the money we collect does not match the money we need for it? 
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Since the mayor has promised over and over again that he will not raise taxes 
any more in order to pay for rail, I would like to know what will be done to 
make the costs for rail match once again with the projected ftmding for it. 

Thank you for your time concerning this matter. 

Regards, Ph.Q 

Jay McWilliams 

(copy) Governor Linda Lingle Hawaii State Capitol 415 S. Beretania St. 5th 
Moor Honolulu, HI 96813 

(copy) Honolulu City Council Members via email 

2 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Pnone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE V. YOSFOOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298695R 

Mr. Jay McWilliams 
1499 Alencastre Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr McWilliams: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project will be implemented through a large series of contracts, currently expected 
to number approximately 33. The City will not enter into an individual contract unless money 
sufficient to pay for the contract has been appropriated. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used to pay 
for the capital costs of the Project and takes into account the current economic downturn. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and ETA Section 5307 Funds from the 
Federal government and revenues from the County's General Excise and Use Tax surcharge 
levied from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties 
associated with these funding assumptions. 

AR00002523 



Mr. Jay McWilliams 
Page 2 

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

tru y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : MY CONCERNS: 

1. OUR PROJECT IS AN ELEVATED, HEAVY RAIL SYSTEM - NOT 
LIGHT RAIL 

R. TOTAL COSTS ESTIMATES OF THE RAIL ARE NOT LINE LINE 
WITH OTHER SYSTEMS RECENTLY EMPLOYED 

3. FUNDS PROVIDED BY TOURIST GET PAYMENTS ARE ALREADY 
SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAT ESTIMATED AND THIS TRENO WILL 
CONTINUE 

4. THE CITY IS FACING MONUMENTAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENTS 
FOR SEWER, ROADS, AND LANDFILL PROJECTS 

6. THE RECENTLY ANNOUNCED CONTRAFLOW LANES AND 
MIDDLE STREET LANES ON THE FREEWAY SHOULD ALEVIATE 
ALOT OF CONGESTION. THE NEED FOR A RAIL SYSTEM SHOULD 
BE REVISITED ONCE THESE CHANGES HAVE BEEN 
IMPLEMENTED. 

6. THE RAIL IS AN INFLEXIBLE SYSTEM THAT CANNOT AVAIL 
ITSELF 
OF NEW TECHNOLOGY. 

7. CALTRANS AND UC BERKLEY ARE CONDUCTING AN 
AUTOMATED BUS GUIDANCE SYSTEM - A MAGNETIC GUIDANCE 
SYSTEM DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IN SAN LEANDRO ( ALSO IN 
EUGENE, OREGON]. THE ESTIMATED COSTS FOR BUS RAPID 
TRANSIT ARE MATERIALLY LESS THAN LIGHT RAIL NOT TO 
MENTION HEAVY RAIL. 

8. I DO NOT BELIEVE THE PROJECTED RIDERSHIP WILL 
TRANSLATE TO ACTUAL RIDERSHIP AND THAT THE ACTUAL 
RIDERSHIP WILL NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT RELIEF. 

9. TECHNOLOGY IS RAPIDLY CHANGING ALL ASPECTS OF OUR 
LIVES - TELECOM MUTING FOR WORK AND SCHOOLING, 
ELECTRIC & FUEL CELL CARS. WE NEED A SYSTEM THAT CAN 
BE ADAPTABLE TO OUR CHANGING NEEDS AND TECHNOLOGY. 

10. AN ELEVATED RAIL SYSTEM IS TRULY CONTRARY TO A 
HAWAII SENSE OF PLACE. STATIONS EOUIPED WITH 
ESCALATORS, ELEVATORS, BATHROOMS AND SHELTERS ARE 
GRAFFITI MAGNETS. 

PLEASE BE CAREFUL WITH OUR AND FUTURE GENEFIATION'S 
MONEY. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: winowlionolulu_gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21 1  2010 	 RT9/09-333705 

Ms. Kathleen Meier 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Meier: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following responses address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

1. The system specification is compatible with either a light- or rapid-rail vehicle_ 

2. While the capital cost estimates for the Project, which are used in the financial 
analysis, are higher than those of other recent rail lines this reflects higher 
construction costs in Hawaii and higher shipping costs of materials to Hawaii. 

3. The financial analysis described in the Final EIS is subject to a number of risks 
and uncertainties, as described in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS 
reflects the latest economic trends in both cost and revenue forecasts. 
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4. Enabling legislation for the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge and 
Ordinance 07-001 preclude the use of the collected funds for purposes other than 
a fixed guideway transit system. 

5. A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast roadway conditions in 
2030, both with and without the Project. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 
of the Final EIS, modeling took into account committed transportation projects 
anticipated to be operational by 2030. Committed transportation projects are 
those identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (as shown in Table 2-4 
of the Final EIS). These projects include a p.m. reversible 'zipper' lane and 
widening H-1 at Middle Street. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS, 
roadway conditions will get worse, despite these improvements. However, these 
tables also show that traffic conditions will improve up to 11 percent with the fixed 
guideway system. In addition, a Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated during 
the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project. While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion 
(measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall system 
congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive, which would result in 
increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the freeways. 
System-wide congestion will be greater in 2030 than today. Spot congestion in 
some locations could decrease with the managed lane alternative; however, the 
reversible managed lane alternative would result in an increase in system-wide 
congestion compared to the No Build Alternative, while the Project will result in a 
decrease in congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. 

6. Modem rail technology continues to evolve. The modem transit vehicle is less 
similar to an eighteenth-century locomotive than a modern automobile is to the 
Model T. 

7. Guided bus systems constructed on an elevated guideway, as would be required 
for use in Honolulu, would require a larger and more expensive structure than 
required for rail transit. 

8. As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1 of the Final BS, the ridership forecasts 
are based on a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. 
The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the 
U.S. This modeling approach has proven effective in estimating ridership in other 
areas such as Los Angeles County, Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the 
last 10 years. This model is based on guidelines established by the FTA. 
Projections for 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which 
was calibrated and validated to current year conditions. The model is based 
upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic 
changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these 
key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use 
the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
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published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air 
passenger model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations 
and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home based direct demand element 
based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is among the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis 
evaluates the variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and 
lower limits of ndership projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during 
this work effort A variety of factors were considered in the uncertainty analysis, 
including the following: 

• Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution 
patterns of future growth in the Ewa end of the corridor 

• The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure 

• The expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system 

• Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place 

• The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities 
provided by the new guideway vehicles 

Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 
2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the 
official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

As identified in Chapter 3, Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in 
reduced vehicle hours of delay of 18 percent compared to the No Build 
alternative. The reduction in delay will be attributable to shifts in travel demand 
from automobile to transit. 

9_ While information technology has enabled people to remain connected from any 
location, it has not eliminated the need or desire of people to travel on the island. 

10. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures 
are typical. The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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WAYNE Y. YOSPFIOKA 
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• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements_ 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design 
phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape 
architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to 
mitigate potential visual impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users with expansive views 
from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation under the heading 
Design Principals and Mitigation, specific Environmental, Architecture and 
Landscape Design Criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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r: 

February 2, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3 1-6  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support viable and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/29S excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum of $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 

When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by $473.5 million [Exhibit Aj. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 

projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [13] years [Exhibit 
81. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 

unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators) issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12, 2009 [Exhibit C. The forecast for growth 

in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%, 6.5%, and E5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections of 25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit D]. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 

surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 

3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 
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Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kathie, Hawaii 96734 

Telephone: 808.263.8884 
Facsimile: 808.263.2842 
Email: kmeier-cpa@hawall:rr.c_om  

- 	. 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 

Honolulu, Hawaii 9681.3 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 

Facsimile: 808.791.1440 
Email: JoeCawikof icombscpa.com  

Department of Transportation Service 
February 2, 2009 
Page 2 of 2 

How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DEIS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $ 1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S, Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their New starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for new starts" is $1,475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 

The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds [2/3] of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 

5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 

great competition for these grants. The DEB assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

• Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 

project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

• Honolulu's credit rating could plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 

funds. 

• Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

• Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 

when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 

your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@maneotre.com  

B. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 

415 South Street #3502 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: heciberecoaPaol.com  

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamena.com  
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Honolulu Rail 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cash Flow for Surcharge collections on Airport alternative 
(prepared on a fiscal June 30 year end) 

Fiscal Year 
Projected 

Collections 

2007 13,000,000 
2008 161,000,000 
2009 188,000,000 
2010 198,000,000 
2011 207,000,000 
2012 214,000,000 
2013 228,000,000 
2014 242,000,000 
2015 253,000,000 
2016 265,000,000 
2017 274,000,000 
2015 285,000,000 
2019 300,000,000 
2020 309,000,000 
2021 321,000,000 
12/31/21 166,500,000 

Point at ending of collection: 3,626,500,000 
Shortage 	 473,500,000 

4,100,000,000 

Collections after temination of excise 
2022 	188,500,000 
2023 	261,000,000 

- 

EXHIBIT A 
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Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual collections 2007 & 2008 
and required assumptions to fund $4.1 million 

Annual 
Required increased 
Collection Rate 

Calendar 
Year 

  

9.45582% 

   

      

Required 

Growth 

Required 
Annual 

Tax 
Collections 

Cumulative 
Tax 

Collections 

 

Required 
Ave 

Monthly 
Collections 

      

2007/2008 Actual 294,000,000 294,000,000 12,260,000 
2009 9.46% 160,900,055 454,900,055 13,408,338 
2010 9.46% 176,114,475 631,014,530 14,676,206 
2011 9.46% 192,767,543 823,782,073 16,063,962 
2012 9.46% 210,995,295 1,034,777,368 17,582,941 
2013 9.46% 230,946,630 1,265,723,998 19,245,552 
2014 9.46% 252,784,628 1,518,508,525 21,066,377 
2016 9.46% 276,687,377 1,795,195,903 23,057,281 
2016 9.46% 302,850,438 2,098,046,340 25,237,536 
2017 9.46% 331,487,430 2,429,533,771 27,623,953 
2018 9.46% 362,882,285 2,792,866,055 80,236,024 
2019 9.46% 397,141,053 3,189,507,108 33,095,088 
2020 9.46% 434,693,996 3,624,201,103 36,224,500 
2021 9,46% 475,797,877 4,099,998,981 39,649,823 

EXHIBIT B 
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COUNCIL ON REVENUES 

UWE OF HAMS 
P.O. SOX 258 

HONOLULU. HAWAII %SOS 01S9 

January 12., 2009 

The Honorable Linda Lingle 
Governor, State of Hawaii 
Executive Chambers 
State Capitol, Fifth Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Governor Lingle: 

At its meeting on January 9, 2009, the Council on Revenues adjusted downward the forecast 
growth rates of General Fund tax revenues. The forecast was reduced from -0.5% to -3.0% for 
fiscal year (FY) 2009, from 3.5% to 1.0% for FY 2010, and from 4.5% to 3.5% for FY 2011. The 
Council also updated its forecasts of General Fund tax revenues for FYs 2012 through 2015, 
generally lowering the revenue gains while leaving the percentage increases the same for the 
out-year projections. 

The revised forecasts of state general fund tax revenues for fiscal years 2009 through 2015 are 
listed below: 

Fiscal Year Thousands of Dollars 
% Growth From 
Previous Year 

2009 S4,502,616 -3.0% 
2010 $4,547,642 1.0% 
2011 $4,706,809 3.5% 
2012 $4,956,270 5.3% 
2013 S5,253,646 6.0% 
2014 S5,595,133 6.5% 
2015 $5,958,817 6.5% 

Lint-item detail of State General Fund tax revenues by revenue category for FY 2009 through 
FY 2015 are presented in the attached table. These detailed forecasts are based on the Council's 
forecast for total state general fund tax revenues and the econometric model currently used by 
the Tax Research and Planning Office. 

EXII-11131T .0 
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Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual collections 2007 & 2008, 
Council on Revenues tax collection projection 2009-2015 
and required assumptions to fund $4.1 million by 2021 

Annual 
Required increased 
	

25.28750% 
Collection Rate 

2007/2008 
2009 

% Growth 
by Council 

On revenues 

Required 
Annual 

Tax 
Collections 

Cumulative 
Tax 

Collections 

Required 
Ave 

Monthly 
Collections 

Actual 
—3.00% 

294,000,000 
142,590,000 

294,000,000 
436,590,000 

12,250,000 
11,882,500 

2010 . 1.00% 144,015,900 580,6053900 12,001,325 
2011 3.50% 149,056,457 729,662,357 12,421,371 
2012 5.30% 156,956,4-49 886,618,805 13,079,704 
2013 6.00% 166,373,836 1,052,992,641 13,664,486 
2014 6.50% 177,188,135 1,230,180,776 14,765,678 
2015 6.50% 188,705,364 1,418,886,139 15,725,447 
2016 25.29% 236,424,233 1,655,310,372 19,702,019 
2017 25,29% 296,210,010 1,951,520,382 24,684,168 
2018 25.29% 371,114,117 2,322,634,499 30,926,176 
2019 25.29% 464,959,699 2,787,594,098 38,746,633 
2020 25.29% 582,536,258 3,370,130,356 48,544,688 
2021 25,29% 729,845,114 4,099,975,469 80,820,426 

EXHIBIT D 
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Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual collections 2007 & 2008, 
Council on Revenues tax collection projection 2009-2015 
Funding the shortfall with 5.5% Bonds 
6.5% growth rate 2016 to 2021 

Required 
% Growth 	Annual 
	

Cumulative 
by Council 	Tax 
	

Tax 
On revenue Collections 

	
Collections 

2007/2008 Actual 294,000,000 294,000,000 
2009 —3.00% 142,590,000 436,590,000 
2010 1,00% 144,015,900 580,605,900 
2011 3.50% 149,056,457 729,662,357 
2012 5.30% 156,956,449 886,618,805 
2013 6.00% 166,373,1136 1,052,992,641 
2014 6.50% 177,188,135 1,230,180,776 
2015 6,50% 188,705,364. 1,418,886,139 
2016 6.50% 200,971,212 1,619,857,362 
2017 6.50% 214,034,341 1,833,091,693 
2018 6.50% 227,946,573 2,061,636,266 
2019 6.50% 242,763,101 2,304,601,367 
2020 6.50% 258,542,702 2,563,144,069 
2021 6.50% 275,347,978 2838,492,047 

Shortfall 1,261,507,953 

Required 4,100,000,000 

EXHIBIT E 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIREc roR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPU FY DIRECTOR 

June 1, 2010 	 RT2109-298713R 

Ms. Kathleen S. Meier 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Meier .  

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

The U.S Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS includes General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections 
through December 31, 2022, in accordance with City Ordinance 05-027 which established the 
0.5 percent County surcharge on the GET through this date. As shown in Table 6-4 in the Final 
EIS, the net GET surcharge revenue will equal $3,524 million (YOE $). The analysis in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS takes the current economic downturn into account. 

Section 6,6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties associated with the 
funding assumptions for the Project. A subsection under Section 6.6.3 has been added since 
the Draft EIS was published to address the Council on Revenues forecasts. As stated in this 
section, in the short-term, GET surcharge revenues are subject to uncertainties related to the 
magnitude and timing of the economic recovery on Oahu. Over the long-term, GET surcharge 
revenues on Oahu depend on a variety of underlying economic factors outside of the City's 
control that may result in a higher or lower projection than the one used in this EIS. 
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While GET surcharge collections have gone down, so too have the costs of the Project. 
However, if GET surcharge revenues and/or Federal funding are not sufficient to meet the cash-
flow requirement to cover capital expenditures, other potential revenue sources will be 
developed to close the funding gap. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be identified. As noted above, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and 
uncertainties, as well as the potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The magnitude and timing of Federal funding is one source of risk that is discussed in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Density and transit use in the corridor are among the highest in the 
nation and higher than most areas that have qualified for New Starts funding in recent years. 
This Project has been developed in coordination with FTA since its inception. There is no 
indication to suggest that the Project will not qualify for the Federal funding requested. 

The financial plan was developed in consideration of safeguarding the City's credit rating 
in light of the likelihood of General Obligation bond sales required to bridge any year-by-year 
funding shortfalls, with all debt service costs paid with GET surcharge revenues, because FTA 
Section 5309 will pay for some financing costs. The New Starts funds are also proposed for a 
significant increase in the latest Federal budget proposal. Further, there has been no indication 
from the FTA that the requested amount is unreasonable or unrealistic. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.2 of the Final EIS, the City's contribution to transit operation 
and maintenance is currently funded through Federal funding, fare revenues, and the City's 
General and Highway Funds. This funding will be used to fund operating and maintenance 
costs of the Project. The General Fund includes property tax revenues and other taxes and 
fees. Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City develops 
rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no anticipated 
impact to property taxes. Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 
3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. Property tax revenues are not expected to be 
used to fund construction of the Project. 

The financial plan is structured to ensure Honolulu will not go bankrupt. The debt 
amount is a minor part of the Project at less than 10 percent, 

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

V 	t u yours, e4 

Z"-p---- 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333484 

Aulama Melei 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Aulama Melei: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

tr ly yours, 

Y 
WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-333564 

Mr. Taeotafe Melei 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Mr. Melei: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Verytr ly yours, ti 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
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Clifford 
Mercado 

91-911 Nohoiho'ewa Place 

Ewa each 
HI 
96706 

None 
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12/11/2008 
I THOUGHT I MADE THIS CLEAR TO MUFf HANNAMAN AND ALL OF 
HIS HENCHMEN. BUT I GUESS I DID NOT SUCCEED. THEY USED 
MY TAX MONEY TO ADVERTISE THEIR 
SIDE OF THE STORY AND GOT THE MEASURE PASSED BY A 
BUNCH OF ILLEGALLY MAL- INFORMED VOTERS. AM NOW 
GOING TO ASK YOU TO HEAR MY PLEA. 

WE DO NOT NEED THIS FORM OF TRANSPORTATION ( THE 
TRAIN) AND I DON'T WANT YOU OR ANY ONE ELSE TO SPEND A 
DIME ON THIS LAME IDEA. SO  DO WHAT YOU CAN TO SOUASH 
THIS PROJECT. 

THE GOVERNOR, MR. PANOS AND MRS. KOBAYASHI HAVE THE 
RIGHT IDEA 	A RAISED ADDITION ABOVE THE EXISTING 
FREEWAY WILL DO THE JOB CORRECTLY. 

MERRY CHRISTMAS 

CLIFFORD D. MERCADO 
Introhaw@lava.net  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June it 2010 RT9/09-331935 

Mr. Clifford Mercado 
91-911 Nohoihoewa Place 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Mercado: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the 
alternatives screening and selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening 
process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the 
study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a 
literature review of technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal 
Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during sopping. 
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Very truly yours, 

71/  

WAYNE YOSfIIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Clifford Mercado 
Page 2 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative, After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98613 
Phone: (808) 768-8308 • Fax: (808)7684730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-330913 

Ms. Cheri Michel 
cherimiche10.earthlink.net  

Dear Ms. Michel: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses cornments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 
§ 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
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WAY19;TY SHIO 
Director 

Ms. Cheri Michel 
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access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact ue tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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International Airport. To bypass such an integral part of our infrastructure 
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rail system plan moving, please do not allow a political tug-of-war to 
impede our ability to take care of our future here on Oahu. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768.4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THom 
DEPUTY Y DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-330913 

Ms. Cheri Michel 
cherirnichelearthlink.net  

Dear Ms. Michel: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009_ The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Ms. Cheri Michel 
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Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit_orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes: I got this email. Please send me the answers so I can respond. Mahaloi 

1. In the end, how much will rail cost? 
a. The mayor's office today (via honolulutransitorg, 12/4/08) claims rail 

will cost $5.3 to $5.4 billion dollars, depending on the route. 
Here is the claim, quoted: 'The Salt Lake route will cost an inflation-
adjusted $5.3 billion and the airport route will cost an inflation-adjusted 
$5.4 billion." 

i. From what report do these figures come from? 

2. How will we pay for rail? 
a. Here's a list from the honolulutransit.org  website: Firstly, will you 
please list and verify your sources for each of these? 

-"From the 1/2% GET surcharge" = $2.6 - $3.2 billion (49%-60% of $5.3 
billion) - When will this tax sunset? 

-"The Federal Transit Administration's New Starts program." = $1.7 - 
$2.2 billion (32%-42% of $5.3 billion) - Mr. Cayeteno and others have 
said this money is not certain 
(http://vvww.horioluluadvertiser.corn/article/20081013/BREAKING01/810  
13045): what reasons (historical examples and laws), documents and/or 
testimonies do you have to dispute Mr. Cayetano's claim? 

-"$15.5 million for the planning phase has been appropriated by 
Congress for this year" = (0.28% of $5_3 billion-- Is this worth 
mentioning?) 

-"and another $20 million is in the pipeline." (0.38% of $5.3 billion-
Again, a negligible amount unless there are larger political implications 
to this (if so, what are they, and how can we be certain of them?)) 

-"Local funding, with more than $250 million banked for the project." 
(4.7% of $5.3 billion) - Who specifically are these investors? 

-"Federal funding is expected to increase significantly as the project 
moves to construction." - Which historical examples, laws, or testimonies 
of federal officials should we build our expectations for this on? 

-Totalling all these, this puts revenues at: $4.6-$5.7 billion, well above 
the $3.7 billion number the mayor claimed not tong ago. Is the mayor 
responsible for this billion dollar gap? If not, who is? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768 - 4730 • Internet: vvww.honoIulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336951 

Mr. Bryan Mick 
bmickhonolulu.gov  

Dear Mr. Mick: 

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

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR §771125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The total cost of the Project, including finance charges. is $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and 
$5.5 in inflated dollars. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Table 6-1 of the Final EIS 
provides information about the Project's cost. The capital plan that analyzes capital 
expenditures for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description 
of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. 

In addressing your question regarding the funding for the Project: 

• The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge will raise $3,524 billion 
through 2022. This represents a reduction in GET revenue as a result of the 
economic downturn. 

AR00002556 



Mr. Bryan Mick 
Page 2 

• The Federal New Starts program will contribute $1.55 billion and is subject to 
Congressional approval. Indications from the FTA have been very supportive. 

• The $15.5 million and $20 million FTA allocations are provided to support the 
planning and engineering efforts and reflect the support of the Project. 

• The $250 million is a reference to the funding already collected from the GET 
surcharge since January 2007. As of August 2009, over $400 million has been 
collected from the GET surcharge. 

The total from all sources is $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, the amount needed to build 
the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.orm  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru Y yours, 

WAYNt Y Y 
Director 

SHIOKA 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/29/2008 

Thames 
Miguel 
PHNSY & IMF 
667 Safeguard St. 

Pearl Harbor 
HI 
96782 
thomas.miguel@navy.mil  
4738000 
6137 
Email 
Website 

12/29/2008 
To whom it may concern, I was a IBEW steward in PHNSY and 
approximately tour years ago I was part of a team to negotiate for all 
Shipyard workers to obtain a free Bus pass. Originally shipyards were 
required to pay $17 to be able to get a monthly Bus pass, but today we 
receive a free Bus pass due to the Union negotiation and the DOT 
paying for Federal workers public transportation. Today we have 800+ 
Bus riders and 800+ Van Pool users all peid by DOT. Unfortunately Our 
numbers would increase if we had a system like the Rapid Transit that 
comes to Pearl Harbor at various times through out the day. Presently 
we only have buses running at the start of our work day (0630 hours) 
and at the end (1500 hours) and they only service six areas. We feel that 
if the Rapid Transit does come close to Pearl Harbor the ridership will go 
up and many more workers at Pearl would take advantage of the free 
passes. This must happen to help make Rapid Transit become a 
success. Mahal() Tommy Miguel 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPU FY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332338 

Mr. Thomas Miguel 
667 Safeguard Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Miguel: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted_ While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. Also, the 
Project will provide a station at the Pearl Harbor Naval Base. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Action Completed 
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Jane 
Miho 

P.0_ Box 1719 

Pearl City 
HI 
96782 
ianemiho@yahoo_com 

Both 
Website 

11/02/2008 
I am for the Rail. You must show the public the BIG PICTURE. World & 
National economy is down turning. Good or Bad: 1) Uwe don't get it 
now, future price tag will be over $10B. 2) Pail will curb & help Oahu 
economy for the next recessionary 5-years. 3) This will create jobs here 
for the people. This Has to be Advertised Heavily & Promoted. Simiple 
Thought will Seill! 

AR00002561 



Very rul yours, 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT8/09-320326 

Ms. Jane Miho 
P.O. Box 1719 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Ms. Miho: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comment regarding rail has been noted. The cost of building a rail system would 
more than likely increase in the future. This Project is estimated to create an average of about 
10,000 per year during the nine-year construction period, as described in Section 4.18.1 of the 
Final EIS. 

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

(32z26e 
WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
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RALPH 

MI RAN DA 

98-135 KANUKU ST. 

0 
AlEA 

HI 

96701 

aparhe007@yahoo.rom 

808-422-9718 

Email 

Web site 

11/05/2008 

What is the exact plans/location for the rail in Waimaiu area.., what 
areas will be affected... I'm renting right now and if I have to move, don't 
know where I need to move to... Is there a map that shows exactly 
where the rail will be placed.. and how much of the zoning will be 
affected? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax, (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.hononliu.gov  

MUFI hIANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE V YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT8/09-330348 

Mr Ralph Miranda 
98-135 Kanuku Street 
Apartment G 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Miranda: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal. 

Appendix C (Right-of-Way Plans) of the Final EIS contains specific right-of-way 
information for the Project, including the Waimalu area. Section 4,19.2 of the Final EIS 
discusses the potential influence the Project could have on future development. The station 
areas are where the greatest changes may occur. In March 2009, the City Council approved 
and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 (09-4), which defines the City's approach to transit-
oriented development (TOD) around fixed guideway stations. Zoning regulations, which will be 
developed in late 2009, will address parking standards, new density provisions, open space, 
and affordable housing. While the Project is coordinating with City and State agencies to 
encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other land use 
changes near the stations, the actual construction of such facilities and zoning changes are 
beyond the scope of the Project. A map of the Project alignment is included in Chapter 2 of the 
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Final EIS. 
The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 

which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours, 

(/- 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(1) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft ES, answer questions from. the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Prese.rvation Act, Section 4(1) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org.  

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honoiuhrtransitosg  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation. Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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Comment(s): 
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Phone: 

E-mail: 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331977 

Ms. Sally Mist 
2747 Puuhonua Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Mist: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

AR00002567 



Ms. Sally Mist 
Page 2 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
ElSs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 

disturbances. 
• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 

more competitive bidding. 
• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 

available financial resources. 
• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. Bus routes that feed the Waikiki area from the Leeward side of 
the island will continue to operate during construction to facilitate the transportation of hotel 
employees to Waikiki. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: I do not support this rail project as it stands, for several reasons. 

It costs too much for what we are getting. 
Steel on steel is especially not good for Hawaii due to high maintenance. 
At-grade light rail would be infinitely better than elevated steel on steel 
rail - cheaper and safer, especially due to our earthquake and hurricane 
prone islands. 
I am afraid what it will do to the areas that are developed around it 
(increased crime, noise, and depression; visual blight) 
Again, it is too expensive_ 6 billion dollars (or more) for something that 
will not alleviate traffic; this is billed simply as an 'alternative - we can do 
better. Even a BRTilight rail system would be better - and more flexible. 
Now that it is supposed to go through the airport, i suppose you think 
tourists are going to take it half-way to Waikiki? Think again. They'd 
have to catch it with luggage, perhaps children, elderly, etc. in tow, stop 
19 times, get to Ala Moana, grab all the luggage, etc. & then what - call a 
cab? 
This is insanity.., please consider how to better spend our tax dollars. 
You're planning to give the bulk of the money to a mainland company 
who is going to bring in mainland employees. Yes, they'll spend money, 
but the bulk of it won't stay here. You can build cheap (that's an 
oxymoron if levery heard one) housing in the areas surrounding the 
stations, but who is going to rent there with the train screaming through 
every 2 minutes (so they say) from 4 am to midnight? People who can't 
afford to live anywhere else, that's who. The same low-income, mostly 
low class people who get subsidized fares, housing, & food - bus riders. 
Would YOU live in housing next to a train, especially with neighbors like 
that? I have my doubts... 

Anyway, I hope this project doesn't go through as its sort of planned - 
we can do better. WAY better. 

Sincerely yours, 

JMitchell 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII g6813 
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MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 Rh 0/09-335530 

1 Mitchell 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear J. Mitchell: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments regarding the Project are noted. Section 6.3 of the Final EIS descnbes 
the financial resources anticipated to pay for the capital costs of the Project Capital costs, 
including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 
5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the Federal government and revenues from 
the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. 

To answer your question about the maintenance of the system, steel-wheel systems 
have lower long-term maintenance costs than other high-capacity, fixed guideway technologies. 
The steel that will be used for the Project will be compatible for use in a marine environment 
Steel rail is capable of long-term operation in such an environment. For example, excursion 
service is still provided in Ewa using rails that are over 100 years old. 
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The Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 different 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through the Capital 
Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, 
reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel 
sections, would cost more than $300 million more than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel condor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Even with 
transit signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than 
an elevated guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade 
system could reach 6,000 passengers per hour per direction. Based on travel 
forecasts, the Project will need to carry more than 9,000 passengers by the early 
2020s. Moreover, the system can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in 
each direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds 
during the peak period. To preserve a comparable system capacity, speed, and 
reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way 
that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, 
pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  With the planned three-minute headways, the short 
cycle of traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by 
reducing the headway to 90 seconds. 

• Construction Impacts:  An at-grade system would consume two or more lanes 
of existing roadway, resulting in increased congestion or requiring that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. This 
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would also have greater construction impacts and potentially affect cultural 
practices and burials to a greater extent than the placement of discrete column 
foundations for an elevated structure. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and therefore does not 
require additional analysis. 

The City passed a transit-oriented development (TOD) Ordinance 09-4 in March 2009 in 
anticipation of the Project. Development in the study corridor, whether highway-oriented or 
TOD, will be based on market demands. Pursuant to the policy, TOD may occur in project 
station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that 
the Project will provide may also increase the desirability and value of land near stations, 
attracting new real estate investment nearby. Therefore, an indirect effect of the Project will be 
to alter development near stations by attracting higher densities than presently planned or could 
otherwise be developed near transit stations. If development occurs around stations, it is 
anticipated that City infrastructure would be improved in these areas. There is no noise impact 
associated with transit station locations. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the design of stations and public areas will 
apply Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles to minimize the 
incidence of crime. These measures have proven effective with other systems. 

As discussed previously, the financial resources anticipated to pay for the capital costs of 
the Project are descnbed in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS. As shown in Table 6-1, the Project will 
cost about $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars. Please refer to 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, roadway congestion, as 
measured by vehicle hours of delay, will decrease 18 percent with the Project. 

A Bus Rapid Transit Alternative is a variation on the Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. As summarized in the Draft 
EIS, while the alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be low 
compared to fixed guideway transit. Light rail technology was not eliminated; however, at-grade 
light rail would not meet project speed and reliability requirements. Additional clarification has 
been included in the Final EIS. 

The connection to Honolulu international Airport will benefit visitors, but the primary 
reason for the connection is the large concentration of employees in the area. Of the 
116,000 daily fixed guideway trips, 9,900 trips are by visitors, of which 1,800 are to or from the 
Airport The Airport Alternative serves major employment destinations at and near the Airport 
and at Pearl Harbor. As shown in Table 3-13 of the Final EIS, about 50 percent of daily transit 
trips either originate or end at work. In addition, there are only 10 stops between the Airport and 
Ala Moana Center. 
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Most construction workers will be local, although some specialized expertise will be 
brought in. The bulk of the money will be paid to people on the island. Regarding housing, as 
seen in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations is higher than for 
properties that are distant from the system. In addition, other development, including retail, 
businesses, schools, etc., could occur near transit stations. There is no anticipation that housing 
will be subsidized. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final BS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final BS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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Submission Content/Notes : Pass to Mayor Hannemann, please reconsider the start of rail 

construction locations based on this message: 

The rail construction should start from the Aloha Stadium to Aloha Tower 
first so that people can start using this rail system as soon as possible 
while the rest of the system from the stadium to Kapolei is being 
completed. Second phase should be from Pearl City to the stadium, 
then from Kapolei to Pearl City. 

First phase, people can park at the stadium and ride the rails from there. 
Second phase, provide express bus to Pearl City since parking will be a 
problem. 

Being age 70, I sure would like to be alive for a portion of it to be 
completed and running. 

Mahalo, „limbo Miura 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (608) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT8109-330350 

Mr. Jimbo Miura 
95-060 Kaulua Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Miura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following.. 

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

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

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

Enclosure 
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HANNAH S. MIYAMOTO 
SAUNDERS HALL 247 • 2424 MA1LE WAY 

HONOLULU, HI 96822 • (808) 561-0357 • hsrnivarnoto(@rnsn .com 

February 6, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 96813 

Re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 

Aloha kakou, 

As a graduate student at the University of Hawai'i at Manoa, I have avidly awaited the 
Draft EIS for this project. As I have a B.S. in Civil Engineering, specializing in Transportation 
Engineering (U. Minnesota '86), along with several years of work in transpoitation noise 
analysis, r have been asked to study and comment upon this project on many occasions, and. I 
have studied it extensively, including through field research. 

I think the Draft EIS is substantially adequate and should be approved without 
amendments. Regarding routing, I think the Salt Lake Boulevard alternative should be chosen, 
with a branch line to the Honolulu airport leaving the mainline near Middle Street and 
Dillingham Boulevard, 

The first segment constructed should be between Kapolet and Peart City to 1) provide 
two potential option for the necessary vehicle maintenance and storage facility, and 2) relieve 
station and parking capacity problems resulting if the Pearl Highlands transit center were the 
'Ewa-side terminus. Although the existing Kalil-6 bus garage might be an adequate place for a 
temporary/secondary facility, that facility would have to replaced elsewhere at considerable cost. 
Moreover, terminating major routes like 40 (Makaha), 42 (Ewa Beach), and 52 (North Shore) at 
Middle Street. and Dillingham Boulevard would inconvenience a large fraction of the rail system 
riders, since that location is not a major activity center or residential area. Incidentally, one 
major transit system that made a similar decision is Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART); its first 
segment was between Concord and Walnut Creek, California near a major maintenance center, 
and it did not extend across the Bay to San Francisco until ten years later (BART 2008, p. 1-4). 

Having dispensed with these preliminaries, I would like to share research I have 
developed on the principal build alternative to the fixed-guideway transit line: A multi-lane 
elevated roadway. This was embodied by the "Managed Lane" alternative in the 2006 
Alternatives Analysis, and the "El-Way" HOV/BRT (High-Occupaney Vehicle/Bus Rapid 
Transit) project proposed by Dr. Panos Prevedourous and Councilmernber Ann Kobayashi in 
2008, as well as the "HOT Lane" ("High-Occupancy Toll") proposal originally proposed by Dr. 
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Prevedourous several years ago. In addition to the disadvantages and impacts listed in the 
Alternatives Analysis, with which I concur, I found several serious problems which I think make 
a "Managed Lane" facility, whether or not including a major BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) 
component through urban Honolulu, Waipahu, and `Ewa plain, impractical in this application: 

• Congestion at the Ewa (main entrance during the a.m. peak period) end of the "EZ-
Way" would determine that the overall capacity of the facility is too low to meet 
predicted travel demand. 

• Noise impacts from a "Managed Lane" facility would be much greater than the 
proposed fixed-guideway transit line. 

• Grade separation (i.e., "overpasses" and "underpasses") at "major intersections," as 
Kobayashi and Preveciourous proposed, would be costly and impractical. 

• Operation of double-articulated Phileas buses is largely impractical on the proposed 
route, given the amount of conflicting traffic and surrounding land uses. 

• Signal interconnection and synchronization would not significantly mitigate thc 
problems with operating BRT on an at-grade alignment. 

• Lack of park-and-ride facilities in the Kobayashi/Prevedourous proposal would make 
the proposed BRT facility much less attractive to riders than the proposed fixed-
guideway transit alternative. 

As the Alternatives Analysis did not address these issues, presuma.  bly because other data 
was deemed sufficient to support rejection of the Managed Lanes alternative, I am sharing my 
findings as "new information" that supports the decisions made thus far by the City and County 
of Honolulu. This research was conducted last year during the campaign for the rail transit 
charter ,:imendment (i.e., "Amendment 4"), although much of it was not extensively publicized. 
In. anticipation of challenges to the approval of the Final EIS on the grounds that the Managed 
Lanes alternative was improperly rejected during the Alternatives Analysis stage, I hereby 
present a summary of my findings, in brief If you would likc to cxaniinc my research more 
closely, I will be happy to supply whatever can. 

Entrance ramp congestion 

In his original proposal, expressed in the document he released entitled "Effective Traffic 
Relief for Oahu: HOT Expressway and Underpasses," Dr. Prevedourous proposed fimneling 
traffic from four roads: H-1, H-2, Farrington Hwy., and Kamehameha Hwy. (from Mililani) into 
three HOV/HOT lanes, all merging within scarcely 1,000 feet. Given this short spacing of merge 
points, I calculate that the actual capacity at this point would be 4,180 PCE (Passenger Car-
Equivalent)/hr. at LOS C or 2,890 PCE/hr. at LOS B. At LOS E—the absolute maximum—the 
capacity would be 6,150 PC/hr. This table describes conditions at the facility entrance: 
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LOS B 
f60 mph+) 

LOS C 
(approx. 55 mph) 

LOS EIF 
(30 mph to zero) 

Buses (PCE) 186 186 186 
HOV users 2,444 2,444 2,444 
HOT users 260(1.2%) 1,550 (6.9%) 3,520 (15.6%) 
(%80V users) 

Total 2,890 PCE/hr. 4,180 PCE/hr. 6,150 PCE/hr. 
(47% capacity) (68% capacity) (max. capacity) 

The capacity of three lanes at LOS E/F would be the same regardless of interchange spacing 
because traffic would no longer be moving freely. Therefore: 

• At the service quality promised by Prevedourous, only 1-7% of all. motorists 
driving alone on H-1 could enjoy the HOT facility—at any  price! A true 
"Lexus Lane." 

• If operated at the speed promised by Prevedourous ("60 mph"), traffic on the 
HOV/HOT facility would constantly exceed 55 mph, since the maximum LOS 
C volume at the entrance junction is LOS B volume on the mainline! 
Therefore, accidents would be frequent and often severe at the terminus, and 
at sharper curves. While operation at LOS E would be relatively safe, that 
would erase the speed/time advantage that Prevedourous promises. 

• Finally, entry delays to the HOV/HOT facility would consume much of the 
time advantage of using the facility; delays due to accidents and breakdowns 
would often erase all time savings. 

Although the intermediate exits (in the a.m. direction) that Dr. Prevedourous proposes would 
help relieve exit-end congestion, they would do nothing to relieve congestion at the entrance to 
the HOV/HOT facility. Intermediate entrances would only create additional merge points, 
adding more traffic to a roadway that would regularly operate at high capacity. Finally, these 
additional ramps would increase the cost of HOV/HOT facility to equal or more than a fixed-
guideway transit line. 

The "EZ-Way" plan makes the poor design by Dr. Prevedourous impractical. Kobayashi 
and Prevedourous proposed to allow anyone driving a car with a '33 mpg" or higher fuel 
efficiency to use the elevated lanes, even if they are the only vehicle occupant. Second, the "EZ-
Way" dedicated one lane to guided buses, evidently leaving only two lanes for all carpool, 
va,npool, single-occupancy vehicle, motorcytle, and non-guided bus traffic. Since the table 
above shows that a three-lane HOV facility is inadequate for serving travel demand between 
Pearl City and Downtown, a two-lane HOV/SOV facility is obviously inadvisable. 
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EZ-Way (2008) 	 Hou___E_LN_at 50 feet 
93 express buses/ hr. 	 69 dBA 
2,474 HOV and SOV veh./hr. 	76 clBA  

TOTAL: 77 dBA 

Original HOT Lane proposal 	angly.L.,0  at 50 feet 
93 express buses/hr. 	 69 dBA 
3,994 HOV and SOV velt/Iy. 	78 dBA  

TOTAL: 79 rIBA 

Automated Light Rail Transit 
	

Hourlv j, at 50 feet 
40 two-car trains/hr. 	 65 dBA 
40 three-car trains/hr. 	 67 dBA 

Relative noise impact 

For all that has been said 
about the noise impacts from rail 
transit, little information has been 
made available about the noise 
impacts from an elevated high-speed 
roadway. Using Federal Transit 
Administration methods, the 
adjacent table shows that any 
elevated high-speed roadway 
between Waipahu and Downtown 
would subject adjacent persons to 
much more noise than the proposed 
fixed-guideway transit line. The 
difference would be especially noticeable where the roadway leaves the HA alignment: Along 
Karnehameha Highway through Pearl City and Aiea, and along Nirrtitz Highway through Kalihi, 
Kapalama, and Iwilei. 

In addition, peak noise levels 	from passing buses would be noticeably louder than 
the proposed rail transit trains. For example, the peak noise level from an internal-combustion-
powered (e.g., dicseI-powered) bus passing by at 60 mph is 91 ciBA (decibel, A-weighted.) at 50 
feet. By comparison, the absolute peak noise level from a rail car passing by at 50 mph is only 
82 dBA at the same distance. In regards to the experience of a passenger standing next to a bus 
or train departing a station, the maximum noise level heard by an adjacent pedestrian (i.e., much 
closer than 50 feet) from a diesel-powered bus has been measured at 84 dBA, while that for a rail 
transit passenger was only 75 dBA (Gershon, et al. 6). 

Although electrically powered buses would be about 10 dBA quieter (Rosso. and Staiano 
2007)—Le., about as loud as an electically-powered rail car—the cost, visual impact, and route-
inflexibility of using two overhead wires (one for power, the other for ground) all militate toward. 
simply choosing automated light rail trains. Advanced batteries, fuel cells, flywheels, and other 
exotic alternatives are relatively expensive and untested. 

In addition, since electric buses consume more electricity than electric rail vehicles, 
largely due to the higher friction of rubber tires compared to steel wheels, resorting to electric 
buses obviates claims that rail transit will require construction of additional electricity generation 
capacity. However, r have independently confirmed that this is a canard, and the actual peak 
power demand will be about 18 megawatts, as stated in. the Draft EIS. 

Moreover, these predicted noise levels neglect the potential for noise mitigation 
techniques. As you have amply explained elsewhere, noise mitigation for rail transit is 
considerably more practical and efficient than when trying to shield noise from diesel-powered 
buses and automobiles. 

Trackless Trains in urban and suburban areas. 
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A "Phileas" double-articulated bus is about 85 feet long (Advanced Public Transport 
Systems 2008). This is longer than most light-rail vehicles, and comparable to the double-
articulated light-rail vehicles built for the Seattle light rail line that is now nearly complete. First, 
because the tires of a guided bus contact the exact same pavement every time it passes a 
particular point, the pavement along the entire route must be intensively reinforced, as even the 
manufacturer of the Phileas system admits (Van der Spek and Splint 33). The cost of reinforcing 
the pavement will be much higher than the cost of installing permanent magnets or other 
guidance technology into the roadway. 

More important operationally, a Phileas "bus" is a "trackless train," and its impacts on 
traffic are approximate to that of a light rail vehicle on at-grade right-of-way. Providing an 
exclusive bus lane on Farrington Highway and Fort Weaver Road, as proposed in the "EZ-Way" 
plan, would require removing parking and/or driving lanes from those roads, which would likely 
raise opposition from local merchants and residents, who would receive relatively little henefit 
from express buses making infrequent stops. In addition, conflicts with vehicles turning across 
the BRT lanes, or even stopping on the lanes to turn into traffic, would be a serious hindrance to 
transit operations, given that the Alternatives Analysis predicted a need for up to 93 buses per 
hour in the a.m. peak-hour direction, or one bus every 39 seconds. 

At every station stop, a Phileas bus would block off nearly 90 feet of road to any turning 
vehicle, even if the station platform was much shorter. Whether in suburban areas like Waipahu, 
or urban areas like Makiki, maintaining access to businesses near a bus stop—most often a 
corner business—would be difficult or impossible. Providing safe and convenient pedestrian, 
bicycle, wheelchair, and other access to a mid-street and even mid-block station poses major 
engineering and security challenges. 

In comparison to the proposed fixed-guideway alternative, the "EZ-Way" plan does not 
mention including any "park-and-ride" facilities. Without park-and-ride lots, the Kobayashi 
BRT plan is much less accessible to local residents than the rail line would be; if every rider 
must either walk, bicycle, ride a bus, or be dropped off by a motorist at a station, the guided bus 
is truly a "trackless train." As explained above, because of their operational requirements, as 
well as their great length, the Phileas buses can not be driven off their prepared route into beat 
neighborhoods. 

Lastly, grade-separating intersections, as Kobayashi and Prevedourous proposed, would 
raise many problems, including: 

• Reduced lane width on lanes adjacent to transition points between at-grade and 
elevated segments, i.e, "ramps." 

• Lost access to streets and driveways by motorists and pedestrians at all transition 
points along ramps. 

• Increased noise impacts (probably severe), energy demand, and brake dust emissions 
at all ramps. 

• Significantly increased cost, especially for underpasses, at many locations near the 
ocean or a stream, e.g., along Nimitz Boulevard. 

A Phileas bus is 8.4 feet wide, similar to a conventional transit bus. Besides two feet 
between the two bus lanes (necessary to prevent the side-mounted rear-view mirrors from 
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colliding, at minimum), two feet should be provided at the base of the wall for reaction space and 
a drainage gutter along the conventional driving lanes. Since the width of two retaining walls 
must be much greater than eight inches each, about three 10-12 foot lanes must be removed or 
narrowed from the street below wherever the Phileas bus route climbs MT an intersecting street. 
Kobayashi's claim that her solution will have "ZERO" impact on downtown streets (p. 9) is 
unsupportable. 

Furthermore, these ramps will run over 500 feet on either side of the intersecting street. 
An underpass must drop about 16 feet below grade (a transit bus is 11 feet high); descending at 
3% will require 533 feet on either side of the street. Although as steeper grade is feasible—albeit 
leading to greater noise and other impacts—the Phileas double-articulated design requires that 
the vertical curve must be limited, so 3% is a good planning figure. Moreover, at least 20 feet of 
rise must be achieved at overpasses; 667 feet will be required for a 3% grade. Thus allowing for 
the width of intersecting street being bypassed, the total combination of ramps and bridges will 
be 1200 to 1500 feet in length. 

Signal synchronization 

From my experience studying the extensive interconnected signal system in St. Paul, 
Minnesota for the Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT), I have found that signal 
interconnection works best on one-way streets with. minimum turning onto and off the road. 
Two way roads are only amenable to signal interconnection if cross streets are evenly-spaced. 

In comparison to the St. Paul city street system. Honolulu is not a grid or even 
rectangular. Moreover, all any signal-controlling computer can do is optimize traffic flow. With 
heavy traffic, especially left-turning traffic and mid-block entries, along with heavy pedestrian 
traffic, severe congestion will develop. 

Conclusion: No at-grade solution will provide sufficiently reliable service to attract as 
many drivers from their cars as grade-separated rail transit in the Honolulu-Kapoici corridor. 
Consequently, the Draft MS should be approved immediately, and the proposed fixed guideway 
transit system should be constructed as soon as funds and other resources allow. 

Sincerely, 

a-,1-L4--A4/11 74efer-Qr  4-‘1  

Hannah Miyamoto, 	ID., M.S. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2109-298752R 

Ms. Hannah S. Miyamoto 
2424 Maile Way, Saunders Hall 247 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Miyamoto: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employmen1 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 

AR00002586 



Ms. Hannah S. Miyamoto 
Page 2 

alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
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end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your comments about the Managed Lane Alternative have been noted. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly, ours, 

r 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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mdarin@grnail.com  

Email 

We site 

I 1/03/2006 

Suggestion: 
To help pay for the maintenance of the rail-Sell advertisernent-billboard 
type that can be put on the outside of the trains also at the train stations. 
Also, put in flat screen monitors inside ot the train and sell commercial 
time and also Public announcements such as ''Sunset at the beach, 
Taste of Honolulu, Blood Drive, Toys for Tots, {..11 -1 Football information". 
Also, private industry can place their commerical time. You have the 
consumers complete attention on the train for 30 to 45 minutes. Maybe 
even free wi-fi. 

Lot of potential this TRAIN system!! 
Lot of new businesses will be good around the train station! 

Aloha 
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June 11,2010 RT8/09-330316 

Mr Darin Miyashiro 
mdarinamail.com  

Dear Mr Miyashiro: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The idea of using advertisements and billboards to help pay for the maintenance of the rail system 
has been discussed as possibilities to supplement operating revenue. As noted in Section 6.6.4 of the 
Final EIS, the City currently receives a small amount of transit-related advertising revenues annually. 
These ideas to supplement operating revenue will be considered. It will then be the City Council's 
decision to review current policy toward advertising once it is weighed against other considerations. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www.honolulutransitorq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 
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12/15/2008 
I support the project. 
I prefer the airport route. 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331969 

Mr. David Mongold 
60 North Beretania Street 
Apartment 1502 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Mongold: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
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supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/08/2008 
: Honolulu Transit, 

I would like to support building the first segment from Pearl City to 
Downtown. If an elevated base yard could be put over the lower Aloha 
Stadium parking lot, maybe the proposal could work and we could get 
significant traffic relief much earlier. It could be a temporary base yard 
till the build out is completed and then a park and ride. 

With the economy in the tank, businesses and property owners may be 
more inclined to cooperate. The right of way would be cheaper in a 
down economy. Businesses would recover faster with the rail going by 
earlier. 

Please think about this option seriously. I believe this option provides 
the best benefit to the citizens of Honolulu. lIthe economy goes into a 
depression, this may be the only segment completed for many years. 

Kathleen Moore 
Urban Planner 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331312 

Ms. Kathleen Moore 
45-556 Mahinui Road 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 
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• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Section 2.5.8 of the Final EIS addresses the maintenance and storage facility. The two 
potential locations for the maintenance and storage facility are detailed in Figures 2-38 and 2-39. 
Either of these sites will require less relocation and will have fewer property impacts then a 
maintenance facility in a developed urban area such as Downtown Honolulu. Construction 
methodologies in these less-developed areas can be refined more easily to reduce impacts to 
the natural and built environments. As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-
ride lots are planned at East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. 
These stations have been identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

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

Very truly/'yours, 

WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 

917X 

Enclosure 
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: In the DEIS it indicates that the rail will have drivers in the trains. They 

should be fully automated to save on Operations and Maintenance. This 
will only cost more in overall operations and the City will have to find 
new funding sources if you keep adding more overhead to the project. 
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May 21, 2010 

Mr. Richard Mori 
94-742 Kaaka Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Mori: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal 

As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, the system is designed so vehicles could 
either be manually operated by a driver or fully automated (driverless). Your comment regarding 
having fully automated trains is noted. 

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

Very t' ly yours, 

WAY YYOSH1KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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The Rail stations at a minimum should be prewired for video 
surveillance, emergency pull boxes and future solar panels to seve on 
installation costs later. Preplanning ahead of time will save the 
taxpayers money in the long run. 
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Mr. Richard Mori 
94-742 Kaska Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Mori: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009 The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with ETA 
requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating. 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes 
responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department. the Honolulu Fire Department. the Honolulu Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in 
preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and 
security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that 
were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
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enhance safety. 

The integration of solar panels is still being evaluated. 

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

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSH OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 

2.13/2009 

Richard 
Mori 

94-742 Kaaka Street 

Waipahu 

HI 
96797 

morirOC@ hawaii.mcorn 

None 
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Submission Content/Notes : The so called 'experts" who dismissed Ma?lev by stating: (none of the 
proprietary technologies offered substantia proven performance, cost, 
and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail.") 
are dooming the people of HAWAII to an inferior more expensive 
system. Allowed to compete and bid the MAGLEV would offer: 1. Less 
construction costs due to the concrete work being approximately 25% 
less and construction time would be sped up. The smaller guideway (21 
feet versus 31 feet wide for steel) would result in a savings of over HALF 
A BILLION DOLLARS. 2. As shown in the DEIS O&M costs the 
MAGLEV also excels as there is nothing to wear out compared to steel. 
With the steel (YOE) dollars for 0 & M costs of $133 Million/year, 
assuming a 25% savings; over 30 years the cost saving in 0 & M is 
approximately 1 BILLION DOLLARSlii. All the cost savings could be 
used to complete the whole system from Kapotel to UH Manoa. 3. The 
noise level for MAGLEV is also 3.5 times less (62 dba versus 80 DBA for 
steel), This would have less impact on the adjacent residents to the rail 
line and would preclude the need of additional costs for noise walls 
along the route. The steel system would have to be in compliance with 
the HRS. This would be an eyesore and would be a magnet for grafitti. 
With successful commercial operation in Nagoya Japan with no 
accidents which compare to the 6 steel accidents on the mainland in the 
past 8 months. 4. Safety is of upmost importance; due to the wrap 
around design there is no chance for derailment as oppossed to steel. 
Steel would require drivers further adding to the costs to our taxpayers 
that are already paying the highest in the nation. MAGLEV would be 
completely automated. Finally the superior hill climbing ability of 
MAGLEV is vastly superior to steel. I WANT THE BEST RAIL SYSTEM 
FOR THIS SPECIAL PLACE WE CALL HAWAII. I JUST HOPE THAT 
YOU DO T00111 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulagov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
mAvo 

WAYNE `L YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334432 

Mr. Richard Mori 
94-742 Kaaka Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Mon: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA 
Notice of Intent requested input on five transit technologies. A technical review process included 
the opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to 
select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for information that was 
publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses 
covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent An independent five-member 
technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic appointed by 
the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system 
and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-
on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV) . The 
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Mr. Richard Mori 
Page 2 

panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Dear Mr. Matley: 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the City and County of Honolulu rail transit project 
is unacceptable because it is written solely for a steel wheel on steel rail system. There are other 
forms of fixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel wheels. Please have the 
City rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that 
our taxpayers will obtain the best transit system at the best price. 

The so called "experts" who dismissed Maglev by stating: ("none of the proprietary technologies 
offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel 
operating on steel rail.") are dooming the people of HAWAII to an inferior more expensive system. 
Allowed to compete and bid the MAGLEV would offer: 

1. Less construction costs due to the concrete work being approximately 25% less and 
construction time would be sped up_ The smaller guideway (21 feet versus 31 feet wide for steel) 
would result in a savings of over HALF A BILLION DOLLARS. 

2. As shown in the DEIS O&M costs the MAGLEV also excels as there is nothing to wear out 
compared to steel. With the steel (YOE) dollars for 0 & M costs of $133 Miilionlyear, assuming a 
25% savings; over 30 years the cost saving in 0 & M is approximately 1 BILLION DOLLARSIIL 

3. The noise level for MAGLEV is also 3.5 times less (62 dba versus 80 DBA for steel), This 
would have less impact on the adjacent residents to the rail line and would preclude the need of 
additional costs for noise walls along the route. The steel system would have to be in compliance 
with the HRS. This would be an eyesore and would be a magnet for graffiti. With successful 
commercial operation in Nagoya Japan with no accidents which compare to the 6 steel accidents 
on the mainland in the past 8 months. Just yesterday (212/2009) 100 people were injured in the 
BART steel system on the mainland. 

4. Safety is of upmost importance; due to the wrap around design there is no chance for 
derailment as oppossed to steal. Steel would require drivers further adding to the costs to our 
taxpayers that are already paying the highest in the nation. MAGLEV would be completely 
automated. Finally the superior hill climbing ability of MAGLEV is vastly superior to steel. I WANT 
THE BEST RAIL SYSTEM FOR THIS SPECIAL PLACE WE CALL HAWAII. I JUST HOPE THAT 
YOU DO TO011l Thank you very much for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Richard Mon 
94-742 Kaska Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.henolulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11 1 2010 	 RT9/09-334460 

Mr. Richard Mori 
94-742 Kaaka Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Mori: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, in parallel with the alignment analysis, a five- 
member panel appointed by the City Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, 
and reliability of the five proposed technologies for the fixed guideway system. The panel twice 
accepted public comment as part of this review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel 
wheel operating on steel rail as the technology for the Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The 
four panel members selected steel-wheel technology because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, 
economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that 
would have required all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single 
manufacturer, were eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial 
proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail, 
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Very truly/  OUrS, 

Mr. Richard Mori 
Page 2 

Selecting a proprietary technology also would have precluded a competitive bidding process, 
likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 

No comparative Maglev project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, there is no 
data available to support a lower-cast estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other 
countries for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to include 
an emergency egress walkway. In addition, the smaller-width structures proposed in the 
comment result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and 
the cost to construct both the additional foundations and the columns. 

The HSSTsystem operators have declined to make operating expenses available; 
therefore, with no comparative data available to support an operating cost estimate, there is no 
means to verify this statement. 

While the system is inherently quieter, other systems may be designed to match the 
noise level of magnetic levitation when in operation. There is no specific safety improvement 
from the traction design. The assumed visual benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply 
in the U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. 

There is no specific safety improvement from the traction design. Loss of levitation force 
results in the vehicle dropping to the track which results in wear or damage to safety systems. A 
steel-wheel system would not require an operator any more than a magnetic levitation system 
would. The Project does not include any grades too steep for steel wheel systems. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/09/2008 
: 1am in favor of the Salt Lake rail route instead of the airport route. 

Keeping the Salt Lake route will cost less rather than going to the airport. 
The spur to the airport from Salt Lake will cost less than if there was a 
spur from the airport to Salt Lake. The airport route should be 
considered when the decision to spur to Waikiki is made. If the purpose 
is to help relief traffic from Leeward and Central Oahu, there is more 
population density in the Salt Lake area vs. the airport which is mostly 
commercial and military which would help with the traffic congestion we 
have now. With the economy in recession, the cost should be 
considered when making the final decision as to the rail route. This is 
why l am in favor of keeping the Salt Lake rail route. 

Initial Action Needed 
12/9/2008 

Maurice 
Morita 
Neighborhood Board #18 
1142 Ala Maio Street 

Honolulu 

96818 
mmorita@hsta.org  
808-225-0326 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768,-4730 • Internet www honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331588 

Mr Maurice Morita 
1142 Ala Aloalo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Morita: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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Very tr ly yours, 

Mr. Maurice Morita 
Page 2 

alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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in Process 
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Dale 

Moyen 

Hi 
96707 
moyen@hawaii.rr.com  

Email 
Website 
One of the things we should emphasize if the Hot Lanes / EZWay will 
have a much bigger overhead visual impact, be a larger / wider 
structure, be much nosier with constant noise (not just when a train goes 
by), and be much more polluting. The toll road will also put more cars 
on the roads and those cars have to go back onto to surface streets at 
the end of the toll road, thus INCREASING traffic downtown. 

Also, the proposed "variable toll" for the Hot Lanes is ridiculous. The 
worse the traffic, the higher the toll? And a private company will set the 
tolls - hmmm, now what will theft motivation be? To charge the highest 
price the traffic will bear BAD PLAN! This needs to be brought to the 
public's attention ASAP. The Hot Lane's representative during the last 
debate said that "there will always be someone to pay a price to beat the 
traffic". To maintain the 3,000 vehicles per hour flow on the Hot Lanes, 
they will raise the toll depending on how bad the traffic is on H-1. So on 
heavy traffic days or when there is an accident on H-1 they can raise the 
toll from $3 each way to $5 or even $7. Predatory pricing for the Hot 
Lanes. 

GO RAIL GO! 
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Very trjily yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO HIO 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet v.ww.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT8/09-330339 

Mr. Dale Mayen 
moyenahawaii.mcom  

Dear Mr. Mayen: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following statement addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments regarding HOT lanes and the EZ Way proposal are noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orp. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 

Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu ElighCapa.aity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environm ental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. , 	. 	. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the.public about the transit 
project, explain Materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National ffittaric ,preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the ILS. Department of Transportation 
Ad, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
projectlhat you might haVe.. --The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honoluiutransit.org . 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 	. 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record oi Use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.hon6hilutransit.dak cruse this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be includedin the Final EIS: 

Name: 

 

D 	- Address:  .3 0 1.) 	Kg 	fr_ 

14c 	lb g Phone: 

 

     

E-mail: 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336954 

Ms. Daisy Murai 
3039 Kaunaoa Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Mural: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project. This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the 
Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final 
EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. 
The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the 
City to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state 
that the Final EIS shall identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). 
This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative studied in 
the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, and City Council action 
under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the focus 
of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS 
also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the 
Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS (and reproduced below), the transit 
system will comply with regulations of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
Elevators and escalators will be provided at all stations. In addition, level boarding will 
be provided to trains; therefore, stairs or lifts, as used on buses, will not be required. 

All buildings, facilities, and vehicles will conform to applicable Federal, State, and 
County accessibility guidelines and standards. HRS Section 103-50 requires that all 
State or County government buildings, facilities, and sites be designed and constructed 
to conform to the Architectural Barriers Act/Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility 
Guidelines (36 CFR 1190 and 1191), issued by the U.S. Access Board, and other 
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Ms. Daisy Mural 
Page 2 

applicable design standards as adopted and amended by the Disability and 
Communication Access Board. The law further requires all plans and specifications 
prepared for construction of State or County government buildings, facilities, and sites 
be reviewed by the Disability and Communication Access Board for conformance to 
those guidelines and standards. 

Station platforms will be of similar height to the third or fourth floor of buildings. 
Individuals who are uncomfortable above ground level may choose to take local bus 
transit that avoids elevated freeway sections. 

Projections of future transit ridership consider projected demographics for Oahu 
in 2030. Ridership projections are presented in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. As 
shown in this section, transit ridership will increase 44 percent with the Project as 
opposed to not building it. 

Tele-working is becoming increasingly acceptable as a work-place alternative. 
Specific decisions about workforce management would be made by individual 
employers. It is possible that local and state government could create policy incentives 
to employers to encourage alternative workplace arrangements to better accommodate 
a tech-savvy generation of workers. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy 
of which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the 
distribution of this fetter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of 
Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated 
actions. 

Very tr r„Iy yours, v/u 

4  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr, Wayne Yoshioka, Director  
Dept. of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, 3''' Floor 
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Honolulu, HI 96813  

RE: Oahu's High Capacity Mass Transit Environmental Impact Statement ( 	 r 
NOT IN SUPPORT of a STEEL ON STEEL RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM rit 	 r. 

in 

Director Yoshioka: 

My name is Daisy Murai. a resident of Kapahulu, which is next neighborhood to Waikiki, in the Primary Urban 
Center (PLIC). My main mode of my transportation needs is serviced by the City's Public Bus System on a daily 
bases, unless I car pool, walk, take a taxi or trolley. tarn fortunate that the buses in the Primary Urban Center 
come quite frequently within minutes of each other and very near to my home or destination(s), unlike other areas of 
the island, where the bus stop is about 1/2 mile or farther away from homes and the service is 30 minutes to once an 
hour. 

I enjoy and have had the experience of riding the Public Mass Transit Systems/Network in other Cities I have 
traveled, such as buses in New York City, St. John (New Brunswick), Japan and Las Vegas. I have also ridden the 
Staten Island Ferry in New York City (going to the Statue of Liberty), St. Charles Street Car in New Orleans and 
the Metro System in Washington D.C. The St. Charles Street Car (rail tracks are at street level) and Metro System of 
Washington D.C. (rail tracks are mostly underground -except for areas such as Arlington Station which is above 
ground), both of these systems use a steel on steel technology, which require huge areas of land for the tracks, transit 
trams and stations. I have found this system of steel wheels running on steel tracks also generates lots of noise, each 
time the trams starts Lip and stops on the steel tracks — and even making screeching noises when it stops. 

The traffic congestion and gridlock facing Oahu drivers during the morning and afternoon Rush Hours from the 
West side to Downtown, is the reason for a High Capacity Mass Transportation System or some other 
Transportation Network System, which should alleviate traffic congestion and keep the traffic flow during these few 
hours of the day from Monday through Friday. The population base continues to grow on the West side of Oahu, as 
the City's Department of Planning and Permitting continue to issue Building Permits for future Residential and 
Commercial Development Projects, without increasing transportation infrastructural projects to meet population 
density increases. 

The City's High Capacity Mass Transit or better known as "RAM TRANSIT" Project is an elevated fixed guideway 
with a Steel on Steel Technology Transit System, of which the surface of the tracks will riot be able to be utilized by 
any rubbernized vehicles, even emergency vehicles. The height of the fixed guideway with an elevation between 30 
to 120 feet tall and support columns with a diameter of 6 feet wide and wider. It will be built in places with open 
(ands of Kaporei as well as farm lands (Aloun Farms) and continue through the Primary Urban Center of Honolulu 
(building between existing buildings — including Historical areas), forcing the City to purchase private properties or 
even obtain the properties via eminent domain condemnation for the project, since Oahu is not as large as other 
places on the Mainland or the world. 

The City's EIS does not address the complete Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) route selected and approved by 
the City Councilatembers, which should also address the University of Hawaii at Manoa and Waikiki segments. The 
current route chosen to end at Ala Moana Center's Nordstrom's Department Store is actually Mayor Hannernann's 
Minimum Operational Segment (MOS) route, which is only a portion of the entire LPA approved by the City 
Council. I feel the entire LPA approved by the Co unciimem bers should be in the ers. The route has just been 
changed and approved by the City Councilinembeis on January 28, 2009 with a portion going to the Airport rather 
than through the Residential Community of Salt Lake. 
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The planning, design, and acquisition and constructing of Oahu's largest public works project will certainly 
require years to complete and will exhaust the Rail Transit funds collected by the State of Hawaii through a 1/2% 
General Excise tax to the year 2022. Even if the Federal Government somehow manages to release $ I Billion 

dollars for this ambitious public works project on such a small land mass area and small population base (with 
comparable Cities) on the island of Oahu, the amount collected on the Vek ,  general excise tax alone is not enough. 
In fact, Mayor Hannemann's wish list from the State of Hawaii is the State's 10% administration fee for collecting 
the 'A% G.E. tax for Oahu and money collected for Traffic Violations by the City. (Refer to the articles in our 2 
daily Newspapers dated January 14, 2009). 

There are portions of the Rail Line (Nimitz Highway) which is several feet away from the ocean. Halekauwila, 
Queen Red Kona Streets are also close to the Ocean. The project developers, when digging the properties for the Rail 
Transit will at times stumble upon human bones, which is a common occurrence in Hawaii. There were several 
projects, such as the Super Center Wal-Mart/Sam's Club on Keeaumoku Street, H-3 Tunnel/Freeway and Whole 
Foods Structure at Ward Centre are just a few examples, where workers have uncovered human bones from old and 
unmarked burial sites. In the 1800's, the people of Hawaii would hury their loved ones close to the ocean or in 
the mouutains in unmarked gravesites. 

This project will require roughly 9 years for the first phrase as mentioned at the City's Dept. of Transportation 
Services, presentation of October 29, 2009 at the State Capitol. By that time most of the current Baby Boomers will 
have retired, such as myself. If I were to utilize this Rail Transit System to get to Aloha Tower Station from my 
home in Kapahulu for example. I would need to catch a circulator bus from my home to Ala Moana Center, get off 
at Ala Moans Boulevard, walk across the Center to Nordstrom Department Store (10 minute walk), go up 30-80 feet 
(another 5 minutes) to ride the tram, get off at the Aloha Tower Station Transit Station. gu  down to street level and 

walk across to Aloha Tower Marketplace. If I caught the circulator bus, I would get off at the Aloha Tower Stop on 
Ala Moana Boulevard, (which is 5 - 7 minutes away from Ala Mottna Center) and walk 2— 3 blocks, which is a 
more direct route and get there much faster than the Rail Transit System. 

The Rail Transit trams will be in operation 3-10 minutes apart and fru in 4 in the early morning to 12 midnight every 
single day. The 3 — 6 minute intervals between trams will make it extremely difficult for passengers with walking 
difficulties and wheelchair bound to board the ADA compliant trams during "RUSH HOURS"— even if the platform 

and boarding passageway are of the same level. The reason is due to the relatively Short time of 3 —6 minutes to 
board, settle and be secured in their seats. Not all handicapped & wheelchair bound passengers will be able to settle 
safely into their seats within 3 — 6 minutes. I have observed some of these passengers who use the current buses, 
require much more than 3 minutes to maneuver their wheelchair and be properly secured, once they have boarded 
the buses, Some of them require several minutes of back & forth movement of their wheelchair to be in the correct 
position for the drivels to secure their wheelchair. I also understand that bicyclists will not be able to board the trams 
with their bicycles during "RUSH HOURS", since they will slow down other passengers from boarding the trams, as 
mentioned by Outreach Coordinator Pat Lee. I did not witness any wheelchair bounded passengers ride the METRO 
System in Washington D.C. It could be due to the limited time required to bnard the trams since the trams run on a 
tight schedule, even if these passengers were able to get below street level to the platforms. 

I have 2 friends who live on the Westside of Oahu and drive to work. They both are deadly afraid of heights to the 
point where they will, close their eyes, break out in a cold sweat and inch their way slowly while they hug the 
building walls without looking downward whenever they know they are several feet above the ground. These 2 
will continue to drive to work, further adding to the traffic congestion. There are other drivers who are also deadly 
afraid of heights and probably continue to drive during "RUSH HOUR" than ride the Rail Transit. 

The State's Director of Transportation (DOT) nor Governor Lingle at this time, have NOT approved the City using 
the State's Highways, Freeways and surface streets (Hl, H2, Farrington Highway, Kamehameha Highway, Nimitz 
Highway, parts of Ala Moana Boulevard and other State owned roadways) for the City's Fixed Guideway Rail 
Transit project. These are crucial Right-of-Way roadways needed for the City's RAIL Project to reach Downtown 
and beyond. State's DOT Director Brennon Morioka and Governor Lingle announced 2 State High-way projects to 
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help relieve traffic congestion for motorists traveling to and from West Oahu. The Federal Government and the 
Governor have both released funds to start these 2 projects, Project No. I will replace the current morning zipper 
lane on the HI Freeway with 2 contra-flow (East bound in the morning and Westbound in the afternoon between 
Keehi & Waiawa interchanges) lanes during Rush Houis, The 2" project is to widen the Middle Street merge 
going eastbound to relieve bottlenecking from Ola Lane to Vineyard Boulevard. Please refer to the State of Hawaii's 
web site (www.hawaii.en v)  dated January 23, 2004 under Governor Lingle's press releases. 

These are the reasons, why I feel other Transportation Alternatives needs to be re-visited for a better solution, than 
to totally rely on the "Steel on Steel RAIL TRANSIT" as tile only source for traffic congestion relief. I would suggest: 

I) Build an elevated EXPRESS Way for High Occupancy Vehicles (3 or more per vehicle) without 
charge, and charge other motorists with less than 3 in the vehicle. An electronic eye could monitor if 
payment is due. The payments collected would help pay for the operation and maintenance of this 
project, 

2) The City's Dept. of Transportation Services mentions additional buses on the roadway will further 
compound ti-aftic, causing gridlock on the roadways. The solution could he, keep the bus fleet at 525 
buses, but change some of the routes to go into areas with new Residential Developments (not just 
keep it on the Main roadways), change I bus on the current route to an Express Bus, and change more 
routes to connect to other communities on Oahu. The Express Buses are well used hy bus passengers. 
once they understand the route it travels. I usually take the Express Buses A, B, C and E unless I need 
to get off at a bus stop the Express Bus does not stop at. The Express buses on the whole are well 
utilized by the number of passengers I see riding them daily during Rush Hour. These buses are not 
as crowded at other times, but very convenient and a fast way to get to your destinations. 

3) The power source to fuel the steel tracks & trams for the Rail Transit is electricity, generated by 
l-lawaiian Electric Company (HECO) on the island of Oahu. Recently, HECO's system has been 
tested with an Island-wide (Island of Oahu) Black-Out situation — the October 6, 2006 earthquake and 
the December 26, 2008 lightening storm incidents (please refer to our 2 daily newspapers regarding 
intbrmation to the Island-wide black-outs at www.honoluluartvertiser.com  or 
www.honolutustarbulletin.com  for articles dated the ibllowing day of each instance). In both cases, 
the generators at the relay stations turned off automatically to prevent major damage to the system. In 
both instances, it took HECO several hours even lasting into the following day to be back to full 
capacity. Even though HECO is looking into alternative energy sources for the future and is to be the 
sole provider of electricity, based open its performance of restoring power to the 2 island-wide power 
black-out incidents, it will be several hours or days before the Rail Transit will be back in full 
operation. HF_CO needs to restore power to it's customers — especially the Health-Care providers, 
Schools, Safety and other Emergency facilities, before restoring full power to the other customers and 
the Rail Transit System. 

Upon completioo of the project, the residents traveling during "RUSH HOUR" to Downtown and back to the West 
side will be the current younger generation of which many continue to travel via their own private vehicle rather 
than use the City's Mass Transportation System, further compounding traffic gridlock. I feel it would make more 
sense to build an elevated roadway for smoother traffic flow, charge for vehicles carrying less than 3 using the 
Express Roadway, and improve the current Bus routes would be a better System. This would not be as costly as the 
"Elevated Fixed RAIL TRANSIT". The businesses in the near future may even have their employees work from 
home to reduce traffic congestion. My cousin & his wife, who live in California, both are salespersons of major 
Corporations and both work from home, but will commute to their work place only wheo needed —which means 2 
few cars on the roadway. 
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Thank you for the Opportunity to Speak. DO NOT SUPPORT a $ 5 — 6 plus Billion Elevated Fixed Guideway 
with a RAIL STEEL ON STEEL Transit project for the Island of Oahu. t would appreciate the City and 
County of Honolulu to revisit other alternatives in the EIS, especially since the State of Hawaii auditor's 
report clearly shows grave over-sight on problems with of our Superferry, (a State of Hawaii project) which is 
showing up now — several munths after the Superferry started operating between the islands of Oahu and 
Maui. The State did not do an EIS prior to the start of this interisland transportation system, which is clearly 
showing that impact problems should have been addressed in the EIS. (Please refer to Honolulu Advertiser and 

Honolulu Star Bulletin articles dated from December 18, 21:108), was told by a testifier at the Public Meeting, that 
the City will allow only I testimony per person at any public hearing -even if there might be new information 
presented after the testimony, which I feel that the City is clearly inhilaiting the general public's input — especially 
when the mpact of this pmject is so enormous and Most people on Oahu will be affected. 

Daisy Moral 
3039 Kaunaoa Street 
Honolulu, Hi 96815 

Dated; February 1, 2009 

cc: Mr. Ted fvfaticy 
Federal Transit Authority, Region DC 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

cc: Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S. Beretania Street. 5' Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

cc: Councilmember Duke Bainum, District 5 
City & County of Honolulu 
530S. King Street, 2" Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAlt 96813 
Phone: (808) 758-8305 • Fax: (808) 758-4730 • Internet: wrivi.honolulu.gov  

MUFt HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-298709R 

Ms. Daisy Mural 
3039 Kaunaoa Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Mural: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

initial Comments 

Concern about land acquisition 
Land acquisition requirements for the system will be limited because the elevated 

system will not be interspersed with traffic. The elevated system takes advantage of vertical 
space over existing roadways eliminating the need to accommodate transit-dedicated space at-
grade alongside mixed traffic. 

Section 4.4 of the Final EIS and Appendix C address acquisitions, displacements, and 
relocations. Table 4-4 indicates that the Project will require 40 full and 159 partial acquisitions. 
Where acquisition of property will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property 
owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and 
will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act. 
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The guideway will have a maximum track height of approximately 110 feet and will 
accommodate only steel-wheeled vehicles. 

The discussion of farmland, including that in use by Aloun Farms takes place in the Final 
EIS Section 4.2.3. The analysis concludes that the Project's effect will not be substantial and 
no mitigation will be required. 

Concern about noise mitigation 
Final EIS Section 4.10 addresses strategies to mitigate for noise impacts through 

materials and design, including the use of wheel skirts. With mitigation, the Project will not have 
noise impacts per FTA criteria. 

The Project will provide transit infrastructure designed to meet the mobility needs of an 
increasing, and increasingly densely situated population. 

Concern about operating in a dense urban environment 
Final EIS Section 4.16 addresses impacts and mitigation to Archaeological, Cultural, and 

Historic Resources. The Project is subject to compliance with the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470 et seq.). The Project will have adverse effects 
to historic properties; those effects and required mitigation to address them is addressed in the 
Programmatic Agreement in Appendix H. 

Concern about alignment 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIS describes the entire proposed action of construction and 

operation of a fixed guideway transit system between logical termini in East Kapolei and Ala 
Moana Center. Since selection of the First Project by City Council Resolution 07-039, project 
information has detailed the limits of the Project and illustrated other areas that were included in 
the Long-Range Plan as future or planned extensions. The Project has logical termini at East 
Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. 

Concern about future extensions 
The proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH 

Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. 
Future extensions may have additional stops in Waikiki or the Diamond Head area. The future 
extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis 
is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in this Final EIS. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

Concern about financial resources 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed 

to pay for the capital costs of the Project. Capital costs of the Project, including finance 
charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts and 

AR00002623 



Ms. Daisy Murai 
Page 3 

FTA Section 5307 Funds from the Federal government and revenue from the County General 
Excise and Use (GET) Tax surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu, 

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, as well as in Chapter 2 of the Alternative Analysis, show the 
total capital costs for the Managed Lane Alternative would range between $3.6 and $4.7 billion, 
of which $2.6 to $3.8 billion would be for construction of the managed lanes. The transit 
operating costs for the managed lane would range between approximately $251 and 
$261 million as a result of additional buses that would be put in service under that alternative. 
These costs do not include the cost of maintaining the managed lane facility. In Chapter 6 of 
the Final BS, the capital costs of the Fixed Guideway Alternative, including bus system costs, 
will be $4.6 billion, including finance charges, in 2009 dollars, Total operating costs for the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative, including bus, TheHandi-Van, and fixed guideway, will be 
approximately $298 million in 2009 dollars. 

The Fixed Guideway will be more cost-effective over the long-term. As stated in 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, funding sources for the capital investments include FTA 
Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 funds from the Federal government and the 
GET surcharge. Only the Fixed Guideway Alternative could be funded with the GET surcharge. 
The GET is expected to generate $3.5 billion through 2022 and the FTA's agreement to 
consider at least $1.55 billion for Federal contribution to the Project the New Starts program for 
the Fixed Guideway. No funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. 
Toll revenues from the Managed Lane Alternative would pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance while remaining revenues would be used to repay debt incurred to construct the 
system. 

The taxes used to fund the Project will provide a system that will serve the vast majority 
(70 percent) of the population and employment within the corridor. It also furthers the policy 
guidance of the City Council regarding alternatives modes and support of the development of 
Kapolei as Oahu's "second city." The capacity of the proposed system is sufficient to 
accommodate very large increases in demand over time. While the present design identifies 
approximately 8,000 passengers in the peak hour peak direction and provides the vehicles to 
handle that demand, the system can handle over 50 1 000 people an hour by adding cars to each 
train and reducing the time between trains. 

Concern about archaeology and management of unmarked graves 
Final EIS chapter 4.16 Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources describes the 

Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed in consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Division (SHPD), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Native Hawaiian organizations, 
and other stakeholders to address management of inadvertent archaeological, cultural, or 
historic finds during construction. 

The Project may be subject to compliance with the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 USC 3001) where it crosses lands controlled or owned by 
the Federal Government. Any human remains found on lands owned or controlled by the 
Federal government will be addressed in accordance with NAGPRA and 43 CFR 10—the 
regulations that define the process and procedures of NAGPRA. 
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During the archaeological sampling, Native Hawaiian burials will be identified and 
managed in compliance with applicable laws. This will include consultation with project 
proponents, the Oahu Island Burial Council, SHPD, and recognized lineal and/or cultural 
descendants to develop burial treatment plans. Although the goal of the archaeological 
sampling will be to identify all burials and treat them appropriately prior to the start of 
construction in a particular area, the possibility exists that additional previously undiscovered 
burials will be encountered during construction. In addition, protection zones would be created 
around resources that are identified prior to construction. The PA outlines the treatment of 
burials discovered during construction. 

Concern about travel times 
Travel times with the fixed guideway system will be faster than bus travel. The rail 

station is immediately adjacent to the bus terminal at Ala Moana Center. Trip time via fixed 
guideway from Ala Moana Center to Downtown would only take four minutes (as shown in 
Table 3-16 in the Final EIS). There will be a mezzanine level at the Downtown Station, thus 
allowing an individual to access Aloha Tower without crossing Nimitz Highway at street level. 
Traffic congestion on roadways is expected to worsen by 2030 and this will cause an increase 
in bus or car trip times. In addition, all fixed guideway stations will be equipped with escalators 
and elevators. 

The dwell time at each station will be approximately 30 seconds. This is sufficient time 
for passengers, even those using wheelchairs, or individuals with strollers, carts, or rolling 
luggage to enter or exit the vehicle. Because of the smooth automated train operation, driver 
securement will not be required for wheelchairs. Bicycles will be allowed on The system as 
regulated by a bicycle policy. As stated in Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS: "Bicycles, luggage, 
and surfboards will be allowed on trains and regulated by policy to address high demand 
periods or special conditions," 

Concern for those with height phobias 
The station platforms will be of similar height to the third or fourth floor of buildings. 

Individuals who are uncomfortable above ground level may choose to take local bus transit that 
avoids elevated freeway sections. Projections of future transit users consider projected 
demographics for Oahu in 2030. 

Concern about right of way acquisition 
The Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT) is a cooperating agency on the 

Project. There is continuous coordination between DTS and HDOT. Easement agreements 
and permits to use State right-of-way can only be finalized after acceptance of the Final EIS. 

Under the No Build and Airport Alternative, the travel forecasting model has assumed 
that several transportation projects, including congestion-relief items for Oahu streets and 
highways, would be in place in 2030. These projects are detailed in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS 
and include the p.m. zipper lane and widening of the H-1 Freeway. As identified in Table 3-14 
of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce vehicle delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build 
Alternative. This reduction in delay is attributable to shifts in travel demand from the automobile 
to transit. 
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In Chapter 2 of the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), which is available on the 
project website (Www.honolulutransit.org), and Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, two options were 
considered for the Managed Lane Alternative (Two-direction Option and Reversible Option). 
This alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and 
Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and 
high-occupancy vehicles (HO Vs). The Two-direction Option would have served express buses 
operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-
direction Option, it may be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HO Vs using the 
facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HO Vs would be allowed to use the facility for 
free, while single-occupant and two-person HO Vs would have to pay a toll. The Reversible 
Option was found to be optimal. 

Proposal of an Express Way 
The proposal for an elevated "EXPRESS Way" has been evaluated previously as the 

Managed Lane Alternative in the Alternatives Analysis Report. The findings are summarized in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for its 
ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting 
planned growth and economic development, constructability and cost, community and 
environmental quality, and planning consistency. Transit reliability would not have been 
improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. While this alternative 
would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion would 
have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to 
access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have increased with the 
Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in 
system-wide congestion (Table 2-2, Final EIS)." 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of transit-
user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times higher than 
that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the TSM Alternative, the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have substantially improved service or access to transit for transit-
dependent communities. No funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. 
Toll revenues from the Managed Lane Alternative would pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance while remaining revenues would be used to repay debt incurred to construct the 
system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have 
resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. 
Because the Managed Lane Alternative would have sewed a shorter portion of the study 
corridor (approximately 16 miles compared to the 20 miles sewed by the fixed guideway), it 
would have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, 
cultural, and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have 
extended a shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated 
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structure, with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

Proposal to limit future bus fleet size 
The proposal to limit the future bus fleet to the size of the existing fleet of 525 buses 

would result in a fleet that is insufficient to handle ridership demand in 2030 without the Project. 
As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, "Although some increases in bus services would 
occur under the No Build Alternative, a review of route-specific demand and service levels for 
2030 indicates that bus capacity would be exceeded for several routes. In some cases the 
demand per bus trip would be more than twice the seating capacity. In these instances, 
passengers would be unable to board the bus." 

Figure 3-1 of the Final EIS offers the primary explanation why the transit ridership 
achieved in 1984 has not been surpassed even though the bus fleet has increased. Due to 
increasing traffic congestion, bus operating speeds deteriorated between 1984 and 1992. 
During this period, no other comparably sized bus system in the United States moved more 
riders per bus hour than the Honolulu service. This is according to annual reports filed by the 
transit operators with the Federal government. 

Buses were added in Honolulu to maintain service levels, In 1989, there were 475 
buses available for service as reported in The State of Hawaii Data Book 2000. The number of 
available buses increased to 495 in 1993 and 525 in 1995. In 2007, the total number of 
available buses was 531. However, increasing congestion required more buses to provide the 
same level of service along the same route because the total trip time for one bus to serve the 
entire route was increasing. For example, Figure 1-11 of the Final EIS shows how afternoon 
scheduled trip times for selected routes have increased from 1992 to 2008 (Source: TheBus 
public timetables). The time for Route 52 (Circle Isle) to complete a trip has increased over 
30 minutes, and the trip time for Ewa Beach has increased almost 60 minutes. The result has 
been that a bus can no longer make as many trips as it did in the past. This has required the 
need to add buses to routes to maintain the same interval between buses. 

Over the past 10 years, the system operating speed has continued to decline. Even 
though the annual number of miles operated in revenue service has increased 11 percent from 
1997 to 2007 per the National Transit Database, it took a 16 percent increase in the annual 
number of hours to operate those additionalmi/es. This has contributed to higher operating 
costs. 

Careful examination of Figure 3-1 of the Final EIS depicts two times when bus operating 
speeds slightly and temporarily increased. Both of these occasions were the result of concerted 
efforts to enact systematic and comprehensive improvements to TheBus system. The most 
recent of these was from 1999 to 2001. New service design substantially improved bus 
services in the Ewa and Waianae areas with the introduction of a wide array of new community 
circulators, local, and CountryExpress! bus routes. 
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The benefits of these improvements have been temporary. Increasing system usage 
and traffic congestion have combined to negatively impact the overall system operating speed 
as shown in Figure 3-1 of the Final BS. 

Since the early 1990.s, the number of TheBus trips to and from Waikiki has decreased 
from over 1,050 trips to 994 trips today. For example, Route 8 had 189 trips to and from Waikiki 
in 1992; today the route has 143 trips. Similarly, Route 19 has experienced a decrease in trips 
to and from Waikiki from 125 to 71 trips today. The number of trips on Route 20 has decreased 
from 78 to 39 trips. 

Figure 1-2 of the Final EIS presents population, vehicle ownership, and vehicle miles 
trends for Oahu. The significant relationship in this graphic is the disproportionate increase in 
vehicle miles traveled compared to population and vehicle registrations. The consequence of 
the increase in vehicle miles traveled is congestion, causing slower operating speeds for all 
vehicles, including transit. This impact is depicted in Figure 3-1 of the Final BS. 

The fleet size has not stagnated. However, to operate the same number of miles of 
service in 2007 at 13.2 miles per hour requires about 50 more buses than in 1984 when the 
operating speed was 14.7 miles per hour. 

The purpose of Figures 1-5 and 1-6 of the Final EIS is to show population and 
employment distribution and growth for Oahu. Appendix D of the Final EIS includes existing 
and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies. 

The Project is designed with 240-foot station platforms that can accommodate trains with 
up to four 60-foot cars. Each car can hold over 160 passengers, so a four-car train can carry 
more than 600 passengers. The train control system is being designed to accommodate 
90-second headway service, or 40 trains per hour. Forty 4-car trains in an hour could 
accommodate at least 24,000 passengers per hour per direction. This demand is larger than is 
forecast to occur in 2030. 2030 peak hour demand for the Project is expected to be about 
8,100 passengers per hour in the peak direction. This demand can be accommodated by 
operating 3-minute headway service with a mixture of two-car and three-car trains. A fleet of 
approximately 150 vehicles to accommodate this demand is budgeted for purchase as part of 
the Project. However, as noted above, more than three times as many passengers per hour 
can be accommodated at some future date merely by expanding the fleet size. 

Concern related to electrical generation and delivery 
Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 

being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical 
power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without 
power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several 
hours. The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address 
system and intercom to provide guidance. 

If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, 
the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted 
emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, 
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help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will be met at the 
train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city transportation 
workers. 

As stated previously, the Managed Lane Alternative was examined during the 
Alternatives Analysis and was found to provide little community benefit, as it would not have 
resulted in substantially improved transit access in the corridor. 

Final Comments 
Tele-working is becoming increasingly acceptable as a work-place alternative. Specific 

decisions about workforce management would be made by individual employers. It is possible 
that local and state government could create policy incentives to employers to encourage 
alternative workplace arrangements to better accommodate a tech-savvy generation of workers. 

Comparison with the super ferry project 
The NEPA process is a federal requirement only for federally funded projects. If the 

Super ferry project did not involve a federal agency, then the level of environmental review 
would have been determined by State and local jurisdictions only. 

Testimony at local hearings 
In response to your concern that the City will allow only one testimony per person at any 

public hearing — even if there might be new information presented after the testimony." Under 
NEPA, FTA encourages ongoing dialogue with members of the public about its federally funded 
transit projects. It is possible that in order to provide all participants with an opportunity to 
speak, the City may suggest time limits for verbal comments. This is not intended to stifle public 
response; rather it is intended to provide an opportunity for everyone who would like to speak. 

Multiple forms of testimony were supported at each hearing, including a hearing 
examiner, provision of a separate court reporter to record testimony, and comment forms to 
provide written testimony. Individuals could come to as many or few hearings as desired and 
testify at each hearing. The public was also able to provide comment via the project website 
(www.honolulutransitorg), or could provide written comment directly to DTS. 

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

Enclosure 
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12/0W2008 
:1 agree with Charles Djou that the rail system should start in town and 

build out to Kapolei. The reason being income generating and ridership. 
There would be more people using the rail system starting from town 
because of the population base. Secondly with more people riding the 
rail there will be more revenues generated to off set the cost of building 
the rail. Another point I would like to make is the Airport route is more 
favorable vice the Salt Lake route. Every major city has a rail system 
that incorporates the airport as a significant stop because of the people 
traffic. No one other than the Salt Lake residence would want to drop oft 
or get on at a Salt Lake rail stop. On the other hand all of the people of 
Hawaii from the neighboring islands as well as the windward side of 
Oahu would consider using an airport rail stop sometime in their life. 
The airport rail stop could be a means of transportation to get to an 
overnight stay at any hotel. The rail stop could be a means of avoiding 
the Middle street and Punahou Street road traffic bottleneck. The Rail 
System has been approved by the State of Hawaii now lets build it in the 
most practical way possible where all the people of Hawaii can get to 
see and use the system as soon as possible. No more studies, no more 
discussions, let's start breaking ground and get to work. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331589 

Mr. Byron Muramatsu 
bmuramatsu(hotmail.com  

Dear Mr. Muramatsu: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

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

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

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 
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• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Soaping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 
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Lastly, it should be noted that Project construction will be paid for with the local General 
Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge and Federal funding as stated in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.2 
of the Final EIS. Revenue generated from ridership will be used to fund operating and 
maintenance costs. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly' yours, 

WAYNE 7 YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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February 3.2009 

Mr. Ted Matley ; .„ 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

• 	Mr. WAyrie.Yeshjo# 	 r 	, 
Department of Transportation Service's' 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., et  Floor 
Honolulu, III 96813 

Subject: 
••-a 

Igh Capacity 'AransitConidor Project 
it),  anti Counts ofrionolune 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Maley and Yoshioka: 

aa3v.N..i. X. 

As long time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

114v4V1 
We participated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 

community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Aia-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
env ironment. The DELS directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka'ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations...(DEIS, p. 4-45), While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, RI 96814 

7'064Asi2te  , Mnddres  1144 	$T q47°1  
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. _(address)  74-0,  rger:-.4..,-C-1-- 	e-Pqe 

kihit 	(address)  evIrD 4‘14444114.c.,  VfirOf 94.6P-qe 

CC: 	Councilmember Duke Bainum, District 5 
Senator Carol Pukunaga, District 11 
Representative Torn Brower, District 23 
Congressmernber Neil Abercrombie 

Vetx kart 441046 6 )  rjrN-P;a--  
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2109-299053R 

Y. Murata 
1224 Kamaile Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Y. Murata: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
sidewalks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
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sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the 
public will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system 
and the surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will 
be determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

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

Ve-• 	y yours, rs 

4(  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-333535 

Samoa Naea 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Samoa Naea: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by 
the City to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft BS, and City Council Resolution 08- 
261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is 
described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is 
included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily 
passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user 
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benefits. The Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours of delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives 
considered. The Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

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

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-333472 

Tulima Naea 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Tulima Naea: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, The 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Very tru yours, 

WAYN Y. YO H OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Nancy Nagamine [maiito:alohanan@hawaii.rr.corn] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 10:22 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Transit Project DEIS comments 

Feb. 1, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 

Department of Transportation Services 

2/4/2009 
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City and County of Honolulu 

650 S. King St. 3rd Floor 

Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Sir, 

Regarding the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Project, have concerns that are not adequately 
addressed in the DEIS. I will refer to this project in this correspondence as "the train". I am requesting a 
response as I feet these issues need further clarification. My concerns specifically relate to power 
outages that occur regularly in Hawaii, caused by storms as well as for unexplained reasons. Our power 
grid is not tied in to a neighboring state and we have little alternate power available. Our electricity 
system is not as modern as most other states in the US as this island chain is almost 2500 miles away 
from the nearest land mass. We experience unique tropical weather patterns causing regular major 
power outages that we are used to just dealing with. 

During the recent power outage on December 26, 2008 on Oahu a representative from the City and 
County of Honolulu was on the radio and several people called in expressing concern about what would 
happen to the train during a massive power outage such as the one we were experiencing at that time. 
That official assured listeners there would be backup power for the train, however I feel this issue has 
not been adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

In reviewing the table of contents I cannot locate anything about alternate generators that will take over 
in the event of a power outage. Could you please provide me with the location in the DEIS of the 
specific electricity plan for the train should a power outage such as the one that occurred on December 
26, 2008 occur once the train is up arid running? 

I would like information on the cost of such a system, the planned operating expenses, the planned 
maintenance of this system, the manpower needed to operate such a system, the location of these 
alternate generators, and bow exactly this backup plan would be implemented. I would like to see the 
entire backup power system described in full detail along with supporting financial estimates. 

Could you please address how it would be justified as well to use the generator for the purpose of the 
train when hospitals, schools, and homes would need this alternate power source during this time? 
Please also address the affect of the loss of power on emergency vehicles who may need to get to point a 
to point b with no alternate route as they would not be able to use the train tracks. 

2/4/2009 
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Another issue that has not been adequately addressed in the DEIS is the affect of a hurricane or 
earthquake on the train. I understand that during the recent hurricane in Houston Texas (Ike) their train 
was shut down for several days and I would anticipate the same here. I would like to know how loss of 
power for this system would be mitigated, and how the effects of tropical weather would be mitigated. 

It is hard to imagine that if in Houston Texas it took several days to get their train up and running it 
would take any less time here. Everything takes longer in Hawaii. Please provide the comparison of our 
system vs. Houston's system as it relates to a hurricane or earthquake. 

Thank you in advance for your detailed response. 

Nancy Nagamine 

42 Namala Place 

Kailua, HI 96734 

CC. Mr. Ted Matey, FTA 

Governor Linda Lingle 

2/4/2009 
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 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov   

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9109-334436 

Ms. Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Nagamine: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. The location of 
traction power substations are shown in Appendix B of the Final EIS. 

If electrical power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars 
even without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide 
lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the 
public address system and intercom to provide guidance. 

If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the 
operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency 
walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be 
provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will be met at the train station 
by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city transportation workers. In 
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Very truly yours, 

Ms. Nancy Nagamine 
Page 2 

response to your comment, we have added text about train operation during power outages to 
Section 2.5.2 of the Final EIS. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination 
of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 through 
2022 on Oahu. The analysis takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.4 of 
the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operating and maintenance costs 
associated with maintaining the transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and 
maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal 
funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Costs 
include construction and maintenance of elements of the power system. The manpower needed 
to operate the system cannot be determined until the final operating plan is completed. This 
plan will be completed prior to service. 

There will be an uninterruptible power supply at each station, with capability to energize 
critical systems, such as lighting and communications, for a few hours in the case of a temporary 
power outage. There will also be a UPS backup for the Operations Control Center (OCC) and a 
backup diesel generator for long-term backup of the OCC. There will also be a special 
connection at each station to allow for a portable generator to be used in case of a longer-term 
outage affecting a single station. 

As stated in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will improve the operation of the 
roadway network compared to the No Build Alternative by reducing congestion and will improve 
emergency response times. The Project will not affect police, fire, or emergency medical 
facilities adjacent to the alignment. 

As discussed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Geology, Soils, 
Farmlands, and Natural Hazards Technical Report, the guideway and other structures will be 
designed and constructed to withstand earthquakes and wind forces from tropical storms. Some 
piers and stations will be located on floodplains, but no increased hazards are anticipated 
because the guideway and stations will be elevated. This technical report is available at 
libraries, from the DTS, and on the Project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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	Original Message 	 
From: Ted.Matley©dot.gov  [mailto:Ted.Matley©dot.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2009 4:56 AM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honolulu Rail Project DES 

and another 

From: Nancy Nagamine [mailto:alohanan@hawaiisr.corn]  
Sent: Wed 2/4/2009 12:31 AM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Cc: wyoshioka@honolulu.gov  
Subject: Honolulu Rail Project DEIS 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201. Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 9410S 

Dear Sir, 

Regarding the proposed rail transit system in Honolulu, and the DES 

that is currently being reviewed, I would like to point out some flaws 
in the process of determining the locally preferred alternative, thus 
flaws in the DEIS, and the outcome of the recent election. 

I do not feel there was fair public input in determining the locally 
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preferred alternative. Thus, alternatives were not evaluated in the 
DEIS, rather 3 different rail routes or a no build alternative. 

I also feel the public was swayed using tax money to influence the vote 
in favor of rail. 

also feel the city council of Honolulu ignored public input on the 
issue and did not answer questions raised by voters. 

Review the following personal experiences with this process: 

Sometime during 2006: I attended a city council meeting on the issue. 
Hundreds of people testified, I waited for several hours and had to 
leave to go back to work. It was difficult to even get in the room 
because of ail the union members who were there_ 

Sometime during 2006: The city asked for input as they were determining 
the "locally preferred alternative". [ provided my input, which was 
against rail and in favor of improving the bus system. I got no response 
other than an acknowledgment and I was put on the city mailing list so I 
would get their slick shiny brochures promoting their rail project every 
month. 

November 2006: I attended a meeting at Windward Community College and 
testified against rail. My estimate is there were 40 people who 
testified, 5 in favor of rail and 35 against rail. Several city council 
members were there, and there was little dialog. There was no further 
response to any testimony. 

August 28, 2007 I sent a letter to the City Council asking questions 
regarding what was going on (letter below) and I DID NOT EVER GET A 
RESPONSE. 

From 2007 through June 2008 2.6 million dollars of tax money was spent 
on advertising and "public outreach" to promote the rail project. 

July 2008 through mid October 2008 unknown amounts of additional 
taxpayer money was spent on massive advertising blitz including print 
media and radio and public outreach meetings, which promoted this 
project and influenced the vote. These meetings were all held during 
October, and an B page, full color glossy brochure was inserted in the 3 
major newspapers two weeks before the election, all paid for with tax 
dollars. 

November 2008 outcome of the vote: 
The vote was clearly influenced. 50.6% of the voters voted n favor or 
rail, the balance voted against or didn't vote on the issue. Had both 
skies had equal access to resources, then the vote would have been fair, 
however the City had TAXPAYER money to spend, thus the election was 
unfairly influenced. 

Although the mayor and city powers claimed they listened to public 
input, from personal experience that was not at all the case. Rather, 
people attended meetings and provided feedback to city council members 
and heard nothing back. The city had no interest in listening to what 
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people had to say. 

Where is the public testimony, and where is the city's response to that 
testimony? What happened to everything people said? Was it totally 
dismissed? Where are the spending records, how much money was really 
spent influencing the vote? 

Why did I not get my questions of city council members from August 28, 
2007 answered? 

This project has been handled in an underhanded fashion from day one and 
I feel it is my civic duty that you should be aware of the kind of 
manipulation that went on during the entire process. I urge you to 
dismiss this DEIS, it is seriously flawed. 

Yours very truly, 

Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, HI 96734 

CC Wane Yoshioka, City and County of Honolulu 
Governor Linda Lingle, Governor of the State of Hawaii 

LETTER REFERENCED ABOVE SENT TO CITY COUNCIL: 
August 28, 2007 
What is going on at Honolulu Hale? 
Since August 7 I have read every editorial regarding the 5 billion 
dollar fixed rail project that has been printed in the Honolulu 
Advertiser. Results as follows: 
In favor of the project: 4 
Against the project/ see better alternatives: 12 

Pro arguments are quite weak with the predominant ones being that we 
need rail because people are tired of sitting in traffic and that we 
have talked about it long enough, let's just go ahead with it. (It has 
been proven that the rail project will not help with traffic 
congestion.) 
Opposing arguments: 

The cost/ value relationship is not justifiable. 
The bus is flexible, it is easy to add buses and subsidize them, costing 
far less than rail. 
Busses go to where the people are, throughout the island. (Flexible, not 
fixed. And serve more people.) 
Many busses can be running during crunch time before 8 AM which will 
help people more. 
Toll roads will cost far less, be self-supporting, AND relieve traffic 
as proven in Tampa. 
The rail system will not help traffic congestion. 
Hanneman is leading the city in to fiscal abyss. Homeowners BEWARE. 
The federal money we hope to get will be nothing relative to the overall 
cost. 
Fixed rail goes from point A to B and hack, what about C, D, and E and 
so on? 
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There will be low rider ship on rail as in other cities. 
It is inconvenient, need too many transfers, total travel time far too 
long. 
Honolulu is too small to afford this system. 
The system will be outdated by the time it is completed. 
15 years is too long to wait, other solutions would offer more immediate 
relief. 
Any government run project is plagued with maintenance problems and the 
system will likely fall in to disrepair. 
Dismal record of similar public works projects including calamitous cost 
over runs, misleading cost-benefit calculations, exaggerated development 
effects, overlooked and ignored environmental problems, and violation of 
established practices of good governance, transparency, and public 
participation in decision making. 

City council members, are you paying attention to what your constituents 
want? 
Everyone agrees traffic is a problem, but we want solutions, not 
government works projects that will not help the problem. 
Why will you not at least do what Ann Kobayashi suggests and look at 
what appears to be a better system? This is starting to smell like a 
skunk, and you know what they say "if it smells like a skunk there 
probably is one". We need to find the skunk! (Follow the money.) 
Speaking of smells, why did the city run an ad in the Advertiser on 8/22 
asking people to protest the possible EPA requirement to add secondary 
treatment facilities at Sand Island for 1.2 billion dollars? It is OK 
for you to spend 5 billion of TAXPAYERS money on something that will not 
fix the traffic problem, yet ask people to protest spending 1.2 billion 
to fix the treatment facilities? I don't like you spending my money to 
run this ad! 
You have now agreed to pay 86 million to PB Americas (formerly Parsons 
Brinckerhoff) for an environmental impact study for the train? I don't 
like you spending my money for this either. 
Please, can someone explain to me what is going on at Honolulu Hale? 

Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, HI 96734 
8N-263-7853 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone' (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www hanoiulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-334438 

Ms. Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Nagamine: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The overall public information program has been continuous since the beginning of the 
Project in 2005. The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. An initial screening process 
considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study 
corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a 
literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan 2030  (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) 
(0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis soaping process. 
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During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu (City) 
completed the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings 
were held, which included a presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis for the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives. In total, 
75 fixed guideway alignment options were screened. 

The following alternatives were studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration 
of public comments, the City Council selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from 
Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The 
selection, which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. 

Project funds paid for the public involvement activities listed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS 
as required by NEPA; however, no funds were spent on "influencing" the voting process. The 
Project disseminated information pertaining to the Project that you may not have agreed with; 
however, we feel this information was accurate and relevant to properly engage the public. 

Guidelines set forth by NEPA, as amended, and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes stipulate that public involvement be carried out on large-scale projects such as this 
one. As a large infrastructure project, the City felt it was important to disseminate information to 
as many people as possible. Thus, a broad range of print and visual media was necessary to 
reach different population segments. In addition, all testimony and comments received during 
the public hearings will be answered and a written or electronic letter will be sent when the Final 
EIS is issued. However, your comments regarding your experiences with the Project have been 
noted. 

The City held five public hearings in December 2008 throughout the study corridor. Both 
City employees and the City's consultants were available to answer questions. Attendees were 
allowed to make official comments on the Project by giving testimony to the Public Hearing 
Officer (which was recorded by a court reporter), providing a private statement to a court 
reporter, or submitting their comments in writing. More information concerning the public hearing 
process can be found in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

Your opinion of the process has been noted. The following responses address 
comments in your letter dated August 28, 2007: 

As discussed in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, the cost-effectiveness analysis considers 
whether the Project's benefit would justify its capital and operating costs. The cost-effectiveness 
indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range established by FTA 
for its New Starts ratings, which, along with other considerations, is currently required to qualify 
for New Starts funding. 
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Chapter 3 states that adding substantial passenger capacity in 2030 with more buses is 
not feasible in some key locations along the system because of roadway capacity constraints. 
Increasing frequency would require headways at five minutes or less. Further, the Downtown 
street network cannot support the number of buses that would be required to meet projected 
demand. As a result of growth in traffic congestion and the lack of exclusive right-of-way for 
transit vehicles, bus speeds have gradually declined over the past several years and would 
continue to decline under the No Build Alternative. 

In addition, the TSM Alternative studied during the Alternatives Analysis increased bus 
service. The alternative included express bus service that operated as bus rapid transit in 
existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased during peak periods to improve 
service for work-related trips, particularly from developing areas. The bus fleet was assumed to 
increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride lots were assumed at West Kapolei, UH 
West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM Alternative would have improved transit 
travel times, but it would have done little to improve corridor mobility and travel reliability. 
Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. 

With the Project, bus service will be enhanced and the bus network will be modified to 
coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes, including peak-period 
express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the 
fixed guideway system. Buses removed from service in the study corridor will be shifted to 
service in other parts of Oahu, resulting in improved transit service islandwide. Certain local 
routes will be rerouted or reclassified as feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. Bus routes and frequencies with the Project 
are shown in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Regarding toll roads, the analysis of the HOT facility in Honolulu from the Alternatives 
Analysis shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). This estimate was 
reviewed by HDOT and others familiar with HOT facilities. It is the only estimate to date that 
addresses Honolulu conditions. There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay 
toll facility being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility stated that to 
apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between the two 
locations is not reasonable. Regarding the comparison of the Tampa Bay facility, the Transit 
Task Force report states that "the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different 
(actual costs versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. 
construction in actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to 
make the comparison unreasonable." 

Regarding traffic congestion with the Project, rail will take approximately 40,000 cars off 
the roads and reduce congestion by 18 percent (as measured by vehicle hours of delay (VHD)). 
These forecasts are from a travel demand model that has been reviewed by FTA and proven 

effective in cities across the United States. 

Your comment regarding the level of Federal funds is noted. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS 
describes the financial resources anticipated to pay for the capital cost of the Project and for 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Federal grants will amount to about 30 percent of 
the total cost of the Project. 
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As discussed previously, the bus network will be restructured to provide frequent and 
reliable connections to fixed guideway stations. As shown in Table 3-20 in the Final EIS, 
90 percent of fixed guideway riders will access the system via walking, biking, or bus. In 
addition, four park-and-ride facilities will be provided for those wishing to drive to access the 
system. Lastly, the fixed guideway system could encourage new development within walking 
and biking distance of stations. 

Regarding your comment on ridership, ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 
have been developed using the travel demand model, which was calibrated against collected 
traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against recent counts to be sure it 
properly represents travel activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). 
An on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest 
socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were 
collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions 
regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the 
model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,300 trips per day are expected to 
use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger 
model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at 
Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car 
pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct 
demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, with the Project, the rate of transfers will be 
higher than under the No Budd Alternative because of changes in local bus service to maximize 
access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high frequency of the fixed 
guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders 
transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders 
transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. With these 
characteristics in place, the transit system with the Project would still have ridership levels 
44 percent higher than the No Build Alternative. While people typically try to minimize transfers 
on any trip, the more fundamental criterion for making a trip decision is how long the trip takes. 
Rail will offer people a shorter overall trip time compared to other options, even with the transfers 
as noted in Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS. 

The funding plan is based on revenue sources already in place. Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS discusses the funding sources for the Project. 

The system to be built in Honolulu is similar to systems being built around the world. As 
noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, in parallel with the alignment analysis, a five-member panel 
appointed by the City Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of 
the five proposed technologies for the fixed guideway system. The panel twice accepted public 
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comment as part of this review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating 
on steel rail as the technology for the Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The four panel 
members selected steel-wheel technology because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economi-
cal, and non-proprietary. Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have 
required all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were 
eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 
Selecting a proprietary technology also would have precluded a competitive bidding process, 
likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 

Project construction is scheduled to be complete in 2018. Neither construction activities 
nor construction costs are scheduled to continue beyond 2018. Any other alternative that could 
be built in a shorter time frame would not be as effective as the fixed guideway system. The 
Fixed Guideway Alternative performed better at meeting the Project's Purpose and Need than 
any of the other alternatives evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. A fixed guideway system will 
improve transit performance and reliability, be more cost-effective, and will substantially reduce 
VHD for all travelers, not just transit users. 

A version of the system proposed by Ann Kobayashi was studied in the Alternatives 
Analysis phase and shown to be ineffective compared to rail. 

Your other comments have been noted. 

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

/ 
Very truly ours, 

d 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Ted Malley 	.„ 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Y.69.4*.YQgliolra 
Department of Transportation Sarvies"' 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3 14  Hoot 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

A 

Subject: 	III,oriobAn High Capacity TransiCorridor Project 
' `eity and' Clint-'5? Oirekkailu• 

Draft Environmental Impact Statcrnent/4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Matiey and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the Ala lvloana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft ES for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

We participated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods, In Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEB for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEB to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEB directly comments that the proposed TOP in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kakasako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations...(DEIS, p. 4-45). While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moans station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 

VA4NdAG' 1‘."..4(trid ) 	5 T 'UM 

	

, 	(address) 	 9-  

	(adchess)  716-0 

 

	

4P(44,  kecho 	(address)  41:21)  Allat.‘4-. Gi 	f‘fig 

cc: 	Councilmember Duke Bainum, District 5 
Senator Carol Fukunaga, District 11 
Representative Tom Brower, District 23 
Congressmember Neil Abercrombie 

'Rep- Kezei 1We' el } Vi-t:Nek-  ZS 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299053R 

Ms. Doris Nakamura 
650 Sheridan Street, PH 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Nakamura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow, with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
sidewalks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access, Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
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Ver trulj yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Doris Nakamura 
Page 2 

sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the 
public will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system 
and the surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will 
be determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

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

Enclosure 
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1?'71c1-toS- -0)-joa. 
Testimony to Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Public Hearing 
Blaisdell Center, Draft EIS, Dec. 8, 2008 

I was born and raised in Honolulu and until recently, a 30-year resident of the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

I feel a great deal of frustration over the rail issue. Having lived in the Bay Area for so 
long, I understand both the benefits of mass transit and the evils of it. As I rode the 
BART system to San Francisco from the East Bay suburbs every day, I passed over many 
decimated neighborhoods, whose vitality and quality of life was destroyed by the BART 
tracks slicing through communities and businesses. 

Like this High-Capacity Transit project, those who pushed for BART did not adequately 
address serious sociological and economic impacts of the proposed rail system. Instead 
like Honolulu rail advocates, BART supporters were anxious for federal tax dollars. Or 
they wanted to rush through the project to make up for year of delay in the past. Then, as 
now, those motivations are riding roughshod over serious concerns about the rail 
system's impacts. 

One thing is different now, though. We are now faced with billions of dollars of federal 
deficits, not to mention our own serious economic challenges in the state. There is no 
way the rail project will NOT meet significant cost overruns and costly delays, even if the 
federal government meets its promise to provide its share of capital funding — a very iffy 
promise given the current national economic crisis. 

More importantly, Honolulu is not any other city. The potential visual impacts of the rail 
project have hardly been debated, and the impacts will be substantial. I can point to the 
tearing down of the Embarcadero Freeway in waterfront San Francisco, referenced in last 
night's debate, as an example of the city belatedly realizing what a treasure it obstructed 
in the rush to build a freeway. The same can be said of the rush to build a rail system 
without forethought to the environmental effects on a city that relies on its physical 
attraction as part of its uniqueness as both a destination location and a beloved home to 
its residents. 

Lastly, it is apparent the high stakes the city has put on the project just by the veritable 
horde of consultants and staff at last night's meeting. Reference was made to the money 
spent on consultants to the rail project. I agree with that criticism, and add to it my anger 
over taxpayer-funded advertisements run endlessly before the election to PROMOTE the 
rail project, not provide public education. 

Aim F. Nakao 
909 Kapiolani Blvd, #703 
Honolulu, Hi. 968 
808-394-9707 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4W Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org .  

•You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.honolulutransit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name:OPik  kAHICA. 	Address:  1101 kr-44/ tai..z.  afro 
Phone:1101ra'.  71y1107 	 Itk  

E-mailom it  Adak*. eild 	 fy: 
caw, Comment(s): 

/1446v datillik.e&da  
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MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoluiu.gov  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11.2010 	 RT12108-291320R 

Ms. Ann F. Nakao 
909 Kapiolani Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Ms. Nakao: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS presents the environmental impacts of the Project on the built environment. The 
following resources of the affected built environment were analyzed in the Final EIS: transportation 
system (Chapter 3): land use (Section 4.2); economic activity (Section 4.3); acquisitions, displacements, 
and relocations (Section 4.4); community services and facilities (Section 4.5); neighborhoods (Section 
4,6); environmental justice (Section 4.7); visual and aesthetic conditions (Section 4,8); noise and vibration 
(section 4.10); energy and electric and magnetic fields (section 4.11); and hazardous waste and materials 
(Section 4.12), In fact, the majority of the environmental analysis presented in the Final EIS pertains to 
impacts on the built environment versus the natural environment. The potential impacts of the Project on 
the built environment have been thoroughly analyzed in the environmental process and those results are 
presented in the Final EIS. 
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Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the anticipated funding sources for the capital cost of the 
Project. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
paid by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the 
Federal government and the revenues from the County General Excise Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 
through 2022. As a note regarding cost overruns, the capital cost estimate includes over $1 billion in 2009 
dollars in contingencies to account for such eventualities. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and 
uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. FTA has given no indication that they will not 
fund the Project at the levels requested. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final ElSs. The assessment of visual effect due to the 
Project as described in Section 4,8,3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and 
viewer responses to those changes. This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. 
Within the Project corridor the environment changes from rural at the Waranae end of the corridor to 
dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be 
implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and 
surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape 
improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through the station 
design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines were first developed 
with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of 
transit station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities 
served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for the 
Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOO planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when plans for new 

plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and streets cape improvements 
will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to the 
mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design criteria include 
guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station 
areas, and the guideway. 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Ann F. Nakao 
Page 3 

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

Enclosure 
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nary 6,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd  Floor 
Honolulu, I-11 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

My comments for the EIS report. 

I do have to drive around our city streets every day and almost everywhere I go bumpity bump and it 
bothers me that our road maintenance is so poor. It bothers me because you think it is nothing to spend 
these billions of dollars on the train and let our roads go to pot It also tells me  that in the future, our 	 
train and stations will not be maintained properly, too. Do you know that San Francisco's Bart is not 
	reliable and that there is millions of dollars maintenance backlog on the BART? Bet this is the scenario 

for Honolulu too. 

We need a billion.-.17 .•idollars......for•ont sewer :system to • meet EPX:Standards,...:••:I stolipedbuyingloCally 
caught akule for my mother because the Skin felt very slimy..and:the•igut was.huge„.fat,...wormy:looldng. • 
.:(Retninedfiskto ..thestore)..1 dare say that it was caught near the Sewer: entfall'area.. , .Fixing the sewer l•• 
system is a MUST 

We also must have aging water pipes because we have so many water main breaks. We lose a lot of our 
good precious water; therefore, we must have a system of replacing these aging pipes. 

To maintain our sewer and water system is a PRIORITY. People's health and welfare depends on it, 

What ..doretlikeaboutthetraiii.:1OCiltithatiS:t6:be . elevated 'Phis Steel. on •steel .  is very much .old ............. 	.•••• 	• ....... 	................ 	.................... 	........ 	. 	............ 
••••fakbioned,• ...Heavy steel train onelevatedtracks -isjOSt: ugly and very uti-Hawaiian.. H .,...,, 

:Mostof all ...it-is:too:big. a Cost burden for 	people:: of.0ahu.,:even:if you get some FederaI.inonieS -fOr:::. 
'biiildingitwhereisithe• money .. forjtheoperatingiand,Maintsininikcomini.. :frott 9l,Also:34heitiS:lthe 
money for the acquisition of 	 does not appearthafthefulaiicesjuStif'..y .thiS ..• 

••••••unrealistic expenditure .................for the City , Yetr:prOjeetiOns for ridersShiP ..and'fifiances are skewed lke it 
was 	 ......................... on.all the huge,projects.:elsew ere-- 

. 	• 	.. 
..:You......knowthat:there are ...Other .  ways of solving:tbetrafftc..:problern without spending ,so much moneybUt:•:::::::::. 
you are 	them Where is your creati*.itYT: . 

,HMahalo: and Aloha,: 
Riith:NakaSOne 	 0 

Pearl City, HI 96782 " 

c:: 
Mr. Ted Maley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650   
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Exectuive Chambers 
Hawaii State Capitol 
Honolulu HI 96813 

C auncil mbefq.,, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.h0nolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-294734R 

Ms. Ruth Nakasone 
2216 Apoepoe Street 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782-1239 

Dear Ms. Nakasone 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As noted in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, the funding for the Project is a dedicated source 
that was authorized by the State Legislature and approved by the City Council for this single 
use. It does not take funding from other purposes such as road repair, sewers, or other needs. 
The enabling legislation for the General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge precludes the use 
of the collected funds for purposes other than a fixed guideway transit system. 

Your next comments were regarding the selection of an elevated system. The 
Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive areas in 
Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital. and Thomas 
Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic resources, 
visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 combinations of 
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tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five different 
alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the Alternatives 
Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and 
elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
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downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
• effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 

footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 
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WAYNE V YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Ruth Nakasone 
Page 4 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

Lastly, to address your questions regarding the cost of the Project, the Project costs 
discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS include the cost of property acquisition. This chapter 
also describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to pay for the capital cost of the 
Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital costs (including property 
acquisitions) of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal 
government and revenues from the County GET Surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on 
Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs include costs associated with maintaining the transit 
system in a state of good repair and will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway 
Funds. Ridership forecasts follow detailed guidance established by the FTA for this type of 
project. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

AR00002672 



January 30, 2009 

Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3 ni  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Katherine Puana Kealoha 
OEQC 
235 South Beretania, Suite 702, 
Honolulu, HI 96813. 

Pua Aiu 
State Historic Preservation Division 
Department of Land & Natural Resources 
601 Kamokila Blvd Suite 555 
Kapolei HI 96707 

Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St., Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Ste. 809 
Washington DC 20004 

I am writing on behalf of Paulette Ka'anohiokalani Kaleikini, who has retained the 
services of the Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation in order to protect iwi along the proposed 
transit corridor from unnecessary disturbance. 

The City has failed to provide adequate information on the risks of encountering ancient 
Hawaiian burial remains (iwi kapuna) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement despite the 
clear requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, H.RS Chapter 343, HRS Chapter 6E and the Hawai' i Constitution Art. 
X11 § 7. Prior to decisionmaking, the City must have sufficient information to objectively 
evaluate the impacts of the high-capacity transit system on native Hawaiian burials. With this 
information the City can reach an informed decision on (a) whether to move forward with the 
project and (b) how the project can be redesigned or re-routed so that burials are not affected. 

-11  LSC Services made possible wit 6 Triftior finduig from die Office of ,HawaHozi nffairs. 	11=  

NAT WE HAWAIIAN LEGAL CORPORATION 
Serving Nawail since 1974 

1164 Bishop &rear. Su ire 1205 • Honolulu. Hawaii 95813 • Phone (808)521-2302 • Fax 4808)537-4268 

iEct EJ priglA straight, seacely,tBill and straight as a tree without b ranches; sharply peaked, as rnocrotains.fig., righteous. correct. 
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The Statutory Scheme for Protecting INA Minion. Under the statutory schemes 
provided by both HEPA, NEPA, and the NEPA, decision-makers must gather the required 
relevant information that will allow it to avoid disturbances of and impacts on preexisting iwi 
kilpuna, with as much advance information on them so the chances of desecrating them during 
construction are minimized and ultimately eliminated. A contractor building the rail system 
should not have to move iwi lcapuria in the midst of construction, if proper investigation and 
burial identification is completed prior to decisionmaking. 

The State Constitution provides that the: 

... State shall protect all rights, customarily and traditionally exercised for subsistence, 
cultural and religious purposes and possessed by ahupue a tenants who are descendants 
of native Hawaiians who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778, subject to the 
right of the State to regulate such rights. 

Haw. Coast. Art. XLI § 7. As such, the State and all its agencies are "required under the Hawaii 
Constitution to preserve and protect customary and traditional practices of native Hawaiians." 
Ka Patakai 0 Ka'aina v. Land Use Comnen, 94 Hawai'i 31, 45 (2000). This places the State 
under "an affirmative duty" to "protect these rights and to prevent any interference with the 
exercise of these rights." Id. In order to fulfill its duty to preserve and protect customary and 
traditional native Hawaiian rights to the extent feasible, the state and its political subdivisions: 

must -- at a minimum -- make specific findings and conclusions as to the following: (1) 
the identity and scope of "valued cultural, historical, or natural resources" in the ... area, 
including the extent to which traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights are 
exercised in the petition area; (2) the extent to which those resources --including 
traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights -- will be affected or impaired by the 
proposed action; and (3) the feasible action, if any, to be taken . . . to reasonably protect 
native Hawaiian rights if they are found to exist 

Ka Pa'akai 94 Haw. at 47; See also FIRS §§ 205A-4(a), 205A-2(h)(2) and 205A-5(b). 

Under HRS chapter 6E, the Island Burial Councils, consisting of a majority of cultural 
practitioners sensitive to burial matters, have primary jurisdiction over the fate of the iwi Inipuna 
at rest in "previously identified" burial sites. HRS § 6E-43; HAR § 13-300-33. On the other 
hand, if those same burials are "inadvertently discovered" because no archaeological inventory 
survey identified and located them beforehand, the staff of the SHPD must determine the 
treatment disposition of these burials. HRS § 6E-43.5; EAR § 13-300-40. The only rational 
reading of this statute is that the island burial council should be given as much information as 
early as possible in order to assure the proper treatment of any burial remains which could be 
impacted by development. Accordingly, the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) must 
assure that the councils get as much timely and complete information on the presence and 
location of iwi Icapuna as possible, so the council may properly exercise its role. 
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Moreover, the environmental review process requires in part the completion of a "cultural 
impact assessment" that is designed to shed light on a full range of issues, including the presence 
of iwi kapuna which could be impacted by any development. FIRS chapter 343. The Sierra 
Club v. State Department of Transportation , 115 Haw. 299, 319; 167 P.3d 292, 326 (2007), 
citing Sierra Club v. Hawaiii Tourism Auth., 100 Hawaii 242, 266, 251, 59 P.3d 877, 886, 901 
(2002) (declaring that the main thrust of HEPA is to require agencies to consider the 
environmental effects of projects before action is taken.) This information should be provided at 
the earliest practicable time in the development review process. Id. a 320, 167 P.3d at 327 
(mandating an environmental assessment for such action at the earliest practicable time to 
determine whether an environmental impact statement is required). 

Furthermore, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 
102-575) mandates, in part: 

The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
proposed Federal or federally assisted undertaking in any State and the head of any 
Federal department or independent agency having authority to license any undertaking 
shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on the undertaldng or 
prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or °Wed that is included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register. ... 

(Emphasis added). 16 U.S.0 470f. 

The implementation of Section 106 therefore mandates that any federal agency providing 
financial support for any undertaking engage in advance consultation with affected native 
Hawaiian organizations who attach religious and cidtural significance to historic properties 
which may be affected. That consultation must precede any choice of alternatives. See, 
http://www.achp.goviregs-ntios.html  for specific official Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation guidance in conforming to these consultation. requirements.' 

A History of Desecration. In recent years, hundreds of burials have been disturbed in 
urban Honolulu — most of them after projects have been approved, contrary to legislative intent, 
Repeatedly, in dozens of construction projects conducted within the Honolulu urban corridor, the 
SHPD summarily approved commencement of construction without archaeological inventory 

In particular, the federal guidelines for this process specifies: 

The agency must make a reasonable and good faith effort 0 identify Native Hawaiian organizations that 
might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties in the area of potential effects and 
invite them to be consulting parties. 

. . 
The agency consults with Native Hawaiian organizations to develop and evaluate alternatives to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 
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surveying in advance. For example, as the SHE'D argued in a legal challenge to its handling of 
the construction of the Keeaunholcu Wal Matt store, 

... Because the probability of historic sites including burials in the area was low, the State 
did not recommend any further archeological work for the project. ... Because of the 
history of this area, land use, environmental data, and the low incidence of burials in 
surrounding and nearby areas, this project was treated the seine as numerous other 
projects in the nearby and surrounding areas. See Declaration of Sara Collins. 

Hui Malarna I Ara Kapuna 0 frarval'i Nei v. .Wal-Mart, Civ. Na. 03-1-1112-05 t(P Cir. et_ 2003), 
Defendants State of Hawaii, Department ofLand and Natural Resources, State 'Historic 
Preservation Division, Peter Young, and Holly A/fcEldowney's Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs Motion for Preliminaty Injunction filed June 20,2003 (hereafter, "2003 SH:PD 
Memo"). In 2003, the SHPD, and developers in general whose projects it reviewed, repeatedly 
arid systematically allowed minimal archaeological review of areas such as the Keeaumoku Wal 
Mart site, under the mistaken presumption that no burials were likely to be present in such 
circumstances. This approach was egregiously wanting iii terms of protecting these public trust 
resources. 

Following this time period, officials at the State Historic Preservation Division heatedly 
recognized that its previous presumption that no further archaeological survey work in the 
Honolulu urban corridor was necessary due to prior ground disturbances might be false, given a 
pattern of unexpected disturbances: 

21. According to SI-i:PD records, between 1986 and 2002, in the areas from 
River Street to Keaumoku. Street, and from Nimitz and King Street, 308 human burials 
have been found on twenty-six different project sites. Five burials in two projects were 
preserved in place, and 303 burials were relocated. 

22. . The 303 burials that were relocated include all of the remains that could 
have been considered a concentration such as 116 burials found during archeological 
monitoring of the Queen Street widening project near Kawaihao Church Cemetery, or the 
11 burials (of 25 total relocated) from the Honuakaha Smallpox Cemetery that were 
found during an inventory survey conducted for the Brewery/Honuakaha development 
project. 

Declaration of Sara Collins, attached to 2003 SHPD Memo. Thus, according to the SHIT, its 
own data confu-med that hundreds of iwi kapuna had been systematically disturbed by 
construction activity within the Honolulu urban corridor for 16 years because of the failure to 
require advance archaeological inventory surveying. The SHE'D allowed the vast majority, 303 
of the 308 remains, to be relocated. The mistaken presumption was that prior ground disturbing 
construction activity within this urban corridor obviated the need to look further. 
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Simultaneously, the City and County of Honolulu avoided professional reviews of sites 
targeted for development by failing to submit proposed permits to the SHE'D for professional 
review and comment as required under HRS § 6E-42. These failures to implement that statute are 
currently on appellate review by the Hawai'i Supreme Court. Appellate review was necessitated 
by the City's refusal to reasonably interpret its trust obligations to request review and comment 
from the SHPD under that statute. The City contends that, notwithstanding its total lack of 
expertise in the area, its own unilateral assessment of the potential impact on iwi kilipuria of 
pending permit applications is all that is required. 

Usurpation of the Role of the Burial Council. Most disturbing, this pattern of relying 
on prior ground disturbances to relax more rigomus archaeological analysis has sadly resulted in 
other more serious procedural consequences. Had properly conducted archaeological surveys 
identified and located burials in advance of co nstniction, the work of the O'ahu Island Burial 
Council could begin in earnest and with the luxury of time to process all the information, in 
advance of any pressured environment once construction starts. This would provide iwi kupuna 
with the dignity and respect they clearly deserve. 

Accordingly, the failure to rigorously attempt to identify and locate iwi kripuna so they 
are categorized as "previously identified" resulted in the transfer of power and accountability for 
protecting burials from the island burial council, consisting primarily of cultural practitioners 
sensitive to burial concerns, to the professional archaeological staff at the SHPD, which is less 
equipped to deal with the cultural appropriateness of these issues and are saddled with the 
pressure placed on them by the relationships between state administrative officials and 
developers. Moreover, when 'inadvertently discovered" iwi ka.puna are subject to disposition 
determination by the SHPD staff; it technically has only 2-3 days to make that determination, 
typically under the financial pressures facing the developer who must otherwise halt 
construction. In contrast, the island burial council typically has 90 days to act on a "previously 
identified" burial site, after it has bad a chance to identify cultural and lineal descendants notified 
of the presence of burials in an area. This extended period and less pressured atmosphere allows 
for better decisions on often sensitive and contentious matters. 

Lessons Learned. This systemic desecration of iwi ktipuna for at least 16 years (and 
probably longer) apparently caught no one's attention until the Wal Mart litigation, and then 
subsequently in the legal challenge to the SHPD's handling of the General Growth Properties 
construction of the future Whole Foods store site and planned condominium complex at its 
nearby Auahi Street properties. Kaleilrini v. Young, Civ. No. 07-1-0067-01 RKOL Cir a 
2006). 

During the Wal Mart litigation, the SHPD suggested it acknowledged lessons from its 
past failings in summarizing the data it had becn accumulating: 

8. 	The nature and extent of prior ground disturbance and development may 
be a reliable indicator of the probable presence or absence of subsurface historic sites. If 
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prior buildings or structures have not had deeply excavated foundations or pilings, or if 
there has been little or no prior installation of such features as underground storage tanks 
or wastewater systems, it is more likely that historic sites, including human burials, are 
still present below the ground surface. 

	

9. 	With regard to underlying soil characteristics, there is generally a higher 
probability of subsurface historic sites, including human burials, in areas underlain by 
sand deposits. 

10.. . Historical data - such as, inter alia, early written accounts or records, 
maps, and Mahele information - can indicate the potential for subsurface historic sites, if 
the subject parcel has not undergone substantial, subsequent modification. 

	

11. 	Previous archeological work - including inventory survey, data recovery, 
and monitoring - provides valuable information on the probable presence or absence of 
subsurface historic sites. Archeological reports on such work normally contain 
descriptive data of any historic sites found, and include stratigraphic profiles of the buried 
cultural layers and underlying soil deposits. 

Declaration of Sara Collins, attached to 2003 SHPD Memo. These same lessons bear on the 
current proposed construction of the Rail Transit system. 

There is a growing body of knowledge and information about the presence and location 
of iwi lolpuna along the contemplated rail transit route. The City needs to conscientiously search 
for and obtain as much advance information on the location of iwi kapuria along its entire route 
as early as possible to effect reasoned decision-making on the routing of the system. It should 
riot be swayed by previous ground disturbances that do riot impact subsurface features, like iwi 
ktipuna. It should be conscious of the presence of sand deposits anywhere developments are 
proposed. It should review the growing knowledge base from past projects which have 
unearthed burials and build upon that material and information. 

Need for Correction. The failure to follow the law has already disrupted hundreds of 
what should have been "previously identified" burials in the urban corridor between River and 
Keaumoku Streets. These are properties which have immense religious and cultural significance 
to Hawaiians. Had the statutes been followed, subsequent construction activity should never 
have "inadvertently discovered" these burials and forced their relocation. Repeating these same 
mistakes with the planned. mass transit construction will undermine state and federal statutes 
designed to protect historic properties of this sort. 

Given the high likelihood that burials are located along the route of the proposed transit 
corridor, clearly past practices must change. The law and the importance of protecting the 
dignity of these burials require no less. 
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In short, well in advance of any planning and design decisions, the City should perform 
an archaeological inventory survey, including subsurface testing, of all areas where (1) stations 
could be located (b) support pillars could be located and (c) existing underground infrastructure 
will be moved. It is highly  inappropriate and offensive to iwi kupuna and native Hawaiians to 
delay such testing until after decisiontnaking. The information generated AFTER such surveys 
must and should be included in any DEIS, in order to give the public, interested Hawaiian 
organizations, and individuals the opportunity to comment on it. Under HEPA, NEPA, and HRS 
chapter 6E, this information is needed now to ensure that an informed decision is made. 
Additionally, any delay could jeopardize federal fwiding because of failure to comply with 
• Section 106 of the NHPA, particularly in developingaltematives to the transit routing. 2  Federal • 
guidelines would restrict taking any action that fails to account for the views of affected native 
Hawaiian organizations. 

In fact, page 4-143 of the DIES states "Native Hawaiian testimonies in Land Commission 
Award claims indicate that there are documented burials within the study corridor."  By 
acknowledging it has this information, the City is duty-bound to suspend its current approach 
and comply with the statutory schemes designed to protect these historic properties of religious 
and cultural significance to so many Hawaiians. Much more advance investigation and 
surveying is required before any DEIS is made public for comment. 

In truth, the contemplated action in the DEIS has it backwards. On page 4-163, the DEIS 
reads, "Prior to construction, additional archaeological work would be completed to investigate 
the potential for sub-surface deposits. This additional work would focus on locations of 
columns, once they are known." Contrary to this proposed approach, the City must first 
investigate arid generate information regarding burial sites so that the City will not locate 
columns, stations and other underground work where known burial sites are identified and 
located. 

Moreover, the City cannot and shouid not avoid information that would help locate and 
• identify such historic properties. Instead, it should affirmatively andaggressively attempt to , 

2 Specifically, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation requires, in part, the development of 
alternatives in consultation with native Hawaiian organizations: 

involvement of Native Hawaiian organizations in the development of program alternatives 

• The agency must consult with affected Native Hawaiian organizations in the development of 
program alternatives. 

• ff a program alternative may affect historic properties of religious and cultural significance to a 
Native Hawaiian organization, the agency shalt identify those organizations and consult with 
them, 

• The agency and ACHP must take into account the views of Native Hawaiian organizations in 
reaching a final decision. 

See, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at: fulr/Iwwwachn.govireas-nhos.html. 
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gather it so complete information is available to generate alternatives, as contemplated under the 
Section 106 process. The City should also include all this information in this version of the 
DEIS. Its omission denies affected native Hawaiian organizations the opportunity to be truly 
engaged and involved in consulting with the applicable federal agency so that these 
organizations can have a substantive role in the alternatives developed. If it ignores the omitted 
information, the City will be proceeding down a treacherous path that can only lead to 
unnecessary delay and cultural conflict. 

Ms. KaIeikini has additional concerns about the completeness of the DES and urges the 
. City to address these points as follows: 

• The DEIS includes no meaningful infon-nation regarding the impact on burial sites or any 
discussion regarding alternatives to affecting these sites. This information is crucial to 
any development of alternatives as required by federal law. 

• Section 4.1 of the DEIS regarding existing land uses should explicitly recognize that 
burial sites are an existing land use along this corridor. 

• Section 4.3 of the DEB should discuss whether the City plans to displace and relocate 
existing burial sites and give details about the timing, location and process related to each 
of these relocations and displacements. 

• Section 4.6 of the DES should note that desecration — including the relocation — of 
existing burial sites — is an issue of environmental injustice. The DEIS should, as such, 
discuss the impact of continuing the pattern set by previous developments, especially in 
the Honolulu urban core, as outlined above. 

• Section 4.17 should be revised in the same manner sections 4.1, 4.3 and 4.6 should he. 

Most importantly, these sections of the DEIS need to be amended to identity where burial 
sites may he so that stations, pillars and underground infrastructure work can be proposed in 
areas that will not affect burial sites. The need far developing alternatives is crucial and 
affording affected native Hawaiian organizations the ability and the opportunity to consult on 
these alternatives is eSsential. Without the supporting information to allow for a discussion of 
alternatives, the DEIS is fatally flawed. 

Sincerely, 

7? 	 lee.de  

Camille K. Kalama 
Attorney for Ms. Kaleikini 

. , 	 . 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-297862R 

Ms. Camille K. Kalama 
Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation 
1164 Bishop Street, Suite 1205 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Ms. Kalama: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In your letter, you raise various issues specifically and generally. Your overarching 
concern appears to be related to the possibility that the Project may encounter native Hawaiian 
burials, the process that DTS followed regarding these resources, and whether sufficient 
information has been provided to decision makers regarding these resources. The following 
discussion addresses these concerns and others raised in your letter. In your letter, you also 
provided a bullet-point list of specific recommendations. Those are addressed on the last page 
of this letter. 

The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by 
the City to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that 
the Final EIS shall identify the Preferred Alternative. 23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1). This selection 
was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public 
and agency comments on the Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261, 

AR00002681 



Ms. Camille K. Kalama 
Page 2 

identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. Chapter 2 of 
the Final BS describes this identification process. The Final EIS also includes additional 
information and analyses, as well as minor refinements to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. 

The purpose of the Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the highly 
congested east-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH MSnoa, as specified in the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (Oahu MPO 2007). See Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the Final 
EIS. The need for the Project is based on the following goals: Improve corridor mobility, 
Improve corridor travel reliability, Improve access to planned development to support City policy 
to develop a second urban center, and Improve transportation equity. 

As discussed in Section 2.5.10 and shown in Figure 2-41 of the Final EIS, DTS proposes 
constructing the Project in four phases East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands, Pearl Highlands to 
Aloha Stadium, Aloha Stadium to Middle Street, and Middle Street to Ala Moana Center. As 
shown in Figure 2-42 of the Final EIS, each construction phase will start in the following years 
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013, respectively. As discussed below, an archaeological inventory 
survey (AIS) will be completed for each phase prior to construction, as stipulated in the Project's 
Programmatic Agreement (PA), prepared pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). See Section 5.4 of the Final EIS. An AIS has already been 
completed for the first construction phase between East Kapolei and Pearl Highlands in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) and the Oahu Island Burial 
Council (0113q. 

The Project is unlike the facts in Hui Materna I Na Kupuna 0 Nei v. Wal-Mart, 223 P. 3d 
236 (Haw. Ct. App. 2009), cert. rejected, 2010 WL 1973594, May 17, 2010, which you cited in 
your letter. In that case, the Intermediate Court of Appeals (ICA) of the State of Hawaii affirmed 
the trial court's holding. The trial court held that the City Department of Planning and 
Permitting's (DPP) determination that a property slated for construction of a Wal-Mart and 
Sam's Club was not likely to affect historic property or burial sites; and therefore, DPP did not 
need to consult with SHPD prior to issuing grading and grubbing permits under HRS § 6E-42. 
DPP's determination was based on a review of its comprehensive computer database of historic 
sites and known burials, and knowledge that the Wal-Mart/Sam's Club property had been 
extensively developed and used for commercial and industrial purposes for over fifty years. The 
Project is doing much more than what the /CA allowed in Hui Materna. Unlike Hui Materna, the 
Project has already conducted archaeological and cultural reports, as discussed below. In 
addition, the Project will conduct an AIS prior to each construction phase. The City has 
consulted with, and continues to consult with, SHPD and 01BC. Any native Hawaiian burials 
discovered during the AIS will be treated as previously identified burial sites. This ensures that 
01BC remains intimately involved in any discussion related to the treatment of native Hawaiian 
burials. 

Under HRS § 6E-42, the provision you cite in your letter, the City must consult with 
SHPD prior to the issuance of state or county land use entitlements if the Project "may affect 
historic property. . or a burial site." In addition to the studies already prepared and the 
consultation with SHPD and °IBC already conducted and ongoing, the City will conduct an AIS 
for each construction phase of the Project. As discussed herein, this is the best approach for 
identifying native Hawaiian burials that may be affected by the Project. During the NEPA and 
Section 106 process, the FTA limits the level of design and engineering that project sponsors 

AR00002682 



Ms. Camille K. Kalama 
Page 3 

can conduct on their projects so as to not prejudice the consideration of alternatives, including 
the no action alternative. Consequently, the placement of column foundations is a design 
activity that requires a level of design that typically takes place after the NEPA and Section 106 
processes conclude. To balance the current level of project design, the desire to limit 
disturbance of native Hawaiian burials and residences in Phase IV of the project area, and the 
potential transportation benefits that would accrue from the proposed Project, a detailed 
approach for conducting archaeological investigations for Phase IV for the Project was 
developed in the PA. As part of the Section 106 consultation process and preparation of the 
PA, there was extensive consultation with various parties including the following: 018C, the 
Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Hui Malama in Na Kupuna 0 Hawaii Nei, the Royal Order of 
Kamehameha, the Ahahui Kaahumanu, the Daughters and Sons of the Hawaiian Warriors, the 
Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs, the Ahahui Siwila Hawaii 0 Kapolei, the Alii Pauahi, the 
Ewa-Puuloa Hawaiian Civic Club, the Honolulu Hawaiian Civic Club, the King Kamehameha 
Hawaiian Civic Club, the Kalihi-Palama Hawaiian Civic Club, the Pearl Harbor Hawaiian Civic 
Club, the Merchant Street Hawaiian Civic Club, the Nanaikapono Hawaiian Civic Club, the 
Princess Kaiulani Hawaiian Civic Club, the Waianae Hawaiian Civic Club, the Wahiawa 
Hawaiian Civic Club, and the Waikiki Hawaiian Civic Club. 

DTS recognizes in Figure 4-73 of the Final EIS that the area of the Project with the 
highest likelihood of encountering native Hawaiian burials is in Phase IV. The proposed 
schedule for starting Phase IV construction is 2013. Although the development of more detailed 
design, and therefore archaeological investigations, for the last construction phase would have 
typically been delayed until closer to the anticipated construction start date, DTS has committed 
to starting the process much earlier. As stated in the PA, 

Within 60 days of execution of this PA, the City shall consult with the 01BC, lineal 
and cultural descendents, and other interested parties that are identified in 
discussion with 018C, about the scope of investigation for the A1S Plan for 
construction of Phase 4. The City shall provide Preliminary Engineering plans 
and existing utility maps to assist in the scoping process. The AIS Plan will 
provide for investigation of the entire Phase 4 area, including from Waiakamilo 
Road to Ala Moana Center. In the portion of Phase 4 with the greatest potential 
for resources, the A1S Plan will evaluate all areas that will be disturbed by the 
Project. The AIS Plan will include a review of historical shoreline location, soil 
type, and, where indicated by conditions, the survey measures listed in 
Stipulation 111.C, including subsurface testing, for each column location, utility 
relocation, and major features of each station and traction power substation 
location based on Preliminary Engineering design data. 

The plan developed through this consultation would need to be submitted to SHPD 
within four months of execution of the PA. Archaeological investigations would start after SHPD 
approves the plan within 30 days of receipt. The City would be required to complete the 
archaeological investigations during a period of time where there is still flexibility in project 
design. In addition, within six months of the execution of the PA, the City, in coordination of the 
018C, shall complete a draft protocol for consultation regarding treatment of any native 
Hawaiian burials identified during the AIS. The protocol would also include a workflow of 
avoidance alternatives, which might include the relocation of columns, change in column design 
from a center alignment to a straddle bent or other alternatively supported design, modification 
of span length, and alternate utility locations. 

AR00002683 



Ms. Camille K. Kalama 
Page 4 

The Final EIS discussion on native Hawaiian burials was compiled in good faith and sets 
forth sufficient information to enable the decision maker to make an informed decision regarding 
the significant impacts on the environment, including native Hawaiian burials and cultural 
resources, as discussed in Section 4.16 of the Final BS entitled, Archaeological, Cultural, and 
Historic Resources. The evaluation of impacts to native Hawaiian burials discussed in the Final 
EIS is supported by various studies including the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Archaeological Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008n), the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Historic Resources Technical Report (RTD 20080), the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Cultural Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008p), the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Addendum 01 to the Historic Resources 
Technical Report (RTD 2010), and the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Historic 
Effects Report (RTD 2009d). All technical reports referenced in this letter and in the Final EIS 
are available from DTS and on the Project website at www.honolulutransitorg. 

Identification and protection of native Hawaiian burials was carried out in the Cultural 
Resources Technical Report, dated August 1, 2008, prepared for and referenced in the Draft 
and Final EISs. The Cultural Resources Technical Report was prepared by Lani Mara Lapilia 
Ms. Lapilio earned her furls doctorate and is the former Principal of Ku'iwalu, a Native Hawaiian 
business specializing in cultural resource compliance, community outreach, and public affairs. 
Her former positions include executive director of the Judiciary History Center and legal counsel 
for the Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Native Hawaiian Historic Preservation Council. Ms. Lapilio 
currently serves as the Hawairi Advisor to the National Trust for Historic Preservation and is the 
at-large member on the National Trust's Executive Committee. The Cultural Resources 
Technical Report was prepared in large part to identify traditional and customary practices of 
native Hawaiians within the project area. The extensive efforts to identify, contact, and consult 
with individuals, organizations, and agencies specifically sought to develop data on native 
Hawaiian burials and native Hawaiian burial concerns. See, e.g., Cultural Resources Technical 
Report at Sections 4.3.2, 5.2.1, and 5.2.4. Several cultural informants provided information 
regarding native Hawaiian burials. See, e.g., Cultural Resources Technical Report at F-4, F-8 
(comments of Louis Agard, Jr.), F-10 (comments of Claire Pruet); and F-24, F-25 (comments of 
Shad Kane). Land documents were examined to identify any accounts of native Hawaiian 
burials. See, e.g., Cultural Resources Technical Report at 5-7, H-5, and H-6. 

The Archaeological Resources Technical Report, dated August 15, 2008, prepared for 
and referenced in the Draft and Final EISs, lists burials as the first category of resources to be 
identified. See, e.g., Archaeological Resources Technical Report at S-1, Table S-1, and 
Section 3.4. The Archaeological Resources Technical Report identifies (Section 6.2) a number 
of steps to protect native Hawaiian burials, including a multi-step approach of (1) preparation of 
an Archaeological Inventory Survey Plan, (2) use of Ground Penetrating Radar, (3) completion 
of an Archaeological Inventory Survey, (4) Archaeological Data Recovery (as appropriate), and 
(5) an Archaeological Monitoring Program (to begin with an Archaeological Monitoring Plan). 
Each of these additional archaeological studies is to be reviewed and accepted by SHPD prior 
to groundbreaking for each construction phase. See Archaeological Resources Technical 
Report at Section 3.5.2. 

Even prior to the preparation of the EIS, efforts to address the possibility of encountering 
native Hawaiian burials began during the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project. As 
discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, environmental factors that were considered during the 
Alternatives Analysis phase included land use and economic activity, displacements, 
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neighborhoods and communities, farmlands, visual and aesthetic resources, air quality and 
energy, noise and vibration, water resources, natural resources, and cultural, historic, and 
archaeological resources. During the Alternatives Analysis phase, the City consulted with 
SHPD regarding historic properties and evaluated the likely effect to historic properties of each 
alternative. The outcome is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Alternatives Analysis Historic and Archaeological Technical Report (DTS 2006e). The Federal 
undertaking was defined by selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Following the 
selection of the LPA, the City and FTA initiated consultation under Section 106. 

The Archaeological Technical Report, dated August 28, 2006 (see Pages 2 and 3), was 
prepared to support the Alternatives Analysis and specifically evaluated potential impacts to 
burials and the potential impact of various proposed alternatives summarizing the available 
information pertaining to the previous identification of burials. See, e.g., Archaeological 
Technical Report at 4-1, 4-2, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-25, 4-27, 4-28, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 4-51, 
4-53, 4-54, 4-56, 4-61, 4-62, and 4-64 to 4-75. The data on the presence of native Hawaiian 
burials was a specific category of analysis taken into consideration in route and alternative 
selection. See, e,g., Archaeological Technical Report at 5-94, 5-96, 5-97, 5-99, 5-101, 5-102, 
5-104, 5-105, 5-106, 5-108, 5-112, 5-113, 5-114, 5-116, 5-123, and 5-133. This study took into 
account available data on soil types, previously recorded archaeological resources, historic land 
records, and previously recorded burial locations. 

The City specifically evaluated potential impacts to burials and specifically evaluated the 
potential impacts of various proposed alternatives in consideration of the data provided in the 
Archaeological Technical Report dated August 28, 2006. Follow-through with and 
implementation of the approaches listed in the Archaeological Resources Technical Report and 
summarized above will provide the City with information on the risks of encountering native 
Hawaiian burials prior to the beginning of the construction work. The preparation of the Cuftural 
Resources Technical Report for the Draft DS and the extensive and continuing consultation 
with native Hawaiian individuals, groups, and agencies has been a good faith effort to assess 
cultural impacts. 

As you have noted, Land Commission Award (LCA) claims associated with the Project 
corridor indicate the possibility of burials within the project corridor-specifically in two cases. in 
the case of LCA 247 to Charles Kanaina, this is a vast alii claim involving many lands; and it in 
fact appears most likely that the burials referred to were in a former alii mausoleum on the 
grounds of the present lolani Palace (well away from the project corridor). In the second case, 
LCA 30 to Kahoowaha, it appears there were two apana located mauka of Nimitz Highway 
between Kekaulike Street and Maunakea Street. Our studies to date indicate that one of the 
two LCA 30 apana did indeed have a narrow flaglot extension as far south as the Nimitz 
Highway right-of-way. This general area has indeed been associated with a number of burial 
finds. We certainly agree that this specific area of LCA 30 extending to Nimitz Highway merits 
consideration of avoidance. Certainly, intensive subsurface testing well in advance of 
construction in the vicinity will be in order to allow for relocation of column foundations away 
from any sensitive areas. 
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In addition to the issues raised in your letter, we address your bullet-point suggestions 
as follows: 

• The Final EIS includes information regarding the impact of the Project on burial sites and 
a discussion on how to avoid those sites if encountered, as discussed above. Based on 
the various studies identified above, no cemeteries or known burial sites will be affected 
by the Project. However, the City does recognize the likelihood of encountering native 
Hawaiian burials in certain areas of the Project. As discussed above, pre-construction 
AISs for each construction phase will allow the Project to identify native Hawaiian burials 
during final design and prior to construction for each construction phase. 

• Section 4.1 of the Draft EIS, is now Section 4.2 of the Final EIS. This section describes 
the existing land uses, including farmlands, development trends, and long-term plans for 
the study corridor. It also evaluates the Projects consistency with the long-term plans 
for the study corridor. Your concern regarding the identification of native Hawaiian burial 
sites is addressed in Section 4.16.2 of the Final EIS, which identifies three general 
categories of archaeological resources that could be affected: burials, pre-contact 
archaeology, and post-contact archaeology. These resources are shown by area and 
rated by probability of occurrence in Figure 4-73 of the Final EIS. 

• Section 4.3 of the Draft EIS is now Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. This section documents 
the effects on properties from necessary right-of-way acquisition for the Project. Your 
suggestion that this section should "discuss whether the City plans to displace and 
relocate existing burial sites and give details about the timing, location and process 
related to each of these relocations and displacements" is unrelated to property 
acquisition described in Section 4.4. However, the following language was added to 
4.16.1 of the final EIS: 

"The City will develop an archaeological inventory survey (A(S) plan for the APE for each 
construction phase in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, which allows for phased 
identification of archaeological resources to limit disturbance of potential resources 
during the investigation. The City will use PE plans to focus the investigation in 
locations where there is the potential to affect archaeological resources by project 
construction. The AIS plans will follow the requirements of HAR Chapter 13-276. The 
City will conduct the archaeological fieldwork as presented in the AIS plan for each 
construction phase. The archaeological fieldwork will be completed in advance of the 
completion of final design so that measures to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects to 
the historic properties can be incorporated into the design. The Olahu Island Burial 
Council will have jurisdiction to determine the treatment of previously identified 
Native Hawaiian burial sites in accordance with HAR Chapter 13-300. Any  
kupuna (Native Hawaiian burials) discovered during the MS shall be treated as 
previously identified burial sites." 

(Emphasis added.) Under HRS § 6E-43(b), the 0/BC has jurisdiction to 'determine 
whether preservation in place or relocation of previously identified native Hawaiian burial 
sites is warranted[]" 

• Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS is now Section 4.7 of the Final BS. While the City is 
sensitive to the issues related to native Hawaiian burials, it is not an issue of 
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environmental injustice. Hawaii's burial laws and federal historic preservation laws (for 
burials that qualify for the National Register of Historic Places) allow development in 
areas where native Hawaiian burials are located subject to the procedural requirements 
of those state and federal regulations. As discussed above and in the Final EIS, the City 
has made a good faith effort to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to areas where 
native Hawaii burials may be present throughout the EIS preparation process and will 
continue to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts during final design. 

• In your last bullet-point, you state "Section 4.17 should be revised in the same manner 
sections 4.1, 4.3 and 4.6 should be." The Draft EIS did not have a Section 4.17, but we 
assume you mean Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS, entitled, Archaeological, Cultural, and 
Historic Resources. Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS is now Section 4.16 of the Final EIS. 
Since you have not specified your concerns regarding Section 4.16, here are some of 
the general changes we made to that section based on comments and continued 
consultation: 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was reevaluated following publication of the Draft 
EIS as a result of ongoing Section 106 consultation. The Historic Effects Report (RTD 
2009d) was completed, and the FTA accepted the effect determination recommended by 
SHPO. The effect determinations of the 81 historic resources are presented; the 
discussion of Section 106 consultation has been updated; and mitigation was added in 
accordance with the signed PA. In addition, this section included additional discussion 
on Act 50, which requires a HRS Chapter 343 EIS to "include the disclosure of the 
effects of a proposed action on the cultural practices of the community and State." This 
section also included consideration of the Hawaii Supreme Court decision in Ka Pa`akai, 
which you cited in your letter, wherein the Court held that native Hawaiian rights are a 
subset of culture protected by Act 50. Cultural resource assessment and findings are 
based in part on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008p), 

The extensive and ongoing advance consultation with native Hawaiian individuals, 
groups, and agencies is in keeping with the letter and spirit of the NHPA and Section 106. As 
you know, a standing sub-committee of the 0/BC has been established with consultation 
ongoing monthly. In addition, as discussed above, AIS investigations have begun. The AIS 
program is ongoing and will be taken into account in final plans prior to construction. 

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

Enclosure 

AR00002687 



Status 

Creation Date : 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 

Last Name : 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No.; 

City : 

State : 

Zip Code : 

Email : 

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 

Submission Method : 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 

Submission Content/Notes : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/6/2008 

Stanley 
Nelson 

66-080 Waialua Beach Road 

Haleiwa 

96712 
northshorebill@hawaiiantel.net  

Both 
Website 

12/06/2008 
I believe that construction of the project should start in Honolulu and be 
built towards the far end terminus. This will permit immediate use by 
commuters as segments are completed. I believe the Kapolei-Waipahu 
segment which be largely unused until the system is built out to 
Honolulu. If the base yard is absolutely critical, then construction should 
start at both ends and connect at some point. 
I also support the airport route instead of going through Salt Lake. And 
the closer the route comes to Peed Harbor and Hickam, the better. 
There are too many workers in the Pearl Harbor/Hickam complex to be 
ignored. And the airport and surrounding industrial area are also major 
employers. 
Finally, If there is any way whatever, the link to UH should be included in 
the initial phase. We all are familiar with the signficant reduction of traffic 
when U1-I is not in session. And there are a number of private schools in 
the area that further contributes to our traffic problems. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331301 

Mr. Stanley Nelson 
66-080 Waialua Beach Road 
Haleiwa, Hawaii 96712 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to he the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots are planned at East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user 
benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment 
centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scaping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
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less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

At this time, expected funding is not sufficient to complete the extension to UH Manoa. 
The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility 
from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future extensions to 
West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative 
impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not 
part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and the NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when 
there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Bus service between Ala Moana Center and Waikiki and UH Manoa will be enhanced until 
those extensions are built. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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11/03/2008 
: no.no.no , 

for rail steel to steel 4-5 billion $$$$, 
operate in 10 years. 
it sucks. 
vote no! 
vote for bimodal 1.5 billion $$$ operate in 3 -4 years. 
we need a change for government spending. 
regards 
woifgang neumann 

Action Pending 
11/3/2008 

wolfgang 
neumann 
stop the rail now!!!! 
3222 melemele pl 

honolulu 
HI 
96822 
wolfneuman@hotmall.com  

AR00002692 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www lionolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 
	

RT8109-330346 

Mr. Wolfgang Neumann 
3222 Melemele Place 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Neumann: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comment has been noted. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei 
to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared 
to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of 
delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu 
International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service Of 
the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly 
less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. 
Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were 
in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 
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2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to 
select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making 
process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

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

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : The O`ahu Invasive Species Committee is concerned that the massive 
amount of construction equipment and materials that will be imported to 
the island may harbor species that do not currently occur on Cl'ahu and 
may become invasive. Dirty construction equipment is a known pathway 
for plant, animal and invertebrate invasive species. However, there is an 
easy way that the City and County of Honolulu can protect the island 
from these threats. The City can include in the Request for Bids 
specifications, a requirement that the winning bidder ensure any 
construction equipment or material imported to O'ahu from the mainland, 
neighbor islands or foreign countries be free of dirt, vegetative matter, 
insects and animals. 

There are precedents for this action. The Hawaii Department of 
Transportation has included such specifications in the Request for Bids 
for North-South Road. Australia and New Zealand, two policy leaders in 
invasive species prevention, require any equipment imported into their 
country be free of dirt and vegetative matter. Dirty equipment is sent 
back to its country of origin at the shipper's expense. 

By requiring the chosen construction company to ensure that equipment 
and materials are clean, the City and County of Honolulu will save 
money in control efforts later. 

Invasive species on construction equipment is a real threat. Seeds, 
vegetative matter, insects, and even small animals could be accidentally 
transported to O`ahu on large vehicles and harm our watersheds, local 
agriculture, environment and way of tile. Invasive species such es 
pampas grass and Red Imported Fire Ant cost mainland taxpayers 
millions of dollars each year in control efforts. Requiring the companies 
constructing the light rail system to clean their equipment before they 
bring it to 0`ahu will be a progressive and cost-effective step towards 
protecting our island from invasive species. 

The gahu Invasive Species Committee would be happy to assist in any 
way the crafting of language to insert a clean-vehicle specification into 
the Request tor Bids. Please call me at 292-6691 or email at 
rneville@hawaii.edu , should you have any questions about this 
comment. I have also mailed a hard copy to the Department of 
Transportation Services. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone -  (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-332357 

Ms. Rachel Neville 
Oahu Invasive Species Committee 
2551 Waimano Home Road 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Ms. Neville: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The introduction of invasive species to Oahu is a concern and has been addressed in 
the Final EIS. The Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT) developed construction 
specifications for Invasive Species Management Section 665 for North-South Road. Once 
adopted by HOOT as a standard specification, the Project will comply with it. Criteria for 
cleaning, inspecting, and treating plants that are at risk of harboring pests will be part of the 
landscaping requirements for the Project. Species that can be harmful invaders or contribute to 
existing problems will not be used for project plantings. Construction specifications will state 
that construction equipment from other parts of the island or other counties will have to be 
washed before being brought to the project site. 
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Very tru yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO 10 
Director 

Ms. Rachel Neville 
Page 2 

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

Enclosure 

AR00002698 



P7 /d-fo 7citqq._c_p" 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4.0) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(1) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplain.s affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honolulutransitore.  

Yu may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at vrww.hoolulutrassit.org  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked. or received 
by January 7, 2009 in order for them to be included in the Final OS. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honotulu,gov 

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-292995R 

C. Newman 
860 Halekauwila Street, #1005 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear C. Newman: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the No Build Alternative has been noted. The No Build Alternative 
does not address the Project's needs or meet its purpose as established in Sections 1.7 and 1.8 
of the EIS. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
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C. Newman 
Page 2 

EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs As discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 

DTS will consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station 
design elements. The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from 
several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low 
structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, 
architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project. The Project will also provide residents and tourists with more transportation options. 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, several alignments were evaluated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. One evaluated alignment was the historic OR&L line. A 
combination of issues, including utilities that have been placed in the right-of-way, poor location 
in several places, and the previous loss of the right-of-way in several locations, all contributed to 
the elimination of that option. During the analysis, several streets were evaluated for either 
elevated or underground alignment and determined to be inferior to Halekauwila Street. An 
elevated system on either Beretania or King Streets would run in front of either the State Capitol 
or lolani Palace and would require removal of traffic lanes. Queen Street is narrower than 
Halekauwila Street and adjacent to numerous historic resources. 

Noise effects from the Project are detailed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS. The Project 
will not cause any severe noise impacts. Three receptors will experience moderate impacts that 
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Very truly ours, 

C. Newman 
Page 3 

will occur on the fifth through ninth floors of several buildings. The Project includes several 
features to reduce noise from the system, including an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at 
the edge of the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail and a system 
specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. Wheel skirts on trains will also increase the benefit of 
the parapet wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive 
materials under the tracks in these three areas will reduce the project noise exposure at upper 
floors to below the moderate noise impact threshold. With mitigation, the Project will not 
generate any noise impacts. Although it may be possible to hear the train, the noise it makes 
will be at a level that is close to what is currently experienced. 

Regarding financial concerns, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial 
resources anticipated to be needed to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing 
operating and maintenance costs. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are 
expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the 
Federal government and the General Excise and Use Tax surcharge revenues collected from 
2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same 
sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the 
General and Highway Funds. Security costs are reflected in the operating and maintenance 
costs shown in the Final EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter, Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/06/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I agree with what Dijou has suggested in the Honolulu Advertiser 

12/5/08. If the rail project will be done in segments, starting in Pearl City 
with parking for the people living beyond the H1/H2 merge makes sense. 
The people living beyond the H1/H2 merge will be able to park in Pearl 
City and catch the rail to their destination. Also, the idea of having 
bicycles to rent or stalls for privately owned bicycles aounds feasible. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone-. (808) 768-8305 • Fax.: (808) 768-4730 • Internet .  www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331293 

Ms. Karen Nishimura 
98-1691 Apala Loop 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Ms. Nishimura: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the other alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the 
greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide 
access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build 
Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to 
the natural and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
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Very truly yOurs, 

Ms. Karen Nishimura 
Page 2 

supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

Bicycle racks will be available at each transit rail station, and trains will be designed to 
accommodate bicycles as regulated by a bicycle policy. Bicycle rental programs are outside the 
scope of this Project; however, this Project does not preclude such a program. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 5, 2009 

Glenn J. °Nada 
9-1179 Puanute'ole Street, 24V 
'Ewa Beach, Hawaisi 96706 
Email: imkanaka2@yahoo.com  
Cell: (808)295-4860 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawari 96013 

Reference: T_1fg_PMn __STATEMENT_  City 
of Honolulu's Heavy Rail Transit Project 

Aloha, Director Yoshioka, 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to present my opinions and 
comments on the heavy, massive rail transit project, perhaps the largest capital 
public works project the City and County of Honolulu will ever undertake at the 
expense of the taxpaying public, of which I strongly 	oppose! 

My name is Glenn Oamilda, born and raised in Waipahu on the Cratin sugar 
plantation, now residing in nearby 'Ewa Beach, where for the last twenty-live (25) 
years I have remained active and continue to be involved in community organi-
zations and activities, political, social and cultural, with greater concerns over 
development issues and problems that have directly impacted my community and 
the greater 'Ewa region. 

Today, many who reside in the region are angry and frustrated with the 
everyday hassles of meandering through the myriad of traffic and development 
problems, issues and impacts, just to get to work and back Some people remain 
very cynical that positive changes will come soon; while other feel that more on-
going and continuous planning Is really needed to insure a well maintained, 
sustainable and balanced growth throughout the region. 

I cannot forget the very first meeting ever held, nearly fifteen (15) years ago, 
when people in the region came together to-talk-story and plan that brought forth a 
vision for a second city. After the closing of both 'Ewa and Waipahu sugar 
plantations, people watched and witnessed as sugar lands were slowly being 
transformed and developed into a city. Although, along with the many positive 
changes, came al' the negative changes as well. 
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Page -2 - Opinions and Comments:TU_AKAEWAS) continued 

The Secon d 	ell&ipieriLl_lte 'Ews,Reedevni 

After many years without much government oversight, the public living in the 
region have come know how to deal and faced the daily complexities that develop-
ment brings. They have agreed, instead of groping effortlessly in the dark to find 
solutions and remedies, the 'Ewa Development Plan a planning guide and a 
public/government document is the alternative that offers a more realistic and 
pragmatic approach that addresses and deals with all the present mounting impacts 
and future and predictable issues, and problems related to development and traffic. 
They understand the EDP serves with much government and public leadership and 
oversight that outlines the policies, with and guidance, controls and enforeements 
over development. 

There is no doubt in 2005, when the incoming mayor made a serious pitch for 
mass transit, it became a top priority on his political agenda. And be aggressively 
challenged anyone who dare to oppose, or even question his motive on how to solve 
the leeward traffic congestion problems. After his first term hi office, the mayor 
had shown no desire,. no interest in the 'Ewa Development Plan. It was only evident 
by his unwillingness to engage in a concerted effort to partner with people in the 
region to find solutions and answers to an the present and future development 
impacts, issues and problems. 

Today mind you, the city have shown no interests or hints of wanting to come 
together in partnership to seriously discuss present and future plans for the second 
city. I think the city purposely and intentionally side-stepped the public's EDP 
review process on all the new proposals and on-going projects, This passive inaction 
and insensitive display only heightened and further increased public tensions with 
deepening negative feelings. With on-going daily psychological pressures, financial 
and physical stresses, residents living in the region cannot continue to remain 
positive and hopeful their vision and goal will ever come to fruition in the planning 
and the building of the second city. So why then is government dragging its feet on 
initiating a meeting, a task force or a conference? 

And yet, the mayor and the city response to 'Ewa's woes is a-go-at-it-alone mind-
set, by proposing an elevated mass transit system. I think this proposed project is 
simply an illusion. At the initial meeting on the Plan, nearly fifteen years ago, rail 
was never on the agenda, never an agenda item at subsequent meetings, or a topic of 
conversation by any committee member, nor even a subject of interest at any public 
community meetings. In the EDP, only an intra-modal transportation system 
circulating within the second city of Kapolei is mentioned, with no provision for an 
elevated mass transit. So,1 ask: Why hasn't the mayor expressed any real interest 
or responded with great concern by partnering with residents on the west side to 
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Page 3 - Opinions and Comments: THE DRAFT (EIS)  continue 

find answers and solutions to the regional problems? Or is this train project a 
political game of follow the money, a quid pro quo, "something-for-something" 
arrangement with private developers, or corporate affiliates to further his political 
ambitions? 

Pla»nins: Lem Cost to,TaxnaYers 

My answer to them, based on my own personal experience and years of 
observation is to repeat the same concerns the general public has about development 
and that, its simply utilizing the EDP already in place as the main planning tool. 

In my opinion, the Plan will eventually lessen the $6 billion dollars estimated 
projected cost for rail, leading government to consider other cheaper alternatives, 
by: 1) Aggressively promoting or persuading business employers to relocate to 
'Ewa, or by offering tax incentive and tax credits as indneements; 2) Urging 
business employers to bring with them workers back to the area, that would greatly 
reduce the traffic congestion by the amount of' car from 'Ewa going to town every 
morning and returning home every evening; and, 3) Lessening the stresses on the 
environment, the precious resources and retaining the natural beauty of the island, 

However, for the last two and a half years, I attended nearly fifteen (15) City and 
County of Honolulu sponsored public forums where Parsons/Brinkerhoff, the city's 
lead contracted planners, made each presentation on the mass transit project, and 
yet, there was nothing compelling or convincing enough that would sway me to 
think otherwise that, this proposal would be a benefit to the nil communities and the 
taxpayers as well, that: 1) The city can justify, by its own estimates, the high cost of 
building the rail of between $3.5 and $6 billion dollars (including property 
condemnation), and the annual perpetual maintenance cost of $60 million dollars; 
2) It will reduce traffic congestion, on the amount of cars traveling east bound every 
morning and the reverse west bound in the afternoon; and, 3) This massive and 
heavy elevated rail system is, in many way, environmentally green and earth 
friendly. 

I cannot fully accept the city's decision or motive or its data, nor even feel 
comfortable and optimistic that rail is the answer and it will work. This is clearly a 
unilateral, a one-sided approach, based on statistical findings predicated only on 
assumptions, inferences and suppositions, with no hard guarantees, assurances or 
other viable transportation alternatives, but to the city rail is the only solution. But 
the city feels hopeful and confident this proposed heavy and massive rail project will 
literally get working people out of their automobile, hop on the train in the morning 
to Honolulu and back to 'Ewa in the afternoon. Frankly, I said before and I am 
going to repeat it again, this proposed mass transit is one man's illusion to think 
that rail will get people out of cars. 
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Page - 4 - Opinions and Comments: THE DRAFT (EIS) continued 

Let me give an example, ihi the year 2000, the state with federal dollars initiated 
the ferty pilot project which ran from 'Ewa Beach to Aloha Tower it offered perks 
and freebees as inducements to get drivers from the west side out of their cars. But 
after a year, because of the low public ridership, the ferry project went 'belly up.' 
Its plain and simple, drivers in Hawail are simply captivated by their big gas 
guzzling sedans and heavy suv trucks. They don't mind traveling far distances, 
and won't even blink an eye at the cost of higher gas prices, even car and bus 
pooling, stretching the freeways, rearranging workers schedules have not worked at 
all. The city should have learned from this picture by connecting all the dots. By 
the estimated huge price tag for the proposed massive elevated rail which the city is 
asking taxpayers to shoulder is simply foolish and irresponsible. Its just throwing 
hard earned working dollars at a very bad project. In my opinion, rail is just 
another choice, another alternative offered to the genera/ public, and the likelihood 
people will choose the automobiles. What would I suggest? Let me start by 
addressing automobiles going into downtown Honolulu from 'Ewa, that the city 
considers passing and enforcing an ordinance that would restrict private automobile 
movement from entering this `no drive zones,' a mile radius from the civic center. 
The other idea is to enact a law that controls that sets a ceiling on the amount of 
automobiles on the island. 

The City and County of Honolulu justifies its argument and swears by its 
presumptive assertion, supported by a Traffic Alternative Analysis study citing data 
that, by the year 2030 build out, the public will see an eleven percent (II%) to about 
twenty-Wee (23%) reduction in traffic that, a rail transit system is needed now, as 
the only option and the only answer to solving the daily vehicular work traffic 
congestion problems. I think these are sorry and dismal numbers that taxpayers 
can be pleased with, and can be convinced their dollars are being spent wisely, 
money not just thrown against the wall hoping something sticks. If the city stand by 
these figures, then perhaps, all the decisions-makers and politicians should reside in 
the 'Ewa area so they can sympathize and empathize with the pain and anguish the 
residents the go through every morning. People who have lived in the region for 
years have come to know, come to understand and agree that the most sensible and 
rational way to deal with the morning and evening traffic congestion problem is to 
begin the planning process. 

Vision is to Plan Now; Don't Wait Until 20304a -oat 

Mr. Yoshioka, lets be real, this is 2009, between now and the next twenty-one (21) 
years when the city estimates by 2039 the second city of Kapolei will be built-out, 
what hopeful suggestions can the city make 0 the people and to the commuting 
public? Mind you, if there are no suggestions from you or the mayor, then residents 
and commuters alike can continue crossing their fingers, hoping for the best, and 
chug-a-long in daily traffic as they normally did, and ignoring on-going 
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development by just pretending as if nothing is going on. I think waiting twenty-one 
(21) years by this administration for the second city massive built-out is just a cheap 
and easy-way-out than to deal with the public's every day problems in the region. It 
only points out how inept and incompetent government really is. Historically as far 
back as the early '80s, every community on the 'Ewa plains and along the Waranae 
coast foresaw a massive influx of people with a shift in island population along with 
huge developments. Indicators and predictors proved to be correct, now we all 
share the same common development impacts, issues and problems. 

When Kapolei was designated the second city by the state of Ilawal'i, there were 
no concerted efforts or suggestions made by past city administrations, or even this 
one, to all the players in the region to come together in partnership and engage in 
the planning process with serious and continuous ongoing dialogues, discussions 
and discourses. 

The 'Ewa Beach community, for example, which relies primarily on the Fort 
Weaver Road corridor, the only main arterial roadway in and out of the area, 
requested and pressed the city and county for an alternate road, one that was 
parallel and within the federal limited guidelines, in and out of 'Ewa Beach. But 

after years and years of political "foot dragging," and with minks housing 
developments moving rapidly makai into 'Ewa Beach, the community unfortunately 
lost out and is now tucked away, cornered in on the leeward side of O'altu, locked in 
makai by the ocean and manka by land. 

Lack of Planning: coqmopities (Motion Government's Role 

Today, Mr. Yoshioka, as the Honolulu City Council debates the alternate transit 
alignment from 'Ewa thru the community of Salt Lake by-passing the Honolulu 
airport to town, as one option; or by-passing Salt Lake Otru Honolulu to town as the 
other option, what alternative can you offer the community of 'Ewa Beach having 
no more than one-roadway-in and one-roadway-out, yet unlike the Salt Lake 
community having multiple accessible roadways in and out of the area? However, 
at the present time, to say the least, discussions continue between the city council 
and the Salt Lake community representative councilman Romy Cachola. Whatever 
the outcome, its just an awesome display of caring and concern by an elected public 
official in representing his constituents. In contrast, I can say with great certainty, 
that 'Ewa Beach for many years, never had good, solid and decisive elected 
representation; and in fact, [think the area councilman, Todd Apo, has already 
hopped on the train with the mayor. 

Furthermore, I can also attest that on the initial rail proposal, the city and area 
elected officials never met with members of the 'Ewa Beach community; nor was the 
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public given the opportunity to openly discuss and dialogue the elevated rail transit, 
the alignment, or the choices of alternate rail technologies. Regretfully, as of today, 
the community is still without an alternate route out of the area, 'Ewa Beach 
commuters must continue to deal unbearably with twelve (12) traffic lights, daily 
road work and home construction; for residents who waste time sitting in traffic 
and drivers who must drive daily, the five (5) miles distance just to get to II-I, doing 
the ninth calculation is a no brainer .... its total insanity! 

In the late '80s, when the State of Hawaii designated Kapolei as the Second City, 
It only meant that the downtown Honolulu business district and its surrounding 
populated areas were showing signs of bursting at the seams, of being over crowded. 

The political and social strategies was to relocate business employers to the 
second city bringing workers along by offering them businesses tax incentives and 
tax credits; and at the same time, attracting housing developers who would design 
and build well-planned communities. Newly relocated workers would move in these 
planned communities, commuting workers would return to the region to work and 
together they all can live, work and play in the area, thereby spending more time 
strengthening family relationships, conununity ties and enhancing the Itfe-style 
values from Hawaii's unique cultures and traditions. 

When the housing developers arrived, in the mid-to late `90s, they were notice-
able by the staggering numbers of permit requests for land zoning, rezoning, 
waivers, amendments and agreements. The high numbers of permit approvals for 
housing developments, easily out paced government's ability, not only to provide 
guidance and leadership toward a balanced and sustainable growth, but also lacked 
the power to control and mitigate the predictable mounting impacts caused by the 
uncontrollable and rampant developments on the 'Ewa plains. Moreover, with 
development came more housing construction, but businesses never kept pace 
with development and the growing working population, and as a result, many area 
workers had to travel back And forth to town. With the lack of oversight and 
aggressive control over housing construction and traffic congestion, some people 
have grown more leery, angry, apathetic and the lost of trust and confidence in 
government and elected politicians; while others have deepening resentment that the 
city had simply yielded its authority and acceded power to the developers. 

Residents also, strongly believe that construction of only houses creates bedroom 
communities. It minimizes the qualities-of-life and diminishes life-styles; hearing 
developers talk of making huge profits, meeting deadlines, rushing to build-out and 
building more homes because of buyer-markets, have been seen by the general 
public as being too greedy! These sorts of thinking and behavior has only lessened 
the chances and prospects of ever obtaining a well balanced and sustainable growth 
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in the region. In addition, the city's Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) 
has projected that there will be about fatly thousand (40,000) new homes built on 
the 'Ewa plains. This estimate does not include those houses already permit 
approved, shovel ready and on-going housing projects. This projected data points 
out that without proper and serious planning, one can only visualize that by the 
2030 build-out the second city of Kapolei will look like a massive, sprawling 
bedroom metropolis. 

Moreover, public protest and anguish over too much cars!, too much traffic 
lights!, too much housing construction!, no alternate roads out!, no infrastructure!, 
of over building, of over development, of traffic impacts, of the lost of a life-style 
and the quality-of-life continues until this very day. It has intensified to a point that 
for many residents living in 'Ewa has become so unbearable .... mentalk physically 
andfinanciallyl 

In addition, public dissent and dissatisfaction has manifested itself in other area 
of the island as well. Community leaders and residents living in the Central O'ahu 
area from Waipio Gentry, Milani, Wahiawa, and others communities Malikft, are 
skeptical that short term traffic solutions can he found. They have made it also 
clear at many community gatherings and meetings, that increased traffic congestion 
from the west side will make it even tougher for them to get to town every morning 
and back home every evening. 

The Honolulu city council, in late 1997, adopted the 'Ewa Development Plan. 
Through a visioning team consisting of community members and leaders from local 
boards, activities, organizations and in partnership with the city's planning 
department came together to address all future developments on the 'Ewa plains. 

After months and years of public discourses, dialogues and discussions, the team 
set in place a regional plan, a public/government document, consistent with a vision, 
concepts and policies, principles and goals with realistic guidelines for a balanced 
and sustainable growth. 

Clearly, the EDP underscores two (2) important points: I) In provision 5.12 that 
says .... "the city must take an active role in the planning and coordinating 
construction of needed infrastructure .... And the development of the regional 
transportation system ....," and, 2) In provision 2.2.10 .... "as a condition for 
zoning approval to insure that development does not outpace infrastructure 
development .... " 

The Twe Develement Plan: koview, Reassess end lyvip 

The 'Ewa Development Plan, however, is ten (10) years late and over due for 
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public review. It missed the first and second five (5) year review cycles. As of 
November, 2008, after ten years of added proposed and on-going projects in the 
region, the public will finally get to review, reassess and make the necessary ebanges 
to the draft EDP proposal. 

Yea but, the questions I have lingering in my mind are: What will happen to all 
those construction projects from the last ten (10) years that have been included and 
approved by the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) that have already 
been built, in the paper mill or shovel ready? Furthermore, does the public get to 
decide what projects stay and what projects go? And is the city willing to partner 
with the players the region in reviewing and assessing the draft EDP? And as a 
follow-up, is the city willing to engage the public in continuous discussions, 
dialogues and discourses on solutions to the present traffic and development issues, 
problems and impacts? And is the city willing to be involved in present, on-going 
and continuous future planning? 

Everyone should be reminder that the 'Ewa Development Plan came to life as the 
result of government partnering with the public. To repeat again, the EDP is a 
government) public document that outlines the principles, policies and goals and 
serves as a planning guide to on-going and future developments in the region that 
would help mitigate most, if not all, of the present and future impacts and Wiles, 

I remembered very clearly, when the city presented to the public for the first time 
its conceptual layout of the mass transit project at Kapolei Hale. On fielding 
questions from the audience, I asked the mayor a question of which I thought was 
very simple and very direct: Mr, mayor with the high cost of the proposed rail 
transit couldn't the money be redirected and wisely spent in the 'Ewa region for the 
purposes of mitigating some of the impacts, like building new and repairing roads, 
repairing and upgrading sewer plant and transmission lines throughout the entire 
'Ewa region? 

He retorted with sarcasm, saying, "Glenn, your thinking is in the minority!" 
He quickly turned to ail his department heads, city aides and workers who were 
standing in front of the glossy colored layouts sitting on top about a dozen and a 
half easels depicting the mass rail transit route alignment, and asked them: "Does ' 
anyone agree with Glenn?" Ile got an instant response. In unison, they all clapped 
and with a big roar said, "No!" At that point I knew that this transit project was a 
'done deal,' leaving no doubt in my mind that this project was going to be his baby 
.... his legacy! 

Mr. Yoshioka, by those responses nearly three years ago, the mayor was adamant 
and unmoved that the proposed rail transit project, which would move people daily 
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to Honolulu to work and home, costing taxpayers billions of dollars, is the only 
solution to 'Ewa's problems. People don't think the mayor fully understands the 
severity of just how the daily issues and problems related development have greatly 
impacted their lives. They can relate stories and experiences on how they have 
coped daily with all the financial and psychological stresses and traumas brought 
about by ail the impacts. 

They sense the city is narrowly focused on rail only and nothing else. They have 
seen no signs or a willingness to partner in a parallel planning process that 
addresses the issues and impacts now, and not wait until 2030. Its blows my mind 
just to think that the city and county with all the available resources at its disposal 
cannot approach or engage the communities in problem solving. Yet today, the city 
continues to move forth with plans for the massive rail project, leaving area 
commuters and residents with an apathetic and insecure feeling that the city is 
incapable of "chewing gum and walking at the same time." 

Finaily, let me leave with these suggestions: 1) That the city in partnership with 
all the players in 'Ewa region engage in a parallel planning process - continue to 
plan the rail project, and in tandem; continue to address and find solutions to the 
traffic congestion and infrastructure problems; 2) That we enforce the provisions of 
the 'Ewa Development Plan by maintaining a presence in the 'Ewa region exerting 
strong leadership and guidance and control coordination over development 
activities; 3) That we utilize the EDP as the guide to a sustainable and balanced 
growth; 4) Entertain plans for Kapolei to become a "real" city with a government 
structure in place; 5) That we recreate financial strategics to attract and draw more 
business employers to the region, i.e., offers of tax incentives, tax credits, etc.; and, 
6) Take more social and sensitive approaches to Ilawari's 	- the inherent 
cultural and traditional values - with a clear-cut mandate to insure and preserve the 
quality-of-life for every citizen. 

The Environment V. Raft: Concrete in the Skt 

In Hawai'i the environment is really dear to everyone who live here. Residents 
respect and revere nature in every form. Visitors alike appreciate the natural scenic 
views and pristine beauty of the island. This proposed rail system will destroy the 
view and beauty of the 'Ewa area. The city's own Alternative Analysis  study 
indicates there will be cement columns and piers, rising like towers in the sky, built 
and constructed to support concrete platform bays. There will be nineteen (19) of 
them each with a rnaxhnum heights of eighty (80)feet (comparable to a six or seven 
story building), and a minimum of thirty (30) feet (similar to a two story building), 
running twenty-three miles, starting at the eastern end of the 'Ewa plains and 
terminating at the University of Ilawari in east Honolulu. The reference and 
description made by many people that, this proposed heavy, elevated and massive 
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rail transit as being just "concrete in the sky." I concur with them as a true 
assessment of the project, the city is insensitive and out of touch with the rest of the 
O'nfin's population. Pd like to remind the city, make no exceptions, we are all 
stewards of the environment - from the mountain to the sea - over, under and above 
the land and over, under and above the ocean. The mayor thinks his rail project is 
'environmentally friendly,' but I beg to differ with him. Government should be in 
the forefront, leading the public on mitigating environment issues, but this city 
administration chooses to trade-off hawail's fragile environment for an elevated 
rail system. Is it humanly possible to simply throw hard earned taxpayers' money 
at this proposed rail transit and ignore the cognizant consequences to the 
environment? 

Noise pollution is another issue that the proposed heavy rail regarding will have 
on the environment. The city's Traffic Alternative Analysis study indicates that high 
pitched screeching sound emitted from the train's metal-on-metal, steel wheels, 
running on steel rails would be no louder than the noise of a car's rubber on 
concrete or asphalt traveling at the maximum freeway speed. This assumption 
remains to be validated, but all is known that noise is definitely pollution. 

Lastly, the city is throwing everything it has in its arsenal in hopes this proposed 
massive, elevated rail transit system will be successful despite the low state and 
federal revenue projections. To me its a bad proposition to just throw hard earned 
tax dollars at a bad project, with hopes of getting the greatest bang out of taxpayers 
money. The present economic down turn, which is reflected not only on the national 
level, also felt here in Hawai'i is completely irresponsible and heartless for the 
Harinemann administration to ask the taxpayers to fund this project. The cost to all 
O'ahu taxpayers to fund, condemn property (displace people) and maintain, in 
perpetuity, the heavy and massive rail system is a big request for taxpayers to 
shoulder, plus the tremendous environmental, psychological and economic 
accompanying risks. Mahalo 'lo 'oe! 

With sensible d rational planning, 

d 44( 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299174R 

Mr. Glenn J. Oamilda 
9-1179 Puamaeole Street, 24V 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr, Oamiicla: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments and opinions have been noted, Comprehensive land use planning in the 
Ewa Development Plan area was considered during development of the Project, and the Project 
will support the objectives and goals of the Ewa Development Plan, as noted in Section 4.2 of 
the Final EIS. However, the issues of promoting private development and providing incentives 
for businesses are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

The Project was approved by the City Council in 2006. The cost of the Project is defined 
by the type of construction, which is justified by the high quality of service to be offered. This 
decision was made in light of the substantially higher performance of the fixed guideway 
compared to all the alternatives that have been studied since the Alternatives Analysis was 
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begun in 2005 and including previous efforts to improve transportation in the corridor. This 
information is discussed in Chapters 2 and 6 of the Final EIS. 

Regarding traffic congestion, Section 3.4.1 of the Final EIS identified changes in 
congestion between the Project and the No Build Alternative. With the fixed guideway system, 
total islandwide congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of delay) will decrease by 18 percent 
compared to the No Build Alternative (as shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). In addition, 
traffic volumes were studied at various screenlines in the study corridor. The travel demand 
forecasting model was used to forecast traffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with 
and without the Project. Analysis revealed that traffic volumes at these screenlines will decrease 
up to 11 percent with the Project (as shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS). In addition, 
as detailed in Chapter 4 the Final EIS, the Project will result in a decrease in energy 
consumption and air and water pollution compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The Project is intended to increase transportation options, not to restrict people's 
freedom of movement. Your suggestion has been noted. 

One of the needs for the Project is to support the development of Kapolei as the "second 
city." The East Kapolei termini will support transportation to this community prior to 2030. 
Coordination has been ongoing with the City of Kapolei to meet its planning goals. The EIS 
process is independent of the electoral process or results. 

The Project Team has met with area representatives from the Ewa Beach area and has 
had several meetings with residents of the community. In addition, information booths were 
provided at several community events within or close by the Ewa Beach area. Participants at 
these meetings had the opportunity to speak with project representatives and also provide their 
comments. The last public meeting held at Holomua Elementary School on October 14, 2008, 
was attended by the letter writer. Members of the project consultant staff, as well as DTS 
representatives, were available at this meeting. Other City projects are expected to assist in 
alleviating current traffic problems in the Ewa Beach area. The benefits of this Project, in 
addition to other planned projects, should help lessen traffic congestion currently experienced by 
Ewa Beach residents. This comment addresses concerns with the Ewa Development Plan, 
which is a separate City planning process. 

The Project was developed through the OahuMPO's islandwide planning process. This 
planning is integrated with all other islandwide transportation planning on Oahu and will 
contribute to the long-term mobility of residents of the Ewa area. The City is working with 
various land owners in Ewa to integrate their planned developments. As stated in Section 4.2 of 
the Final BS, the Project will be consistent with adopted State and Local government 
transportation land use plans and policies (these include Ewa, Central Oahu, and the Primary 
Urban Center development plans). Section 1.8.3 of the Final EIS discusses the planned growth 
envisioned by the Ewa Development Plan. Your comment to create financial strategies to attract 
more business employers to the region is noted, but these financial strategies are beyond the 
scope of the Project. Your other comments have been noted. 

The DTS and FTA have planned the Project very carefully to ensure that social and 
cultural issues are accounted for and avoided and/or protected, where possible. The Final EIS 
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evaluates the Project, which is defined as extending from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. 
The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, 
and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final BS. The future extensions are not part of the Project; thus, they are not required to be 
evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. 
Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Visual effects related to the UN Manoa 
planned extension are discussed in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources Technical Report (see 
discussion in Section 5.2.1 of that report). 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Wailanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu Nigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 
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• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

The noise effects of the Project are presented in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS and were 
assessed following FTA noise impact analysis procedures. In addition, noise will not be 
continuous but episodic (only as trains pass). As noted in Section 4.10.3, with mitigation, 
operation of the Project will not cause any noise impacts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final BS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : I am in favor of the rail transit being diverted from Salt Lake and taken 
via the Airport area for the following reasons: 
The number of citizen who can be services by the Airport route would 
serve the greater whole of the island. Those living in the Salt lake area 
have ample city buses that could take them to a connection site for rail, 
thus leaving Salt Lake, an already congested area during school hours, 
with less cars on the road, less construstion interfering with present 
businesses and again serving a greater population. The inclusion of 
runing the rail from Kalaeioa Blvd., whould even allow those in the 
homeless transition chelters a cheaper means of transport (instead of 
using their cars) and yet ample tranportation to Honolulu and work sites. 
The inclusion of UH Manoa, is a no brainer...let the rail take the people 
where they need to be! By providing ample tranportation to Mance, rail 
will serve students who do not drive, cars can be left home for those who 
do and thus still saving all money! The extention to Waikiki..our source 
of revenues...tourism. The tourist already hear that Honolulu has one of 
the best City Bus systems in the USA, we rank high in terms of money 
saved instead of driving and providing the rail can provide a sense of 
safety for those moving about the island without knowing dangerous 
areas for tourist. More tourist traveing to the West side could mean 
better sales and job opportunities on the West side to cater to tourist 
from Waikiki. The proposed route change (via Airport) also allows for 
access to specific points of interest, Kapolei: the second city and soon to 
be new Family Court/Detention Services locations, Ewa Beach: reducing 
the already terrible traffic there, Waipahu and the outlet stores, Pearl 
City/Aiea, access to Pearl harbor, the mighty Mo and aloha Stadium for 
sports or swaps meets or concert events, The Airport area; just getting 
to the airport without having to bring your car, Kalihi/Honolulu to serve 
workers, Historical places such as access to the Palace, museums and 
gardens, District Courts and many meeting/business areas. Finally of 
course Ala Moana Center, which we all hope will still exist by the time 
rail is completed. 
I may be retired by time the rail is completed, but that I still have 
reasons to travel out of Honolulu to get to the West side, which does not 
happen often enough now because of traffic, the long drive and gas. 
I believe those supporters of rail are realistic and looking to the future, 
maybe my grand kids or even theirs..we need to plan for the next 100 
years and take lessons learned form the last 50 years! 
Please consider my comments and opinion when making final decisions 
for Rail Transit and its final route. 
Mahalui Loa„,Arma Oana 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolultLgov 

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/090-331527 

Ms. Arma Oana 
2266 VVaiomao Road 
Honolulu, HI 96816 

Dear Ms. Oana. 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service_ Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative, For more 
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Very tru,1 yours 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Arma Oana 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final EIS. However, the future 
extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis 
is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in this Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for 
implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Bus service between Ala Moana Center and Waikiki 
and UH Manoa will be enhanced until those extensions are built. 

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

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/11/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 	 Jaimie 
Last Name : 	 °betake 
Business/Organization 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96816 
Email : 	 jobatake2014@earthlink.net  
Telephone: 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Email 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date 	 01/11/2009 
Submission Content/Notes: How long will it take to build the transit system? Thanks! 
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Very tr ly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-83015 • Fax .  (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-333570 

Jaimie Obatake 
jobatake2014@earthlink. net  

Dear Jaime Obatake: 

Subject. Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As illustrated in the schedule presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Project is 
anticipated to be complete and in revenue service in 2019. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/12/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96816 
Email : 	 iobatake2014@earthlink.net  
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	None 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/12/2009 
Submission Content/Notes : How much of a different in excise tax? 
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Very r yourtsill  

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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June 11,2010 

 

RT9/09-333571 

Jainnie Obatake 
jobatake2014earthlink.net  

Dear Jaimie Obatake 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal, 

Per Honolulu Ordinance 05-027, a one-half percent surcharge to the General Excise and 
Use Tax has been in place since January 1, 2007, and will remain in place through 
December 31, 2022. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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FROM: Mr. Gary O'Donnell, Urban Designer  
320 Lilittokalani Ave, Unit 2005 '0 
Honolulu, HI 96815 

808 923-8107 

SUBJECT: comments on Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft EIS 

Thank you for all the time and effort that has gone into this precedent setting project. Overall I support 
this project. My comments are: 

I. "Make no small plans." — Frederick Law Olmstead, Landscape Architect for Central Park New 
York City, and World Columbian Exposition (The White City) Chicago, 1893. My main 
concern with this project is not that it goes too far, but that it does not go far enough. Since a 
large part of our State's revenue is dependent on tourism, I support the Airport Route. We are 
going to look silly if we stop the rail just short of Waikiki at Ala Moana Shopping Center. 
Now is the time to build the rail to Waikiki and the University of 	(UH). Times of 
economic hardship are also times of economic opportunity, and rail transit is a chance to set 
Honolulu on a better course, which will pay back in many ways for years into the future. At 
the time Chicago was building the White City, our nation was headed into an economic 
downturn. The White City was a catalyst, fUll o f new technology and aesthetic principles that 
invigorated our nation for decades into the 20th Century. 

a. As someone who has traveled Nimitz Highway, the 	Freeway, and Dillingham 
Boulevard for most of 21 years, I can attest to the fact that traffic is lighter when Ulf is 
on break. Extending the rail transit project now to ur-{ will ease traffic congestion and 
speak volumes about the value of education.. 

b. Having the rail go into Waikiki will provide an alternative means of travel for tourists 
and residents of Honolulu. Whether you are a resident celebrating a special occasion, or 
a member of the military looking for some rest and relaxation, being able to take rail 
transit as an alternative to driving in and out of our major entertainment district, Waikiki, 
is smart. 

c. With the hundreds of billions of dollars our Federal government has been, and is, 
pouring into our Nation's economy, even if the Honolulu Rail Transit project were to 
double in cost, it will provide more value in our future than any other project. 

2. Rail provides room for more commuters in less space and moves them faster. Moving 30 miles 
per hour is faster than driving 10 miles per hour or less in rush hour traffic. (I sometimes beat 
the number 19, 20, and 42 buses at rush hour on my bicycle and I am not a fast biker!) 
Alternative projects are flawed. 

a. Buses running cast and west across the south side of O'ahu get caught in vehicular 
traffic. Mass transit that is grade separated provides a more efficient commute, such as 
the New York City subway that I always took uptown and downtown during my 3 years 
there. 

C op y  
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b. Agree that rubber tires on pavement are not as efficient as steel wheels on steel rail — 
both energy wise and maintenance wise. 

c. Elevated highways (no matter what you call them EZ-way, or Fly-way) pander to a false 
perception that you will have a shorter commute by getting closer to your destiny faster. 
In reality, you have to wait the same amount of time where the overhead freeway joins 
the other traffic. All the overhead freeway accomplishes is creation of the misperception 
that there is a shorter line of traffic, when in reality it is the same amount of traffic, 
stacked, instead of spread-out long ways. Overhead freeways are also more visually 
intrusive in that they usually have a wide, low stance, creating a shadowy dungeon 
below, instead of a taller, narrower stance allowing sunlight below. 

3. The Honolulu Rail transit should be thought of as a way to get to key points east and west on 
the south side of O'ahu, with a secondary on grade system providing transportation roauka-
makai for those who cannot, or choose not to, walk a mile in a reasonable 20 minutes. The 
EIS should provide the proposed rearranged routes for the buses that connect at the transit 
stations. 

a. Passengers should be able to bring their bicycles on the train, and continue to bring them 
on the bus. Passengers traveling to and from the airport should be able to carry one 
suitcase, a carry-on, and a personnel item. 

b. In order to create additional width on the train without widening the structure, the 
parapet on either side of the track should be removed (if possible), which will create an 
even narrower appearance for the overhead track. The train cars should be widened to 
cantilever over the edge of the track. The sides of the cars should extend down over the 
steel wheels and rail to quiet the movement of the train (providing the appearance of a 
monorail type train). 

e. The typical passenger train car design, which is over one hundred years old, should be 
re-thought. Instead of having masses of commuters entering and exiting the train 
through doorways that are not much larger than the doorway to someone's house, would 
it be possible to have the side of the train raise up (gull-wing, or a curved slide-up) to 
enable easy access and egress, and a piece drop down to cover the gap between the 
platform and the train. In this configuration seats would be placed in the middle 
allowing passengers to look out at the views over Honolulu as they pass by. The curved 
upper part of the train could have an energy efficient transparent material creating a sky 
and mountain view, giving an outward Art-Deco era motion appearance, like the 
Colorado Zephyr. 

d. Center platform stations should be used where possible to minimize the width of the rail 
stations. Where stations can also provide an alternative means for pedestrians to cross 
streets near dangerous intersections, concessions stands should be leased in these stations 
to create an incentive for pedestrians to go up and back down, rather than cross at street 
level. 

e. At busy rail stations where the stations cannot be built directly above or close to 
connections, a people mover should be provided to make the transition. Example: 
According to Figure 2-27, on page 2-30 the Airport Station appears to be on the other 
side of the airport parking garages from the front of the Airport terminal. Either locate 
the Airport Rail Station closer to the Airpoit Terminal (This avoids having to walk over 
a bridge through the garage area to get to the train) or install a people mover system . to 
cover the distance across the bridge to the train. 

f. Kuntz Gate on Elliot Street provides access to Hiekam AFB for the number 19 Bus, 
pedestrians, and bicycle riders. A total number of 16,096 persons work on Hickam 
AFB, which includes military, civilians, and contractors. Recommend locating a rail 
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station near where the Airport Route crosses Elliot Street intersection with Nirnitz 
Highway. A rail station at Elliot Street not only provides better access to Hick= AFB, 
but also provides better access to other facilities in this area, and to bus stops (sheltered 
by the Airport viaduct), and the popular bicycle path under the Airport viaduct. (Note: 
Appendix B, Drawing RW051, needs to show the intersection of Elliot Street and Nimitz 
Highway on the drawing.) An Elliot Street Station would also enable more frequent 
cycles of the number 19 Bus on Hickain AFB because the 19 Bus would not get caught 
in traffic around the Airport loop, or in traffic by the Pearl Harbor transit station should it 
be considered as an alternative transfer point. 

4. Start construction of the rail transit system in the middle of the route at the Airport, and build 
outward in both east and west directions. This will get a difficult and important part of the 
rail system built first while tourism is in a downturn. It will enable more use of the rail 
system when the first parts of construction are complete. Tourists with a -few hours between 
flights will be able to access the Arizona Memorial and 13attleship Missouri (some of the most 
visited sites in Hawai' i). In the Diamond Head direction the rail would provide access 
between the Airport and Downtown Honolulu sooner than the proposed phasing of 
construction in this draft EIS 

a. Lay down yards for materials to start construction in this area could be located at Keehi 
Lagoon Park. Alternative access for paddlers may have to be established during 
construction. After construction Keehi Lagoon Park can be restored into a beautiful new 
landscape. Alternative lay down areas that could be considered are: along Lagoon Drive 
near the eastside of the Airport; Shafter Flats; or possibly Kapalama Military Reservation 
(further away, but closer to where construction materials arrive by ship). The cost of rail 
construction should include money for revitalizing areas disturbed by construction. 
Thus, the rail project will have a double impact, not only providing alternative efficient 
transport, but also revitalizing areas in current need of improvement. 

5. Downtown Honolulu rail route should be reconsidered. 
a. Disruption of vehicular traffic during construction on Nimitz Highway is likely to cause 

major traffic delays. Example: On Oct. 30, 08 a truck got stuck in the middle of Alakea 
Street near the corner of Nimitz Highway during the evening rush hour. It backed-tip 
traffic headed east on Nimitz all the way to Sand Island Road, because drivers had 
difficulty getting past vehicles waiting to turn Mauka on Alakea Street. The delay lasted 
about an hour till the truck was towed away. 

b. Rail stations help stimulate real property development [Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD)]. The lower downtown area along the waterfront near Aloha Tower Market Place 
is already an attractive area. There is not much room for Toy in. this area without 
displacing the sense of place that attracts business and visitors to this area. Downtown 
Honolulu has a good blend of new buildings and well maintained historic buildings. If 
the balance were to be tilted toward more new development the smaller historic 
buildings would be replaced, and the downtown would loose its visual rich culture, 
actually degrading the area rather than improving it, Similar to the relationship between 
Lower and Mid-town Manhatten, growth in Downtown Honolulu needs to move Mauka. 

0. Security is also enhanced by routing the rail Mauka. Example: Around 2 PM on a sunny 
day in 1986 the Tsunami warning siren sounded. Commuters left their work for their 
homes, or places on higher ground, but before they could get where they wanted to go 
many had to travel east or west, and many took Nimitz Highway, Had the Tsunami 
occurred most commuters along Nimitz Highway probably would have been killed. The 
above grade rail transit provides a safer way to move east and west along the south side 
of O'ahu, provided it does not travel adjacent to the waterfront. During an on coming 
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Tsunami people arc encouraged to move to higher ground. Moving the rail Mauka 
would be an incentive for people to move Mauka. Otherwise there will be commuters 
walking to, and congregating at, the station on Nimitz Highway near Aloha Tower when 
a Tsunami warning siren sounds. 

d. Instead of traveling past Downtown Honolulu along the waterfront, the rail route should 
turn from Dillingham Boulevard onto Liliha and turn east onto Vineyard Boulevard. 
Accommodations should be made if some residents need to be displaced in the housing 
complex on the corner of Liliha and Vineyard. If this cannot be worked, then an 
alternative may be to turn Mauka from Dillingham Boulevard along the Kokea. 1 prefer 
the Liliha route because the station near Kaaalii could provide on grade access to the 
waterfront area of the downtown if an on grade connection could be made out to Nimitz 
Highway from where Kaaahi now deadends. 

e. From Vineyard Boulevard consider routing the rail along Lusitania Street in back of 
Queen's Hospital and turning Makai in back of the Board of Water Supply down Alapa 
to South Street and from there either turn east along the present route on Halekauwii, or 
Queen Street, or Kapiolani Boulevard. Halekauwii provides better access to the 
Medical School, but Kapiolani route would create some synergy for pedestrians enabling 
them to cross dangerous intersections near Keeautnoku and near the Convention Center. 

f. This Mauka route should allow for new mixed income TOD and back-up office space 
and business development. It also provides potential for alternative transit close to 
Queen's Hospital. 

g. If the Kapiolani route were to be chosen the rail transit should enter Waikiki via 
Kalakaua Ave. If the Halckauwii route is utilized, the rail transit system should take the 
intended course into Waikiki, Either way, instead of going down Kuhio Ave, there 
should be a Rail Transit Station in Fort Dekussy with a transfer to an on grade bus route 
around Waikiki. From the Fort DeRussy Rail Transit Station the rail route should turn 
Mauka through Kalaimoku, cross the Ala Wai Canal and proceed up University Avenue 
to UH. This enables good access to Waikiki and Ull with less disruption. 

6. 	While planning for the completion of the Rail Transit System the State, City and County of 
Honolulu, the Federal government, and Hawaiians should consider the possibility of hosting a 
World's Fair in Hawaiti. The Fair could be Asian, Pacific oriented and focus on how multi-
nations and cultures can conic together to improve the Environment, Technology, Economy, 
and Cultural Appreciation. The Columbian Exposition of 1893 and the New York World's 
Fair of 1938 raised spirits, provided hope, and helped to spur economic recovery. Gauntlets 
can be thrown down to challenge individuals, businesses, and Nations to display new energy 
efficient ways to travel to the islands with incentive prizes going to category winners that 
combine efficiency with speed, and/or best traveling experience. Just as the White City was 
the focus of the Columbian Exposition, "Honolulu a Garden City Expo" would be the focus of 
our fair with our new rail system the transportation heart of the fair, connecting dis-
contiguous diverse exhibits, conferences, and events. 

a. Example U11 could hold conferences and exhibits on reinventing public education as a 
life long learning experience, so that school systems serve people of all ages in their 
communities. How do we do this economically? Maybe a four 10-hour day work week 
would provide one day per week, or even every other week, when people can volunteer 
in their community. Some volunteer work could be meeting at the local school, learning 
from each other and then applying what you learn. 

b. A Medical Expo could be held near the transit station close to Queen's Hospital, Diet 
and exercise could be promoted as the means to long life without needing some of the 
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futuristic medical procedures on display, Medical conferences could be held with the 
Medical Expo. 

c. Aloha Stadium could be revitalized as not only a place for spectator sport events, but 
also a place for learning and participing in sports. Our Capital 'District could host 
Government meetings. Defense agencies could host conferences and exhibits on 
creating a stable secure world. 

d. Like Expo 67 in Montreal, Canada, a diverse group of architects could design exciting 
new buildings for the Fair, near transit stations. The best part is, because our fair is dis-
contiguous, these exciting buildings near rail transit stations can be utilized after the fair 
is over, and be a catalyst for TOD. Some of the ground breaking architecture from Expo 
67 were: the USA Pavilion, a Geodesic Sphere influenced by Bucky Fuller; the Gerrmn 
Pavilion, a tension structure by Frei Otto; and Habitat, a futuristic vertical community of 
homes that gave each family a rooftop garden, by Moshe Safdie. 

e. Because the fair is spread along the transit route, visitors stopping at the different transit 
stations and exhibits can dine in Honolulu's diverse local restaurants, and patronize local 
businesses, and Arts and Craft Fairs ete. 

7. 	Why "Honolulu a Garden City Expo?" What is a "Garden City?" Why is rail transit key to 
initiating reform of our built environment into "Garden Cities"? How will this save and 
protect the Aina? 

a. Honolulu is uniquely positioned to become a model city to win the hearts and minds of 
Americans, and the International community, which can set a new course for the human 
environment around the globe. Hai,vai'i has natural resources to set a path toward energy 
independence. The Hawaiian culture provides a land use model for sustainability, where 
each community of the island gets a piece of diverse resources in each Ahupua'a. Our 
rail transit system will provide an energy efficient way of connecting these areas in 
Honolulu. 

b. The term "Garden City" comes from Ebenzer Howard's book "Garden Cities of To-
morrow." Much like the Hawaiian Ahupua'a system "Garden Cities of To-morrow" 
paints a vision of communities where each community has diverse land use. In 
Howard's vision, rail transit stations are near the gathering places of each community, 
and each rail station is in walking distance for most of the community. Small local 
farming occurs around the perimeter of each community, along with natural areas. Like 
Ebenzer Howard's "Garden Cities," rail transit is the most efficient way to join the 
various communities comprising Honolulu together. 

c. In the evolution of cities around the world, we are at a turning point. For more than 100 
years, success has been measured by rapid growth, accelerated by the industrial 
revolution. If we are to succeed in the next 100 years, success will be measured by 
sustainability and quality of life, rather than quantity of possessions consumed. The 
Interstate Highway system enabled rapid development of real estate to where extended 
suburbs (exurbs) have been built beyond the suburbs. We are at a point where the 
amount of roadway needed to be maintained and created for expanding populations will 
not improve quality of life. Rail transit is key to creating communities with improved 
quality of life and an efficient way 0 f connecting communities. Creating quality 
communities around rail stations helps to save the.Aina in much the same way the 
Ahuptia'a system saved the Aina. Communities in walking distance to rail transit enable 
land outside walking distance to be transformed over time into gardens, small farms, 
recreation, and nature areas. Honolulu has the basic ingredients of a recipe to become a 
"Garden City." Other cities could follow by example. America could restore existing 
buildings and construct new buildings in areas like, Newark, N.J., South Chicago, and 
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Detroit, creating a rich diversity of architecture within the "Garden City" concept. These 
parts of America's inner cities deteriorated as development grew further away from the 
inner city over the last 50 years. 

8. What if we create a situation where Hawai'i becomes so desirable that we have too many 
visitors, part time residents, and new residents for the islands to sustain? 

a. Now that we are beyond the era where rapid growth can improve quality of life, and 
should be moving into an era where sustainable communities can improve quality life, 
part of maintaining quality of life for visitors and residents can be accomplished during 
the fair by declaring Hawai'i a State Park, and providing park passes (fair passes) to 
visitors and residents. This will enable a quality experience for all, and assure that 
Hawai'i continues to maintain an economic and cultural diversity of people. 

b. "Honolulu a Garden City Expo" (with its new rail transit system) would be the focus of 
this proposed World's Fair - as a separate project, coinciding with the completion of the 
Honolulu rail transit system. However, the other islands could also choose to have 
coinciding exhibits and events. Example: the Big Island could feature some alternative 
energy solutions. The Big Island also has some State land from the former sugar 
plantation that perhaps Japan, for example, may want to show-off an exhibit based on its 
small local farms centered around a small village. Although industrial farming appears 
to provide less expensive products, the Japanese system of farming may be less 
expensive because it puts more people to work. This localized fanning would also 
thematically tie into the "Honolulu Garden City Expo." It also raises the discussion as to 
whether the core of the economic downturn is in part caused by producing too many 
goods, too efficiently, resulting in an oversupply of products and people out of work, as 
happened in the Great Depression after the boom of the 1920s. The answer may be 
decentralization of industry, and purchasing goods for longevity. This also ties into the 
"Garden City" theme because some industry is part of the "Garden City," and some of 
this industry could be assembly and repair shops. Local industry would assemble quality 
products that could then be locally repaired, extending a products life, putting more 
people to work, and conserving resources for all. 

9. In summary, we are not just creating an alternative mode of transportation, we are determining 
a quality of life for our future, We need to get synergy out of this transit project by looking at 
coinciding opportunities. 

—12447—  1°  
Gary O'Donnell 
Urban Designer 
808 923-8107 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: whwo.honolislu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOIV/ 
DEPUTY DiREcTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT2/09-298450R 

Mr. Gary O'Donnell 
320 Liliuokalani Avenue, Unit 2005 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. O'Donnell: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternafive studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

1. Your support for the Project has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the preferred alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City 
to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on 
consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City 
Council Resolution 06-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project The 
selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The 
discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and 
the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final BS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 
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282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of 
delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other 
alternatives considered. Anticipated funds are not sufficient to extend the current project 
Koko Head of Ala Moana Center. Please see Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for more 
information concerning the Project finances. 

2. As stated in #1, the Airport Alignment will result in the fewest vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle hours of delay, more information can be found in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS. An elevated Managed Lane Alternative was previously evaluated and 
eliminated for the reasons detailed in Section 2.1 of the Draft EIS. 

3. The Project is intended to facilitate movement along the main "spine" of 
commuter activity in Honolulu. To address your other comments: 

a. Rail vehicles will be designed to accommodate luggage that does not 
interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers, to be regulated according 
to a luggage policy to be developed. No change to policy on TheBus is proposed 
at this time. Rail vehicles will also be designed to accommodate bicycles, which 
will be permitted on trains according to a bicycle policy to be developed. 

b. The structure is required to have a side safety barrier. Using a solid 
parapet wall adds substantial noise reduction as well. The vehicle specifications 
include a wheel skirt that covers the wheel. It is made effective in combination 
with the parapet wall. 

c. Such a configuration would reduce vehicle strength and add to vehicle 
weight, making the entire system less efficient. 

d. Center platform stations generally have a greater total shaded area 
because of the need to widen and split the track structure prior to the station. 
Center platform stations are proposed where appropriate. DTS does not intend to 
compete with private enterprise by placing retail within stations. 

e. A people-mover system is not part of the Project, but the Project does 
not preclude its construction. As shown in Figure 2-27 of the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Station will not be significantly farther away from the terminal than the 
parking garages. The Station will be connected to the parking garages and 
terminal by a pedestrian path. 

f The location of the Airport Station will not be changed. As noted in 
Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS, "bus service would be enhanced and the bus 
network would be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system." 
Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are 
presented in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
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4. As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of 
the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the 
main control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and operation of the 
system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown, with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

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

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

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

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corn-dor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall Project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center 

a. The suggested location of Kochi Lagoon Park is a publican) ,  owned 
recreational facility that may not be converted to transportation use. The other 
listed sites are not available or do not provide sufficient space for a facility. The 
Project will restore any areas directly affected by construction. 

5. To address those comments: 

a. As shown in Table 3-27 in the Final EIS, lane closures are expected on 
Nimitz Highway during construction. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Draft EIS, a 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by the contractor that must 
be approved by the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT 
Plan will help mitigate construction-related traffic effects. 

b. As stated in Section 4.18.2 of the EIS, the Downtown Station area 
already has transit-oriented development (TOD) or TOD-like developments. 
Further redevelopment could occur, particularly around the Port, and incorporate 
more TOD elements in the future. Development in the historic districts is 
somewhat limited. The Project is unlikely to substantially alter future 
development plans in the Downtown area. 
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c. The platform will be more than 30 feet above street level. It will allow 
transit patrons to be above surge level. 

d. The proposed alignment would result in several additional 
displacements, would be less centralized, and would not be able to serve 
Downtown and Kakaako as well as the Project. The Project includes a station at 
Kaaahi Street. 

e. The proposed alignment would not meet the design criteria of a 
minimum 500-foot curve radius without the removal of several buildings. 

f A King Street alignment was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis and 
shown to serve substantially fewer nders than the Diffingharn to Kakaako 
alignment included in the Project. 

g. As shown in Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIS, the Project follows 
Halekauwila Street. 

6. Thank you for your suggestions. However, any such fair would be outside the 
authority of the DTS. In addition, it is not in the purview of the EIS to determine future 
uses of Aloha Stadium, which is under the jurisdiction of the State. 

7 & 8. it is not in the purview of the EIS to initiate reform of the built environment 
into a "Garden City." The City plans, not the EIS, direct future development that will 
occur within the study corridor. In addition, thank you for submitting your ideas of 
integrating the Project with other opportunities. It is not within the purview of the EIS to 
address these opportunities. 

9. Thank you for your comment. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
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MEI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOM 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-333917 

Mr. Daniel Ogura 
1919 Citron Street, #301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Ogura 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however, the future extensions are not part of this 
Project. Thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA„ environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. The 
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anticipated future extension to the UH Manoa campus would include stations in the McCully 
vicinity. While the future extension has not been designed and is therefore subject to change, 
stations in the vicinity of McCully and Date Streets are anticipated. Appendix C of the Final EIS 
provides information about properties that will be affected by the Project for you to review. 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00002741 



3003 Ala Napuaa Pl. 4409 
Honolulu, HI 96818 

November 25, 2008 

Ronolithi Hale 
530 S. King Street 
Honolulu, UI 96813 

Dear Mayor Muti Hannemann, 

I am writing to enquire you about the Rail Transit. I am afraid that I do not support this 
topic. I am aware of the fact that this will cost billions of dollars. I believe that we could 
use this money for other purposes. This money can be used to help our community's 
facilities, business, and schools, for our economy is going through a crisis. We should 
focus more on education. to help further our learning of technology, for it is what our 
frame holds. 

I oppose the rail transit system for it does not look very nice and it can ruin the beauty of 
Hawaii, our paradise. It can be dangerous and harmful to our community for, accidents 
can occurred as of it has happened in the past, loud construction work will be an 
annoyance since there are houses and. business taking place and it will take many years to 
plan and build. Some people do not support the idea because taxes will be raised and 
some do not have any need for the rail transit. Gas prices are decreasing and it would be 
more convenient to drive a car to get to places faster than to use the rail transit, waiting to 
get to your destination. The cost of the transit is high priced using our tax money, yet 
that's only to build it. After it is built, we would have to pay a fee to ride it which I'm 
afraid might be costly for Hawaii residents. The bus system is inexpensive and works 
perfectly fine and the same as if the rail transit would be used. In the end, this involves 
having too many technological and financial problems. 

I am enclosing this and I hope that you can reconsider this thought. I appreciate your time 
being, Thank you and rnalaalo again for reading this. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Crysta Okabe 
(student) 
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DIRECTOR 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June') , 2010 
	

RT12108-292234R 

Ms. Crysta Okabe 
3003 Ala Napuaa Place, #409 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Okabe: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document, The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
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EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

Regarding the possibility of using Project money for other purposes, the enabling 
legislation for the General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge precludes the use of the 
collected funds for purposes other than a fixed guideway transit system. 

Your letter also commented on the visual aspects of the Project. The island's unique 
visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis 
presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project 
will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of 
structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. Section 4.8 of the Final EIS describes the effect of the Project on the 
visual environment 4 and provides simulations to convey a sense of the look and "feel" of the 
guideway. This section also shows simulations of many locations where the guideway will be 
built, with simulations comparing possible "before" and "after conditions. It discusses mitigation 
of those effects through design, vegetation, and other means to preserve views and maintain as 
much as possible the integrity of the neighborhoods through which the guideway will run. 
Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS also lists specific environmental, architectural, and landscape 
design criteria that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

Regarding safety, Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS states that the Project is designed to 
meet safety and security criteria typical of fixed guideway transit systems. Operation in 
exclusive right-of-way eliminates the potential for accidents between automobiles and fixed 
guideway transit vehicles. Because pedestrians will not be allowed to cross the tracks, the 
potential for pedestrian accidents is virtually eliminated. Platform edges will be delineated with 
high-contrast visual and textured markings. All stations, park-and-ride facilities, and vehicles 
will include security cameras that are monitored at all times of operation, will have audible and 
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visual messaging systems, and an intercom link to the system operations center. Security 
personnel will also patrol the system. Interior and safety lighting will be provided at all stations 
and park-and-ride facilities. 

Construction noise will be a short-term impact, and all local noise ordinances will be 
followed to reduce noise annoyance to residences and schools. A variance will be obtained 
from the Hawaii Department of Health. The permit will regulate construction times and activities 
and include mitigation commitments. Construction effects are documented in Section 4.18.5 of 
the Final EIS in detail. All efforts will be made to minimize inconvenience during construction, 
but, as with any construction project, there will be some disruption. 

The Project is being funded largely by a 0.5 percent increase in the GET surcharge that 
has been in effect since the beginning of 2007. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the 
financial resources anticipated to be needed to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital costs of the Project, including finance 
charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts 
Funds from the Federal government and the GET surcharge revenues collected from 2007 
through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same 
sources currently used for TheBus, Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the 
General and Highway Funds. 

Lastly, regarding your comments about the existing bus system, the cost to ride the fixed 
guideway will be the same as TheBus and free transfers will be provided between TheBus and 
the fixed guideway (and vice-versa). Gas prices are lower now but are not likely to stay that 
way; and even if you can drive to your destination, congestion will make the trip stressful and 
long. The same happens now with trips on TheBus. With increasing traffic congestion over the 
last 20 years, scheduled trip times for bus routes have been lengthened to reflect the additional 
time each bus trip takes. Transit inefficiency consumed $13.5 million in additional operating 
budget expenses in 2007 without adding new service. Roadway congestion would worsen by 
2030 under No Build conditions, which would further decrease transit speed and efficiency. 
These limitations are detailed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The Project will not suffer from 
congestion issues because it will be above grade and will not compete with cross-traffic, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists. The trip will be much faster than by car during peak periods and a 
lot less stressful, 

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

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 7:27 PM 
To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M.; Williams, Patrick 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Tow; Thom, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: RN: Honolulu RailDEIS Comment 
Importance: High 

Aloha Elfsa and Ed1 

Another comment on the Rai' DEIS. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

--- 
From: G. ONISH1 [mailto:g_onisht@msn.corn]  
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2009 8:14 PM 
To Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Rail DEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

2/412009 
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Thank you for allowing me to submit my comments on the proposed Honolulu Rail DEIS. I've 
attached it in Adobe PDF format, If I can be of any help, please respond to this email address. 

Thank you, 

G. Onishi 
Email: g_onishi©msn.com  

DISCLAIMER: This message is only intended for the addressee named above. Its 
contents may be confidential, privileged or otherwise protected. Any 
unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this message or its contents is 
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, (i) please do not read or 
disclose it to others, (ii) please notify the sender by reply e-mail or phone, 
and (iii) please delete this communication from your system. 

Windows Live"1 : E-mail. Chat. Share. Get more ways to connect. See how it works. 

2/4/2009 
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Elonolulu Rail DEIS Comments 
Regarding Route Termination at Ma Moana Center 

Mr. Ted Matley 
F-TA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

February 2, 2009 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, Mr. Matley and reviewing board, 

Thank you for reviewing my comments to the City's DEIS on Honolulu's proposed rail system. I'd like to 
submit the current DEIS has neglected to present the details on the complete route approved by the city council 
and expected by the public. 

Timeline: 

1. In 2006, the City Council approved the fixed guide way route from East Kapolei to the University of 
Hawaii Manoa with a connection to Waikiki (DTS2006b). 

2. In this past 2008 general election, there was a ballet question to approve or disapprove the fixed guide 
way system. 
a) The last information the public had on the proposed route was based in the Locally Preferred 

Alternative approved by the city council. The route was to go from Kapolei to University of Hawaii, 
Manoa and Waikiki. 

b) The city and other entities created television, print and radio ads showing students excited on a 
convenient way to get to school. 

3. The DEIS came out after the general election. 
a) The DS does not contain any details of the route past Ala Moana Center. 
b) The DEIS does not contain any feasibility figures of the full route including U1-1 Manoa or Waikiki. 

The public was presented a route which included Kapolei, UH Manoa and Waikiki. The Manoa and Waikiki 
spurs may be future spurs; however, it will impact the current route. Full disclosure on its impact and viability 
should be included in this DEIS. 

Thank you, 

Gary Onishi 
g_onishi@msn.com  
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HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 708-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFF HANNFMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
orRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-334434 

Mr. Gary Onishi 
g_ onishimsn.com  

Dear Mr. Onishi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. As discussed in Section 1_1.2 of the Draft EIS, the 
City Council selected the First Project from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center by Resolution 07- 
039. The First Project must be fiscally constrained to anticipated funding sources. The Project, 
as addressed in the Draft and Final EISs, reflects the limits established in Resolution 07-039. 
The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility 
from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future extensions to 
West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative 
impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of this 
Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
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impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 
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Comments to Honolulu Rail Deis 
Impact to Kaknako Ma uka 

Mr. Ted Matley 
Ft A Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of transportation Services 
City and County or Honolulu. 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Executive Chambers 
Hawaii State Capitol 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

January 17, 2009 

Dear Gentlemen and Governor .  Lingle, 

Overview  
Kakaako Mauka is home for a diverse group of construction services, wholesalers, fabricators, mechanics, 
retailers and single family residents The DEIS, through the current rail alignment and TOG plans envision 
a vibrant mixed use urban environment The alignment favors a route which will force the city to take 82 
partial and 24 full land parcels I'd like to submit the DEIS fails to recognize the current economic and 
social value Kakaako iVtauka provides.. It also fails to mitigate potential damage of displacing or 
interrupting the current business activity. 

Economic Impacts 
Businesses in Kakaako are in the area because of its unique location. Kakaako services the direct Flonoiulu 
Central Business district, Waikiki and surrounding Makiki, Manoa, residential areas_ Any relocation effort 
to move these businesses outside of the Kakaako area would surely undermine the reason why they are in 
Kakaako. The DEIS does not address the impact of how displacement of these business will impact the 
surrounding loss of services these businesses provide The DEIS also indicates it will give 90 days notice 
for a resident or business to relocate this clearly is not enough time Many of these businesses have 
specialized equipment and site requirements. Selection of a new site, negotiating with the new sites owner 
and making the move clearly can not be done within that amount of time The D.EIS does not address any 
specific mitigation measures 

Markettiends Pacific studied the Kakaako business contribution in 2007. It revealed Kakaako Mauka's non 
retail population employed roughly 17,000 people. This is about 4% of Honolulu's non-agriculture 
workers Annual sales in 2006 IlleFe $202 billion or about 6% and 4% of Honolulu's and the State's 
economy respectively. (Further information can be obtained from Markel Trends Pacific 808-.532-0733 or 
email infb@mal kettrendspacifio corn) Displacement of Kakaako Mauka businesses would impact not only 
Kakaako businesses but also impact statewide economies. 

AR00002751 



Total / Partin! Condemnation and Construction linnaets  
The DEIS is vague on property acquisition mitigation solutions. The DEIS only says it will follow an 
outline provided by the Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan 
To expand on the acquisition impact, the DEIS doesn't indicate if or how it would mitigate construction 
obstructions Construction obstructions can lake many forms For example obstructions may include: 

1. Location of support columns 
a 	They may sit in the center of a street but interfere with egress or ingress of' a property 
b. They may interfere with loading and unloading operations of a business 
c 	They may interfere with the visibility air business from the stieet. 

2. Noise 
3. Construction detours 
4 Road closures 
5 	Loss of street parking 

The extent of these impaets may be determined by the length of time and how meaningful each impact is on 
a business. For some businesses, these impacts may be permanent The DEIS offers no mitigation 
solutions 

Partial property condemnations may also greatly impact business viability Per the Federal Real Estate 
Acquisition Plan, if partial condemnation impacts the economic viability of a property, the acquiring 
agency must offer the fair compensation for any remnant. If the City is required to acquire most of the 82 
partially impacted properties, not to mention the hundreds outside ofKakaako, it brings to question the 
economic viability of the DEIS. 

Kakaako businesses support Honolulu and the states economic base. These businesses are here now and 
are major contributors to Hawaii's economy and growth. The ripple effect of disruption to this base goes 
beyond any potential economic growth promised by TOD. The impacts go beyond the proposed alignment 
Disruption to Kakaako will affect the state economy now and into the future. 

Sincec,ely, 

Cary Onishi 
g_orrishi@ nsn corn 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE 'V YOSHIOKA 
DIREC FOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337447 

Mr. Gary Onishi 
g onishi@rrisn.com  

Dear Mr. Onishi: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced submittal. 
As presented in Appendix B of the Final EIS, between the proposed Civic Center Station and 
the proposed Ala Moana Center Station, 61 total parcels will be affected through full or partial 
acquisition. Of the 61 affected parcels, 11 are proposed for full acquisition. The displacement 
of business from these parcels, assuming these businesses relocate in Honolulu, is not 
anticipated to generate economic impacts to the statewide economy. 

As stated in the Final EIS, 4.4.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation: Where 
relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, 
or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR' 24). In 
addition to the minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable 
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replacement housing and business sites within an individual's or business's financial means and 
these relocation services will be provided without discrimination so that all persons, 
organizations or businesses displaced by the Project will be treated fairly and equitably. 
Construction impacts on businesses are discussed in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS. As 
discussed, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed to address temporary effects 
on access to businesses during construction. Proposed mitigation to reduce adverse economic 
hardships for existing businesses along the Project alignment during construction activities may 
include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property owners and 
businesses. 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiate public information campaigns to reassure people that businesses are 
open during construction and to encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected during 
construction. 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures to 
minimize impacts to business activities—especially those related to seasonal or 
high sales periods. 

• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses. 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that businesses are 
open. 

• Provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements 
in print and on television and radio. 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and scheduling major utility 
shutoffs during non-business hours. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.1 of the Final EIS, generally, if only a portion of the property 
will be required and remain usable, then it is considered a partial acquisition. However, if a 
substantial amount of the land and/or the primary structure were located within the portion of the 
parcel to be acquired, then the entire property will be purchased. This is referred to as a full 
acquisition. As shown in Section 6.3.1 and Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, right-of-way costs, while 
significant, are a fraction of the total project budget. 
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Right-of-way information has been updated in the Final EIS. Please see Section 4.4 
Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations as well as Table 4-4 the Acquisitions and 
Displacements Summary. In addition, Appendix C has parcel-by-parcel information for all 
anticipated acquisitions for the Project. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trulP yours, 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 12/6/2008 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 John 

Last Name : 	 Ornelias 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 	 2508 Komo Mai Dr 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 	 Pearl City 

State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96782 

Email : 	 storm482000@yahoo.com  

Telephone : 	 808-454-0171 

Telephone Extension 

Add to Mailing List : 	Email 

Submission Method : 	Website  
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date 	 12(06/2008 

Submission Content/Notes : In my opinion the rail should be built from both ends and meet in the 
middle and build it using the airport route 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FlOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAil 96813 
Phone -  (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 R19/09-331303 

Mr. John Ornellas 
2508 Komo Mai Drive 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Mr. Ornellas: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5_10 in Chapter 2 and further in 8.6.9 in Chapter 8 of the Final 
EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable property. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available property to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility; therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College_ The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 

disturbances. 
• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 

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

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko Head. 
Therefore, the right-of-way can be obtained more quickly, which will allow the overall project 

construction to begin sooner, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned 
to continue uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and 
finally to Ala Moana Center. 

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

Very trult yours, 

WAYNEY. YOlO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 11/20/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 	 Calvin 
Last Name : 	 Oshiro 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Apt/Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 	 Hi 
Zip Code : 	 96706 
Email : 	 calvin@himc.biz 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	None 
Submission Method • 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 11/20/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I believe the rail should go the airport instead of Salt Lake. It just makes 

more sense. I will use the system when flying off island, but not if I 
needed to transfer my baggage to another train i.e. if route goes to Salt 
Lake. The city shouldn't allow one city council member to scew a good 
thing for the majority. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone .  (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN TF1OM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-330577 

Mr. Calvin Oshiro 
mciarinRgmail.com  

Dear Mr. Oshiro: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO HIO 
Director 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Betsy Connors 
President 

THE OUTDOOR CIRCLE 

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, 1-1196813 

RE: Honolulu High Canacitv Transit Corridor ro'ect Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Aloha Mr. Yoshioka: 

OVERVIEW 

To paraphrase the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), The Honolulu Transit 
Project is destined to become the most visually dominant and intrusive construction project 
in the history of Hawai`i. While its ability to ease traffic problems on 0`ahu has been the 
subject of lengthy debate, its negative impact on the visual environment of this island cannot 
be denied and is virtually immeasurable. 

The Outdoor Circle's review finds that the project's DEIS fails to adequately describe the 
cumulative impacts of the project and how those impacts will be mitigated with respect to 
view planes, street trees, landscaping, utility lines and overall intrusiveness in our 
communities. Additionally we do not find the information provided about the alternatives to 
contain enough detail to make an informed assessment of the project. 

Throughout the comments provided in this document, all material in quotes and underscored 
have been copied word-for-word from the DEIS. 

VIEW PLANES and COMMUNITY INTRUSIONS 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project will become the single most dominant 
man-made feature in the State of Hawai`i. It will intrude upon "the  open and undeveloped 
character" of the Ewa Plain. It will block views of parks, and historic sites in Pearl City. In 
the airport district it will "obstruct the views of East Loch and the Pearl Harbor historic sites" 
for hundreds of homes. Please provide details as to how these impacts will be mitigated, 
In Kai ihi the raised guideway will be the "dominant feature in the views along Dillingham 
Blvd." In Chinatown the proposed project "blocks makai views," and will be "out of 
character with tho pedestrian oriented enyironment" in one of the most historic and sensitive 
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neighborhoods on the island. Again, no details are given as to how this will be mitigated. In order to 
analyze the full impacts of the project the EIS must provide specifics. 

As it passes through the city's central business district, the guide way and the proposed Downtown Station 
will "be dominant features in the views along Nimitz Highway." It will "contrast substan ially with the 
pedestrian character of the  strcetscape" and it will "substantially affect the visual setting of the Dillingham 
Transportation Building and Irwin Park." Finally it will "Week makai views" from numerous residences. 
"Overall visual effects in this area would be high." As the project approaches historic structures such as the 
two listed above more consideration must be given to alleviating the negative impacts the guide way will 
have, Please provide more information. 

As the guideway heads to Ala Moana Center there will be more "block(ed) views on the fourth and fifth 
floors of residences and offices" and will "increase tight and Lare ormper story residences." Throughout 
this part of the city the project will "block protected mauka-rnakai views of the Koolau and Waianae 
Mountains;  the ocean and Honolulu Harbor and Diamond Head, Punchbowl and Aliamanu craters" "Overall 
the visual effects in these areas would be high," Once again we ask what efforts the city will undertake to 
lesson these impacts. 

The assessments made in the DEIS are mostly based upon predicted impacts on people from fixed locations. 
Barely mentioned is the fact that the project also will have enduring, significant negative impacts on anyone 
who travels near it, whether a Windward or North Shore resident or one of the millions of people who visit 
our island every year. 

The document contains broad promises of designing various elements to minimize negative visual effects. 
However, the lack of specific descriptions of how to overcome the visual impacts leaves our organization 
with little confidence that damages to the visual environtnent can or will be considered as the project moves 
forward. It is imperative that the EIS provide Ihrther explicit detail. 

In addition, the document offers little in the way of alternatives. We believe that alternatives that have a 
lesser impact on the scenic environment should be studied and detailed. Only then can an informed decision 
be made. 

STREET TREES 

Of equal concern to The Outdoor Circle is the fate of literally hundreds of street trees. Honolulu has 
fostered a worldwide image of being a city full of beautiful trees. It is an important part of Honolulu's 
appeal to both residents and visitors. But the system's chosen alignment will result in the removal of more 
than 800 street trees. About one-half to two-thirds of those trees will be transplanted to unspecified 
"appropriate areas," but that leaves a possible deficit of more than 300 trees with no mitigation to the 
environment for the tree removals. For the sake of island aesthetics, pollution reduction, oxygen 
production, storm water reduction and ambient temperature moderation the city must revise its mitigation 
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plans so that the result of the project is a net increase of three shade trees for every one tree removed. Also, 
the EIS must be species specific as to what will be replanted. 

Further, The Outdoor Circle knows how difficult it is to find available tree planting sites in our city. We 
believe the EIS must provide specific sites for tree relocations now. The language in the draft document is 
too vague. Please address this issue. 

Of great distress is the proposal to eliminate "notable" trees in two separate areas. The project calls for the 
removal of 19 beautiful Kamani trees on the mauka side of Dillingham Boulevard near Honolulu 
Community College. It proposes keeping the Katnanis on the makai side which already have been severely 
pruned by HECO contractors to keep them away from the power lines. The result of this pruning has left 
these important trees barely recognizable. We believe the EIS must require that the power lines be placed 
beneath the fixed guideway or placed underground to eliminate additional blight. We also believe that 
keeping the badly misshaped Kamani trees while removing the beautiful, completely healthy trees across the 
street is unacceptable. The EIS should provide for the guide way alignment to shift to the makai side of 
Dillingham where the already compromised Kamanis could be removed instead of the beautiful trees on the 
mauka side. 

Additionally, we find it completely unconscionable that the City would remove 23 beautiful, fully mature 
Monkeypod trees from Kapielani Boulevard in the area of University Avenue as is proposed for the future 
alignment to the University of Hawai`i. The Kapiolani Boulevard Monkey Pod trees are a community 
resource that must be preserved and protected as they currently exist. The City must rethink and adjust the 
transit alignment that would result in the removal of any of the Monkey Pod trees on Kapiolani Boulevard. 

The DEIS briefly discusses how to mitigate the "substantial  damaRe"  to street trees. However the language 
is uncertain and unconvincing. It states that a contractor "would prepare new planting plane and that 
additional trees "could be planted to offset  this impact," The Outdoor Circle does not believe "would and 
could" are the kind of guarantees the people of Honolulu are looking for. The final BIS must specifically 
state how the City intends to fully, not partially, mitigate the loss to our urban forest. 

TREE PROTECTION 

The DEIS fails to present plans for protecting existing trees during construction. These include trees in 
close proximity to the project elements including all. transit stations, the fixed guide way and. all other 
infrastructure that will be constructed or installed as part of the project. This oversight could result in 
significant negative impacts to the trees, their canopies and/or roots resulting in the unintended damage or 
destruction of hundreds of trees. It is absolutely essential that the BIS include detailed tree protection plans 
that meet the standards of the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA). The plan also must state that all 
tree protection work will be supervised by qualified certified arborists who will be present during 
construction to ensure the integrity of the tree protection plan is maintained. 
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LANDSCAPING PLANS 

The DEIS fails to specifically outline plans for mitigating the visual impacts of each of the transit stations as 
well as the large pillars that will support the fixed guide way for the entire length of the project. The 
Outdoor Circle believes the EIS must be much more specific in its landscaping plans in order to reduce the 
hard, physical presence of hundreds of support columns in every community along the planned alignment. 
These plans must include the planting of adequate greenery—trees and/or shrubs—to reduce the substantial 
visual impacts of the concrete supports. 
Equally intrusive and in desperate need of specific landscaping plans are the more than two dozen transit 
stations that will rise above the fixed guide way and surrounding neighborhoods. These plans must be laid 
out in the EIS and their costs incorporated into the project budget. Landscaping must be included from the 
project's initial conception and not as an add-on after the fact. 

SIGNS And A,DVERT1SING 

Also not included in the DEIS is any mention of a commitment by the City to reject proposals that would 
allow sigttage in, around or on any part of the project—including all "transit oriented development" that 
may violate existing state or county sign laws. The EIS must address this issue fully. Also, there must be 
an absolute prohibition against any exterior commercial advertising on the train, the transit stations or any 
portion of the transit infrastructure such as its maps. The failure to address these concerns is an oversight 
that must be corrected to ensure that this project will not deviate from the long-standing protection of the 
visual environment against the scourge of inappropriate off-site advertising or excessive signage. 

UTILITY LINES 

We believe that this project offers a unique opportunity for the City and County of Honolulu and the wide 
range of 0`ahu's utility providers to remove a long standing and persistent eyesore from the visual 
environment. One of the most intrusive elements that detract from the beauty of Hawai`i is the overbearing 
presence of utility poles and lines. The Outdoor Circle believes that relocating all utility lines along the 
transit route and placing them underground or along the under side of the fixed guide way will enhance the 
view planes. In addition, committing to this action will provide some mitigation for the visual damage 
created by the project The visual burden of the fixed guide way and existing overhead-utility lines is 
unacceptable. The EIS should discuss the effects of the utility poles and lines in detail and then provide 
information on the cumulative impacts of the lines with the fixed guide way. 

FINAL OBSERVATIONS 

The Outdoor Circle believes the City has substantially downplayed the visual impacts the project will have 
on our communities and our quality of life. Nor does the city offer acceptable mitigation throughout the 
DEIS for the damage this project will inflict. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299022R 

Mr. Bob Loy, Director of Environmental Programs 
The Outdoor Circle 
1314 South King Street, Suite 306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Loy: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

1. 	Concerns about View Planes and Community Intrusion 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final ElSs. The Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scale of structures are typical. The 
visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. 

It is acknowledged that the guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with smaller 
size buildings and the affect the undeveloped character of the Ewa plain and other areas along 
the alignment. In addition, views in the Downtown and the other areas referenced by the 
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commenter, including protected mauka-makai views (Honolulu Ordinance Section 24-1.4), will 
be blocked, and some views will change substantially, resulting in substantial visual effects. 
Section 4.8 of the Final EIS further assesses protected mauka-makai views from what was 
presented in the Draft EIS (see Tables 4-10 through 4-14 and Figures 4-39 through 4-50). 
Protected views and vistas are identified in policy documents that govern the project corridor and 
include protected mauka and makai views, as well as views of prominent landmarks. The 
protected views and vistas are identified in Figures 4-17 to 4-19. These figures are included in 
the Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report (RTD 2008e). 

Furthermore, protected views and vistas, including mauka and makai views and views of 
prominent landmarks in the study corridor are identified in City development plans, including the 
Ewa Development Plan, Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan, and the Primary Urban 
Center Development Plan. The Project is consistent with the land use objectives included in 
these plans (See Final EIS Appendix J.). 

The assessment acknowledges that some view obstructions and changes to views will 
be unavoidable and substantial. They will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations 
are nearby or in the foreground of views. This includes views for those who travel near the 
alignment. The degree of visual effect will vary with the alignment orientation, guideway and 
station height, and height of surrounding buildings and trees, along with the viewer's 
expectations of view quality. It is also noted that the Project will conflict with Honolulu Ordinance 
Section 24-1.4 where project elements such as the guideway would block protected mauka-
makai view corridors. View changes are not likely to be obtrusive in wider vistas or regional 
panoramic views where the project elements serve as smaller components of the larger 
landscape. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final BS under the heading Design Principles and Mitigation, lists 
specific environmental, architecture and landscape design criteria to minimize visual effects of 
the Project. The Final BS commits to the following measures to minimize negative visual effects 
and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's TOD program within the Department 
of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscaping, streetscape improvements, and utility relocation will mitigate 
potential visual impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide rail users with expansive views from 
several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low 
structures adjacent to the alignment. 
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2. 	Street Trees 

The city intends to fully mitigate the Project's impacts to Honolulu's street trees. Section 
4.15 of the Final EIS includes information about notable trees and explains that: 

Tree removal will be minimized to the greatest extent possible, but pruning is likely next to the 
guideway. Twenty-eight "Notable" true kamani trees along Dillingham Boulevard will be 
removed. Approximately 100 street trees will be pruned, 550 will be removed, and 300 will be 
transplanted. Mitigation measures will consist of transplanting existing trees or planting new 
ones. Pruning will be in compliance with City and County ordinances and require supervision 
by a certified arborist. The City will coordinate with the State of Hawaii Department of 
Transportation landscape architect. 

As requested, Section 4.15 of the Final EIS identifies the specific tree species to be 
transplanted. 

As you stated in your letter, trees on the makai side of the street are already periodically 
pruned because of the presence of utilities. Trees on the mauka side of Dillingham Boulevard 
are not pruned and will be preserved. The Project will not affect any trees on Kapiolani 
Boulevard. Effects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting new 
ones, where possible. Trees suitable for transplanting that are displaced by construction will be 
relocated to the City project nursery until they can be transplanted to another part of the project 
area. The City will coordinate with HDOT's highway landscape architect. The City also will 
coordinate with SHPD for the removal of the group of 28 True Kamani Trees on the makai side 
of Dillingham Boulevard in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (PA), Appendix H. 
The location where street trees will be transplanted will be selected based on project-specific 
criteria that could include the following: 

• Areas where existing landscaping will be lost along the corridor. 

• Areas where opportunities exist for enhancing existing streetscapes near the 
study corridor. 

• Areas where stations and parking lots will be constructed. 

• Areas where shared benefits will be accomplished, such as areas adjacent to 
parks or historic sites. 

Street tree pruning, removal, and planting will comply with City ordinances and will 
require that a certified arborist manage the pruning of any Exceptional trees. Trees suitable for 
transplanting that are displaced by construction wN be relocated to a City project nursery until 
they can be transplanted to another part of the project area. The City will coordinate with 
HDOT's highway landscape architect. In addition to transplanting existing trees, plans for new 
plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect during final design to further mitigate effects 
to street trees. To mitigate any substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special 
attention will be given to developing landscaping plans so that new plantings will provide similar 
advantages to the community. If new plantings will not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., older 
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mature trees that are removed), additional younger trees could be planted that will, in time, 
develop similar benefits. 

Specific sites for relocating and planting trees will be considered during the Final Design 
phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by the Project's landscape architects. To 
mitigate any substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special attention will be given 
to developing landscaping plans so that new plantings will provide similar advantages to the 
community. If new plantings will not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are 
removed), additional younger trees could be planted that will, in time, develop similar benefits. 

3. Tree Protection 

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.18.8 of the Final EIS, street trees that require 
pruning for construction activities will be pruned more extensively than they will later for system 
operation. For street trees that will not be affected by system operation, a tree protection zone 
will be established during construction. The protection zone will be delineated by protective 
fencing. 

4. Landscaping Plans 

The ongoing station area planning process involves numerous aspects of transit system 
design. The process addresses design and planning issues in an integrated manner and focus 
on the characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to each station. 

Section 4.8 of the Final BS addresses Visual and Aesthetic Conditions and mitigation 
measures derived in accordance with USDOT guidance. The assessment methodology used for 
this analysis is adapted from the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) Visual Impact 
Assessment for Highway Projects (Publication No. FHWA HI-88-054). 

In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, architecture, and landscape 
design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. The City will 
implement the following measures to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual 
and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Conduct public involvement workshops to consult with the communities 
surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 
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Even with mitigation measures, some obstruction and changes to views will result in a 
high level of visual impact, or, a significant visual impact, and changes to some views will be 
unavoidable. These effects will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby 
or in the foreground of views. 

Some views and vistas protected by City development plans will change as a result of 
the project, including public views along streets and highways, mauka-makai view corridors, 
panoramic and significant landmark views from public places, views of natural features, heritage 
resources and other landmarks. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, 
some changes in view will be significant. Viewers' response to these changes will vary with their 
exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and station height, 
and height of surrounding trees and buildings. View changes will be less notable in wider vista 
or panoramic views where the project elements are smaller components of the larger 
landscape. Generally, the project elements will not be dominant features in these views. 

5. Signs and Advertising 

DTS has developed specifications and design criteria that establish Project 
requirements, please see Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. Commercial advertising on the system 
will be in compliance with State and City laws. 

6. Utility Lines 

As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final BS, "Communication and coordination have 
been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue throughout 
design and construction." Further, "Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside 
of buildings, as well as the support maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered and affected by construction of the fixed guideway." In addition, "Along several 
roadway corridors, most existing overhead utilities in conflict with the guideway and safety 
clearance requirements will be relocated underground. Existing overhead electrical and 
communication utilities not in conflict with the aerial guideway and safety clearance requirements 
will remain overhead. Coordination will occur with emergency services and utility companies to 
ensure that utility relocations meet their needs and that sufficient clearance is provided. 
The City will evaluate relocation of utilities that are in conflict with the fixed guideway during 
preliminary design. 

7. Final Observation 

As stated in the Executive Summary of the Final EIS, The purpose of the BS is to 
provide the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services Rapid Transit 
Division, the Federal Transit Administration, and the public and interested parties with the 
information necessary to make an informed decision, based on full and open analysis of cost, 
benefits, and environmental impacts of alternatives considered." This analysis, which is detailed 
in the Final EIS and related documentation, includes environmental commitments to avoid 
and/or reduce environmental effects. Further, additional analysis was included in the Final EIS 
based on comments received from the public on the Draft EIS. 
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Section 4.8.2 of the Final ElS states that the Outdoor Circle provided data or input on the 
visual assessment for the Project. In addition, Section 4.15.1 states that coordination with 
Outdoor Circle was initiated at the start of the NEPA process and that coordination will be 
ongoing as the Project progresses. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

y
uly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-333490 

Ms. Florita Pa 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Pa: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Sell/ices (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ES. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your planned use of a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted_ While each 
of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative_ The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FDA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits 
of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying 
the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers 
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and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

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

WAZY. 7SH KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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January 30, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley  
FTA Region IX  

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105  

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, r l  Floor 
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Subject: 	Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review Comments for the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka 

Pacific Guardian Center (PGC) supports the City's concept of a steel-on-steel rail fixed guideway 
system as an integral means of connecting our island communities. Because PGC is located 
along the proposed transit route and will be directly impacted by the project, we welcome this 
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) dated November 
2008. 

Existing Conditions 
Pacific Guardian Center (PGC) is located within Honolulu's Central Business District, and the 
property is bounded by Bishop, Alakea, and Queen Streets, and Nimitz Highway. The property 
consists of the low-rise historic Dillingham Transportation Building (DTB), a pedestrian plaza, and 
two high-rise office towers (Mauka and Makai Towers) with a multi-level parking structure at the 
lower floors. 

As noted in the DEIS, the DTB is listed on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places, and "retains a 
high level of integrity, as the only major changes involve the creation of first-floor storefronts and 
two arcades by removal of some of the store spaces to provide-Bishop Street access and address 
for the circa-1980 Pacific Guardian Center towars." 1  It should be noted that this remarkable 
historic and architectural integrity is possible primarily because the pedestrian plaza serves as 
both a buffer from and a connection to the more recent Mauka and Makai towers. 

The existing plaza consists of pedestrian circulation, outdoor seating, and open gathering areas 
defined by generously planted trees and landscaping. Tenants and visitors alike regularly enjoy 
this outdoor space for meals, informal meetings, work breaks, or while waiting for others. The 
plaza also provides a convenient venue for private daytime or evening events and programs. In 
short, this gathering place is a well-used and desirable tenant amenity. The plaza also serves as 
the primary pedestrian entry path for both the Mauka and Makai towers. Since on-site parking is 
housed within the base of the towers, many DTB tenants also access the DM via the plaza. In 
addition, the water feature at the makai end of the.plaza currently houses the DTB's only common 
trash enclosure. This water feature serves to 'screen off views of the roadway and masks traffic 
noise. 

- 1 - 
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Proposed Change
According to preliminary Information provided by the City, our understanding is that the proposed 
Downtown Station platform along Nimitz Highway between Bishop and Alakea Streets will rise 
approximately 40 feet above grade and that the overhead canopy structure will be more than 55 
feet tall. We also understand that the station platform will span a width of approximately 50 feet 
and that connecting stair concourses will extend that overhead coverage to nearly 80 feet. We 
also understand that approximately 2,400 sq ft of the plaza between PGC and DM would be 
appropriated for the mauka Downtown Station entrance along Nimitz Highway, During transit 
system operating hours of 4 a.m. to midnight, trains would arrive every 3 to 10 minutes. 2  

impacts to Billing!.larn TransportVon Building, Pacific Guardian Center, and Plaza  
We are therefore concerned that the location, size, and bulk of the proposed elevated guideway 
and Downtown Station as well as the large passenger volume will have significant and 
detrimental impacts to the DTB, PGC, and their respective tenants. 

Although approximately 2,400 sq ft of the existing plaza is proposed to be appropriated for the 
new Downtown Station entrance, we respectfully disagree with the assertion that the Downtown 
Station entrance "would not eliminate the open space or alter its use. ' a  According to the Draft 
EIS, the Downtown Station will be the primary destination for downtown Honolulu commuters and 
is projected to accommodate over 2,500 passengers within the 2 hour peak morning and evening 
hours and over 6,000 passengers are expected per day. 4  

The natural desire for convenience suggests that the majority of passengers will rely heavily upon 
the mauka station entrance as this offers a far more expedient access to the Central Business 
District than the station entrance on the makai side of Nimitz Highway. Our understanding is that 
this large volume of people passing in and out of the mauka station entrance will also require a 
significantly larger bulk and footprint than is proposed in order to provide adequately-sized stair, 
escalator, and elevator access. Furthermore, the remainder of the entire plaza will likely need to 
be forfeited and completely redesigned to properly accommodate this large flow of public 
pedestrian traffic. Corresponding increases in PGC's on-site security as well as operations and 
maintenance will be necessary. We are therefore deeply concerned that the open space of the 
plaza will be significantly reduced by a larger station entrance and that the use of the plaza will be 
changed-from a private, tenant amenity to a public thoroughfare. We are also concerned that 
there is no available alternative location on the property for the displaced DTB trash enclosure. 

While we sincerely appreciate the City's efforts to avoid locating the Downtown Station platform 
directly opposite to the historic DTB, it should be noted that the elevated guideway structure still 
remains approximately 40 feet from the DTB's Nimitz Highway facade, and the ewa end of the 
station is only 30-40 feet away from makai-Diamond Head corner of the building. This proximity 
of the elevated guideway structure and its supporting columns will block DTB tenants' make' 
views "froth fourth and fifth-story WindOWs"6  and significantly diminish the economic value of these 
spaces. In addition, although the Draft EIS lists ground level noise readings near the Downtown 
Station, no projected noise exposure levels are provided for upper floor levels. °  Since the 
proposed noise mitigation measures rely primarily on raised parapet walls along the edges of the 
guideway to direct upward and away from the ground, we are concerned that the noise of trains 
regularly passing immediately adjacent to the DTB and PGC will disturb and interrupt upper floor 
businesses and make it further difficult to attract and retain tenants in the affected spaces. We 
have similar concerns regarding detrimental impacts to tenants because "trains traveling on the 
guideway would create light and glare, and the Chinatown and Downtown stations would increase 
this effect.fi l  

Although the several lanes of vehicular traffic along Nirnitz Highway tend to discourage easy 
pedestrian travel between Downtown Honolulu and Honolulu Harbor, the proximity of DTB and 
PGC to Aloha Tower Marketplace and its views of and from Honolulu Harbor remain highly 
attractive features of the property. We are therefore concerned that the location, size, and bulk of 
the elevated guideway and station structures will only further visually and physically isolate our 
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property from the Aloha Tower Marketplace and considerably diminish its connection with the 
waterfront. Because "the addition of the guideway and columns would change the visual 
character of the streetscape and substantially affect the visual setting of the Dillingham 
Transportation Building and Irwin Parkus  our fear is that the pedestrian environment along cur 
property's Nimitz boundary will be significantly degraded. 

We also remain doubtful of the City's assertion that the "theproject would cross, but not block, 
views along.. .protected mauka-makai street view corridors'" when immediately following this the 
DEIS states that "the guideway and columns would be dominant elements in makal views 
between Nimitz Highway and Queen Street, and views of the horizon would be partially 
blocked."10  Also contributing to our misgivings Is the disclosure that "the guideway and columns 
would reduce the open character or the streetscape, create shade and shadows, and block 
portions of makai views along. Bishop IStreeti." 11  

Recommendations 
it is our understanding that compared to at-grade transit solutions, elevated systems require 
inherently larger station structures to accommodate necessary elevators, escalators, and stairs 
as well as connecting walkways and concourses. Despite being placed overhead, this larger 
overall bulk would seem to reduce the City's flexibility in planning suitable station and route 
locations in historic, visually-sensitive, and pedestrian-oriented districts. 

We therefore strongly urge the City to consider implementing an at-grade, overhead wire light-rail 
transit system similar to popular systems in Portland, Denver, and Salt Lake City. Such 
technology would allow the transit system to safely operate at-grade along the transit corridor and 
to be elevated above-grade when required by local site conditions. We strongly suspect that this 
would offer the City increased flexibility in planning station and route locations and minimize the 
associated negative impacts along the transit route. 

It is also our opinion that the Downtown Station should ideally be one of the most noteworthy 
transit stations by virtue of its high passenger volume and its anticipated role as the primary 
gateway to and from the Central Business District. This station's civic prominence also suggests 
that it should be located along a gracious, public pedestrian thoroughfare. In contrast, the 
oroposed;Downtown Station entrance between the DTB and PGC appears to be the smallest 
along the transit route especially when compared with stations of comparable or lesser ridership. 
The Draft ES confirms that it "would be the highest volume station in the system without an 
associated transit center". 12  The proposed station entrance location also challenges pedestrians 
with a less obvious and less direct path. Passengers must either navigate around or through the 
DTB to access the primary mauka station entrance. 

We therefore strongly urge the City to consider incorporating an at-grade Downtown Station into 
the TOPA Tower complex located between Bishop Street and-Fort Street. Fort Street Mall is 
already a prominent existing public pedestrian thoroughfare, and it would provide a clear and 
direct user connection to the transit system because it runs straight through the core of the 
Central Business District from the Aloha Tower waterfront all the way to Beretania Street. While 
we appreciate that the DES considers Fort Street as an alternative, we respectfully disagree with 
the reasoning that a reduction of the rail's curve radius "would result in increased travel time and 
a substantial decrease in user benefits."13  When approaching or departing from the Downtown 
Station, trains will naturally need to decelerate or accelerate from a stop, regardless of being 
located near a curve or not. Therefore, slower trains speeds near the Downtown Station should 
already be expected as part of normal operations, and rail curvature would not appear to be a 
relevant limiting factor in this case. Furthermore, an at-grade Downtown Station at TOPA Tower 
and Fort Street Mali avoids historic and visual impacts to Irwin Memorial Park, Aloha Tower, and 
the area in general, 

if the Downtown Station must be located within the PGC property, we recommend that the City 
consider incorporating the Downtown Station into the DTB instead of appropriating any portions 
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of the adjacent plaza, and we would be open to future discussions on how best to achieve this, In 
the meantime, we wish to point out that the DTB's first floor arcade could serve as a gracious 
station entrance and would more easily distribute heavy pedestrian traffic onto Bishop Street and 
perhaps Queen Street. In this way the Central Business District would be provided a more visible 
access point and an appropriately grander identity while conserving PGC's tenant use of the 
plaza. Incorporating the Downtown Station Into the DTB would also offer a more cost effective 
alternative to the necessary acquisition of the entire plaza as a public thoroughfare. Adaptive 
reuse of the DTB could potentially allow the station spaces themselves to help buffer between 
passing trains and any remaining tenant areas. Finally, concealing much of the station structure 
within the DIE would result In significantly less visual impact to the area. 

Pacific Guardian Center sincerely thanks the City and County of Honolulu for this opportunity to 
offer our comments and recommendations. We also appreciate the City's willingness to meet 
and update us on with preliminary plans and information regarding the Downtown Station. 

Sincerely Yours, 

H. Brian Moore 
Vice President, Pacific Guardian Life 
Asset Manager for Pacific Guardian Center 

/ Draft EIS, p. 5-28 
2  Draft EIS, Table 2-5, p. 2-20 
3  Draft EIS, p. 5-29 
4  Draft EIS, Figures 3-10, 3-11, 3-12 

Draft EIS, p. 4-88 
Draft EIS, Figure 4-42 

I  Draft EIS, p. 4-88 
6  Draft EIS, p. 4-88 
c' Draft es, p. 4-89 
l°  Draft EIS, p. 4-89 
" Draft EIS, p. 4-88 
$2 Draft EIS, p. 5-28 
13  Draft EIS, p. 5-34 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298447R 

Mr. H. Brian Moore, Vice President 
Asset Management Office 
Pacific Guardian Life 
737 Bishop Street, Suite 1600 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Existing Conditions 

Your comments are noted 

Proposed Changes 

Your comments are noted. 

Dillingham Transportation Building, Pacific Guardian Center, and Plaza 

Your disagreement with the Project's assertion concerning the Downtown Station is 
noted, Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final ElSs explains in detail the effect on the Pacific Guardian 
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Center complex and its plaza area. All affected facilities and services will be relocated as 
appropriate and the plaza maintained as a local amenity. 

The visual effects on Downtown, including Aloha Tower, the Dillingham Transportation 
Building, and Irwin Memorial Park, are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana Center 
Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. The Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
Final EIS acknowledges that the guideway will partially block mauka-makai public views from 
streets that intersect the alignment. However, the guideway will be in the median of Nimitz 
Highway, which is a busy thoroughfare comprised of six lanes of traffic. 

The Final EIS further states that depending on the degree of view obstruction or 
blockage, some view changes will be significant. As stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS (see 
Viewpoints 13-18), "The Downtown Station and guideway will be dominant features in views 
along the Nimitz Highway." More specifically, this section states that the Project will "„.block 
portions of makai views along the following perpendicular streets: Kekaulike, Maunakea, 
Nuuanu, Bethel, Fort, Bishop, and Richards." DTS will coordinate with the City to identify the 
particular needs of each view; however, changes to some views are unavoidable, including the 
periodic change in view when a train is passing by. The viewer's response to this change will 
vary with exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and 
station height, and the height of surrounding trees and buildings. 

The Project will cause no severe noise impacts, and no impacts to your building. 
Moderate impacts will occur at several sites listed in Noise Impacts Table in Section 4.10.3 in 
the Final EIS. Noise levels at higher-level floors were analyzed and discussed in Section 4.10.3 
of the Final EIS. The results show moderate noise impacts to one residential building between 
the Civic Center and Kakaako Stations. These findings are based on FTA Transit Project Noise 
Impact Criteria- Land Use Categories Table and FTA Transit Project Noise Exposure Impact 
Criteria Figure both in Section 4.10.1 of the Final EIS. As no noise impacts have been found for 
your building, there is no reason there would be any noise-related economic impacts to rental 
values. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are 
no project noise impacts. 

Recommendations 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4), 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
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King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
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while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it/s not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

In addition, high passenger volumes are expected at this station with many riders 
heading to office buildings and other destinations Downtown. As you recommend in your letter, 
a station entrance through the first-floor arcade of the Dillingham Transportation Building is 
being incorporated into the design. Signage will help first-time users find the station entrance. 
As discussed in the Final EIS, the TOPA Tower complex location was evaluated and eliminated 
because it does not meet the Project's design criteria. 
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The Project is attempting to minimize all impacts to the Dillingham Transportation 
Building. The station entry design is envisioned to open into the existing plaza, with pedestrians 
approaching the entrance primarily through the Dillingham Transportation Building arcade. DTS 
does not plan to acquire or use the entire plaza. 

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

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSI4IOKP' 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: I have two points l'd like to make about the development of the 
necessary and majority voted mass transit. 
The re-routing around Salt Lake arid through the airport was a way to 
trick the residents of Salt Lake to vote for the rail In actuality, fairness is 
not met in the goals here, nor the other 5 goals but re-routing around the 
communities of Oahu. 
I live in a family owned apartment in Waikiki and have been a personal 
witness to the unintended consequence of steel rebar rusting within the 
concrete its put in. Every 30 years or so, steel on steel (in concrete) will 
have to be maintained to the point of rendering the whole system as 
being unreliable and not worth using. There will be so much 
construction in noise and delays of regular routes that it could render the 
entire project futile and money wasted. I think that even professionals 
are baffled by the causes of this phenomenon. (Otherwise they wouldn't 
build lanai's like the ones all over waikiki today) It could be a 
combination of steel, salt air (which is unescapeable to Hawaii, salt 
water (being in proximity to the ocean), we don't even know. And we 
probably cannot avoid construction continual costs in taxes, and 
permanent construction. 
As we have seen in other cities that mass transit is a real and much 
needed relief to cities congestion and consumption. But all too many 
times, for example Seattle, if transit hasn't been done right, then the 
whole project could go bad. In Seattle, they voted to spend the largest 
amount of money on their dear city (and infrastructure) and 30 years ago 
invested in the Monorail. The monorail was so expensive (building it on 
"legs") that it only spanned about 4 blocks downtown (between hotels 
and shopping malls) No one but tourists (to Seattle, so not that many) 
use it. And now they are pitted in years of undecided election results 
because everyone is so burnt out of transits costs (they vote on 
something, then tax, and then vote to change it and all over again). 

In Hawaii, we don't have the apathetic voters just yet. And we haven't 
already invested in bad mass transit infrastructure. We have a hopeful 
lot that's willing to see a change. So, please don't screw it up. 

A registered voter and long time Hawaii resident, 
Monika Panfiglio 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-332248 

Ms. Monika Panfiglio 
2233 Ala VVai Boulevard, 3B 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Panfiglio: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Draft EIS evaluated both the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives. While there is 
trade-offs between the alternatives, as detailed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS, all Build 
Alternatives evaluated meet the Project's Purpose and Need. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result 
in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
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discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The steel rails that will be used for the Project will be compatible for use in a marine 
environment. Steel rail is capable of long-term operation in such an environment. For example, 
train excursion service is still provided in Ewa using rags that are more than 100 years old. 
Steel wheel technology provides several benefits related to lifetime cost, reliability, and 
maintainability. In parallel with the alignment analysis, a five-member panel appointed by the 
City Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the five 
proposed technologies for the fixed guideway system. Monorail technology was among the 
technologies reviewed. The panel twice accepted public comment as part of this review. By a 
four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating on steel rail as the technology for the 
Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The four panel members selected steel-wheel technology 
because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary 
technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future purchases of 
vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because none of the 
proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 
compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary technology also would 
have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 

Project construction is scheduled to be complete in 2019. Neither construction activities 
nor construction costs are scheduled to continue beyond 2019. The financial plan includes 
provisions for ongoing preventive maintenance of the Project. 

The Project will provide substantial congestion relief As shown in the Final EIS, in 
comparison to the No Build Alternative, the Project will result in an 18 percent reduction in 
islandwide congestion, as measured by daily vehicle hours of delay. In addition, the projected 
ridership will be substantial once the Project is complete, with approximately 116,300 boardings 
daily for the system between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center in 2030. Both visual and 
noise effects of the alternatives are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final ElSs. 

Traffic impacts during construction are discussed in Section 3.5 of the Final EIS, and 
noise impacts during construction are detailed in Section 4.18 of the Final EIS, These 
temporary effects will not continue beyond the construction period; therefore, they will not have 
any effect on long-term system viability. Mitigation measures will be incorporated to lessen any 
construction-related traffic, noise, and environmental impacts. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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215/09 2:22 PM 

Jacqueline A. Parnell 

129A Ulupo St 

Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

February 5, 2009 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu High Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project 

Before I comment of the substance of the DEIS, I would like to draw attention to its production and distribution. It is not sufficient 
to make it available on DVD disk only. Many people are not computer literate and even we who are, prefer to have a hard copy 
when we are reading seriously. Also, the maps can only be printed out with a commercial-sized computer which can use 11 x 
17 paper. 

It would be far better to make a less beautiful and cheaper version which can be distributed widely. I should not have to pay 
$59 to get a real copy of the document or be limited to reading it at the library. 

Please make any supplements and the Final EIS available to everyone. 

I do not think the DEIS fully showed how large and ugly the elevated transit stations will be. They will not fit in with the character 
of our islands at all. We are already in trouble attracting tourists. This big ugly project will surely ensure that nobody will want to 
visit our "tropical paradise" again! People have voted for rail but I believe they were sold on it through false advertising. What 
they are picturing in their minds is nothing like what you have presented in the DEIS even though that is understated. 

Even domestically it is inappropriate. In order to provide adequate ridership, we will have to have high-density developments 
around the stations. But that is not what the residents of Oahu want! There will be strong objections to the necessary rezoning. It 
does not seem fair to use the transit to create planning and zoning changes which would otherwise be rejected by the citizenry. 
This is we know what's good for you whether you like it or not" planning. As a retired planning professional, I strongly object. 

Sincerely yours 

1".  

voic 

LJa cq ue line Parnell, FAICP 

FT) 
Ir".1 

AR00002788 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO/CA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2109-298691R 

Ms. Jacqueline A. Parnell 
129A Ulupa Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms Parnell 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Draft EIS was available at local libraries and City offices. It was provided for free on 
disk to assist users in being able to search the document. Bound copies were provided at 
reproduction cost. The use of 11-by-17-inch pages and color in the document allowed maps to 
be reproduced at a readable resolution and photographs and other figures to best convey 
project information. The Final EIS is likewise being widely distributed in an easy-to-use format 
to maximize the ability of the public to review and understand its content. 

Figures 2-10 through 2-12 of the Draft EIS showed detailed layouts for stations. 
Figures 2-14 through 2-37 of the Draft EIS showed the specific layouts to scale for each station 
area. Visual simulations of stations in several locations were provided in Figures 4-23, 4-24, 
4-28, 4-29, and 4-32 of the Draft EIS. These have been further supplemented in the Final EIS. 
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Very trul/ yours,  

e."--  

WAYN 	HIO 
Director 

Ms. Jacqueline A. Parnell 
Page 2 

The City is conducting workshops with communities that will have rail stations. The 
purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and provide opportunities to 
residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas 
generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning process. For more 
information and to get involved in this process, please visit the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org  

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, and that is what is covered in the Draft and Final EISs. However, as discussed in 
Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (TOO) is expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and 
accessibility that the Project will provide may also increase the desirability and value of land 
near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOO). 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted and established by the City's 
Department of Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOO 
Ordinance 09-4. 

In March 2009, the City approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed TOD Ordinance 
09-4, which defines the City's approach to TOO near fixed guideway stations. Future zoning 
regulations will address parking standards, new density provisions, open space, and affordable 
housing. Financial incentives could include public-private partnerships, real property tax credits, 
and infrastructure financing. While the Project is coordinating with City and State agencies 
to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other land use 
changes near stations, the actual construction of such facilities and zoning changes are beyond 
the scope of this Project. The special districts also encourage public input into the design of 
TOO neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. 

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

Enclosure 
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217 Kenna Road 
Kai Ina Hawaii 96734 

Tel (808 ) 256 4713 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Director. DOTS 

City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu Hawaii 96813 

February 5 14, 2009 

SUBJECT: Concerns about the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Honolulu 
Rail Transit System. 

Dear Mr, Yoshioka: 

Although I am an active member of the Honolulu Chapter of the American Institute of Architects 
this letter represents my personal opinions and should not be regarded as the official opinion or statement 
emanating from the Honolulu Chapter of the AR. I have had my own Architectural firm since 1968 and 
have witnessed the progressive rising of construction costs here in Hawaii. . Since no major overhead rail 
system has been built in the United States for many years there has to be little confidence in obtaining a 

realistic cost comparison when projecting the et:61s of the current rail project. Preliminary engineering 
costs am but a shot in the dark. There are many obstacles ahead that will increase the present estimate, 
These include soil testing (lava tubes or unsuitable ground conditions), Hawaiian Burial sites, higher 
property acquisition costs, litigation, and the extensive relocation of utilities to name a few. Major 
construction projects on the mainland have generally increased by forty or more per cent from original 
estimates. The final cost will only be established when final construction drawings are prepared, and even 
then am can expect many change orders. 

There are so many inaccuracies in the above referenced document that it is hard to decide just 
where to begin in setting out a sound response to its many flaws. Before listing these many shortfalls it is 
important to state up front that in spite of the results of the recent election, forty nine percent of Oahu 

residents did not vote in favor of the project This happened in spite of millions of taxpayer dollars being 
spent by the city on fraudulently fuse propaganda. One of the most outlandish claims hurled at the voters 
on television and radio prior to the election was the heralding of the success of the Charlotte rail system. 
That system is a LIGHT RAIL AT GRADE rail line and is nothing remotely similar to the proposed 
Honolulu project. I notice that even now in the City's "On The Move" newsletter of January 26' there 
continues to be praise for the LIGHT RAH. on grade Phoenix rail fine which again has no similarity to the 
one that is proposed in the draft EIS Both local daily newspapers heavily endorsed the scheme together 
with local politicians and a pro rail group partially financed by Parsons Brinkerhoff interests. In contrast 
the opponents of the project were greatly disadvantaged by having just limited miss roots financing and 
were only able to purchase very limited media advertising. And yet they still garnered ahnost half of the • 
total election votes opposing the rail project as it now stands. 

Perhaps the most glaring error in the slick advertising paid for by the taxpayers and aired 

relentlessly on TV and radio by the City was the showing of pictures of cars stalled in traffic. 	draft HIS 
even admits (for once honestly!) that traffic will only get worse even with rail. Honolulu needs traffic relief 
NOW and the rail project does NOTHING to address that problem. The cold facts are that during 
construction over the next many years, with closing of lanes and disruption of businesses, traffic congestion 

will only be far worse. The State's newly revealed plans to add lanes to the H 1 freeway audits other 
extonsive road improvement programs do at least uddress the traffic congestion problem. But this will result 
in a profusion of road closings caused by the competing projects. 
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How in the worid as the draft EIS states can there be "No adverse affects to neighborhoods" when the 
proposed high level rail line overpowers each street that It peuetrates virtually destroying the very heart and 
soul of the neighborhood, On the subject of' neighborhoods it is relevant to reflect on the recent games 
played by the City Council on the Salt Lake Alternative. In order to obtain the deciding original vote to 
approve the project. the Councilman for the Salt Lake area forced the Council to route the rail through his 
district. Prior to the election there was a tremendous sales pitch on persuading the Salt Lake area residents 
to vote for rail. They did. And guess whatl i, Several days after the election the City Council decided to 
move the alternate alignment back to the airport, If voters in the Salt Lake area had kuowa prior to the 
election that the routing through their community would be cancelled then the no rail vote might have 
persevered. In defense of' the Salt Lake area Cbunellmiut it must be conceded that he is the ono member who 
has concerns about the overall costs and who predicted that became of the lowering Projections orthe rail 
tax due to the current recession and a maim' drop off in tourist dollars that in a few years the rail project 
could he Two Billion dollars in arrears. 

One of the most troubling sections in the draft EIS has been the failure to fairly address the 
alternative systems, A light rail system at grade is the preferred option in virtually every mainland city as it 
avoids the huge expense and aesthetic disaster of having an overhead rail system destroying the fabric of the 
historic urban area. It is simply not true that the light rail alternative at grade could possibly be more 
expensive than the proposed overhead rail project, The savings in having at grade stations would he 
considerable as there would be no need for escalators, elevators, stairs and the extensive concrete 
structures. Both the High Occupancy Hot Lanes (RCN) and the Transportation System Management 
Alternative (TSM) were also not adequately studied in the draft EIS. Both these systems have proven to be 
moat successful in several mainland cities and would be far superior to the proposed overhead heavy rail 
project They would also cost mach less of taxpayers. money and would be completed in a shorter time 
&eine than the presently proposed system. The statement on Page 24 of the draft EIS contains a gross 
falsehood by stating that the proposed overhead rail system would cost less and have less environmental 
community impact than the altotnative projects. IVfany date people that voted for the rail project did net 
realize that the proposed Elevated third rail project has no comparison to the Charlotte rail project that was 
so brazenly praised in the many television and radio advertising paid for with taxpayer money. 

The recently opened Phoenix Light Rail System should provide a serious eye opener to those 
people who still believe that the proposed third rail overhead system proposed in the draft EIS is the 
answer to Oahu's traffic problems. The Phoenix system cost one point four million dollars for a twenty mile 
light rail at grade system, of which almost half was paid for by the Federal Government. The Phoenix 
metropolitan area has a population of over four million, more titan four times that of Oahu and their light 
rail system was completed its four years The question is: why have the so called traffic experts burdened 
our city's taxpayers on this ill conceived project, costing (without future change orders) at feast twice the 
cost of the Phoenix system. There are thirty five mainland cities that have chosen an on grade, light rail 
system, whereas only one city ,Miami, (in the nineteen seventies )1tas chosen an elevated heavy third rail 
solution Cleveland, Ohio which is sixteenth in Metropolitan area population has a heavy rail system and no 
city between Cleveland and Honolulu, which is in fifty sixth place in population has au overhead rail 
system. 

The draft EIS admits that the so called ideal corridor is but one mile wide in places with the 
mountains on one side and the ocean on the other. To support a train of this magnitude it is imperative to 
have many miles of heavy urbanized population on both sides of the rail corridor not just mountains and 
ocean, If people today still insist on commuting with one person to a car and decline the choice of car 
pooling or the express bus then there is little chance that in the fame they would board the train with its 
many stops and much more limited freedom of movement, The ridership projections appear to be grossly 
overstated. The fact of Honolulu being the third most expensive city in cowry, after New York and San 
Francisco, has resulted in more people leaving the State than those corning in. The following statement in 
the draft EIS in chapter 4,pago 4 "„„would reduce transportation energy consumption" is a pure lie. The 
true fact is that Light Rail at grade would consume eight times less BTU's per hour. 
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There appears to be a total conflict of interest when having the main contractor on the project 

being the one to prepare the ISIS, which in this ease has resulted in the document becoming it highly suspect 
and prejudiced sales pitch in favor of the project. What is the point of even having an EIS if it is just to 
become a rubber stamp for the project. An independent Ers would have exposed the serious environmental 
and aesthetic concerns that this one does not honestly address,. It is comforting to know that a recent press 
release from the City described the next contract to he signed for the project. Having spent weeks 
responding to the draft EIS we are now told that this new contract will be a feasibility and risk management 
report If this is to be an independent study then there is hope that the proposed rail project should be 
terminated since an impartial study will reveal that the proposed rail project is far too expensive and will do 
little to solve traffic congestion, the sole reason for its development. With the recent lingering dispute over 
the EIS for the Super Ferry service it is interesting to note that the Ferry issue was primarily about the 
impact on whales, whereas the draft EIS for rail has a thousand times more impact as it will esseatially 
destroy the whole character of urban Honolulu. 

The proposed elevated rail system will have a devastating effect on the neighborhoods over which 
it will pass, in many cases displacing businesses and private property. The elevated stations and overhead 
concrete guideway will doininate the existing skyline resulting in a blocking of ocean and Mountain views. 
The sound of an overhead train passing every few minutes will have a major impact on the lives of those 
people working or living in the immediate vicinity of its path. This will be extremely severe where it 
penetrates and destroys the present character of Dillingham Boulevard, Halekauwiia street and the other 
streets as it proceeds towards Ala Momma Center, There will also be serious negative impingement to the 
character of Chinatown and an overpowering negative effect as it penetrates downtown passing Bishop 
Street, Aloha Tower and Irwin Park. Several years ago there was a concrete overhead structure at the foot 
of Bishop Street which was demolished resulting in opening up the view to the harbor. Other cities such as 
San Francisco, Baltimore and New York have also removed obstructive concrete structures near the 
waterfront in order to recover important view planes to the harbor. 

In looking to the future it is relevant to consider die major financial burdens that are facing the New York 
Metropolitan Transit system., which has the highest riderdship in America. The projected shortfall in 
millions of dollars is so critical that plans are afoot to lay off hundreds of workers, cut service on many of 
the routes, close down several stations, increase fares and charge tolls on all the presently free bridges in 
order to balance the budget. How can we even consider building this commuter train that will be running 
virtually empty for most of the day on an island just a small fraction of the size or population of New York. 
These mainland cities have major transportation projects already in place for many years and their financial 
problems are stilt severe although unlike Honolulu many of their systems have already been paid for 

With the almost daily breaks in the city's water lines and sewers and the serious eroding of the 
conditioa of the existing streets which have been neglected over the years it seems that these utilities are far 
more worthy of the spending of taxpayer money than the proposed heavy rail system which will do little to 
solve the traffic problems. On December 12 6,2008 there were nine serious overflows of sewage being spilt 
into almost all shorelines of Oahu , not exactly the environment that the millions of tourists expect when 
they come to Oahu. The excise taxes put aside for the transit project will be falling far short of projections 
due to the failing economy and downturn in the tourist industry. The public hearings have addressed many 
of these concerns to the City Council but tuffortunately the testimony given from. many well qualified 

professionals and concerned citizens has fallen on deaf ears and the project continues to move forward 
regardless. 

Where did we go wrong? In 2004 the candidate for Mayor had a strong campaign slogfin which was "IDe 
We Need it, Can we Afford it, Can we Maintain if' Nothing about rail, which surfacell some year or two 
after his election. Fast forward to today and the question is the same, and the answer is resounding 'NO" 

• 
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The removal of hundreds of trees to accommodate the project is simply not acceptable and the 

construction of heavy concrete columns down the center of existing streets will have a devastating effect on 
each neighborhood that it penetrates. The vast areas under the overhead concrete guide ways will become 
urban eyesores, devoid of landscaping and presenting an opportunity for homeless shelters and 
accompanying crime. Dillingham Boulevard, Flalekanwila Street and all the other existing streets below 
the rail line will be reduced to a dark and dreary no mans' land similar to the existing portion of Nimitz 
Highway under the H-I running past the airport. The proposed land acquisition is also a major concern as it 

will force many residents and businesses to relocate from their present neighborhoods. 

In spite of these many concerns it is troubling that the draft EIS in chapter four, page six 

states: "Since there would be no adverse effects to neighborhoods, no mitigation is required". Another guest 
concern is that although the future extensions to Manoa and Waikiki are shown on the draft EIS maps, there 
is no evaluation given to the enormouu environmental impact that these future branch lines would impose 
on these very special areas of Honolulu. It appears to be extremely impudent of the City to even 

contemplate starting construction without receiving approval for the entire system. If PIS an architect I am 
commissioned to design a project, and after many months of preliminary design, the client (the taxpayer) 
determines that the project does not meet the requirements of cost, aesthetics and the reason for the 
project(easing traffic congestion), then the contract should be mutually terminated. 

It is surely time to pull the plug on this ill conceived poorly planned project that will hanknipt 
Honolulu both financially and aesthetically placing a huge burden of debt and sacrifice on our children and 
grandchildren in the years ahead. It is time to start planning immediately either on the development of a 
light rail system at grade, or to reconsider the benefits of the alternatives and coordinate with the State in 
expanding its plans to overhaul and improve our badly neglected highway system. The City Council's vote 
for "Steel on Steel" could still be valid, but only with an on grade light rail system similar to the one that the 
City has been praising in Charlotte and Phoenix. In responding to the many concerns submitted from 
many associations and private citizens it is time for the City to address those concerns and terminate the 
current contracts . Nine years is too long to wait for a project that is too expensive, does not solve our 
traffic problems and will forever destroy the character of our city. 

Sincerely Yours 	

eiffrif( 
Geoffrey G,. Paterson MA Emeritus 

Cc: 	Ted Matley PTA San Francisco 
Governor Linda Lingle 
Mayor Mufi Hannemantr  
Todd Apo,Chair and members of the City Council of Honolulu City Council 
Senator Dan Inouye 
Senator Dan Akaka 

US.Representative Neil Abercrombie 
US.Rcpresentative Mazie K. Hirono 
Laura Thiefen DLNR 
Colleen Hanabusa, Senate President 
Calvin K.Y. Say, Speaker of the House 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-298735R 

Mr. Geoffrey G. Paterson 
217 Kailua Road 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Paterson: 

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

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The ETA imposes guidelines for estimating costs to prevent the type of overruns 
mentioned in the comment. They include conservative cost factors and high contingencies. 
Cost estimates are carefully reviewed by various FTA representatives, and risks and 
uncertainties are considered in developing financial plans for the Project. Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS discusses these, along with other financial information. The Federal government will 
contribute between 20 and 25 percent of the total capital cost. 

Your comments on the election results have been noted. The Project is an entirely 
grade-separated transit system (see discussion below). However, the EIS process is 
independent of the electoral process or results that your letter mentioned. 
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Mr. Geoffrey G. Paterson 
Page 2 

Traffic conditions on highways will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances and 
regardless of which solution is applied. The key comparison is that the Project will improve 
conditions compared to what they would be if the Project were not built. With the fixed guideway 
system, total islandwide congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of delay) will decrease by 
18 percent, compared to the No Build Alternative (see Table 3-13 in this Final EIS). In addition, 
traffic volumes were studied at various screenlines in the study corridor. The travel demand 
forecasting model was used to forecast traffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with 
and without the Project (see Table 3-9 and Table 3-10 in this Final EIS). Analysis revealed that 
traffic volumes at these screenlines will decrease up to 11 percent with the Project. Accordingly, 
traffic conditions will be substantially better with the fixed guideway than any of the other 
alternatives studied. A Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan, as discussed in Section 3.5.7 of the 
Final EIS, will be developed by the contractor and must be approved by the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will mitigate construction-related effects on 
transportation access and mobility. It will also address effects on streets and highways, transit, 
businesses and residences, and pedestrians and bicyclists. 

As described in Section 3.4 of this Final EIS, modeling took into account committed 
transportation projects anticipated to be operational by 2030. Committed transportation projects 
are those identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (as shown in Table 2-4 of this 
Final EIS). These projects include a p.m. reversible "zipper" lane and widening the H-1 Freeway 
at Middle Street. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS, roadway conditions will get 
worse despite these improvements. However, as shown in these tables, traffic conditions will 
improve up to 11 percent with the Project. 

Your comment about neighborhoods is noted. The Project follows major roads and 
highways that have already created a barrier through neighborhoods. It will not create a 
substantial new barrier. The Project will improve connectivity between neighborhoods. 
Regarding the decision by City Council for the Airport Alternative, again, the EIS process is 
independent of the electoral process or results. General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge 
revenue and FTA New Starts funds are anticipated to cover project construction costs, 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue, Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 

AR00002796 



Mr. Geoffrey G. Paterson 
Page 3 

resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
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The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

In Chapter 2 - Alternatives Considered of the Alternative Analysis Report, November 
2007, as well as in Chapter 2 - Alternatives Considered of the Final EIS, two options were 
considered for the Managed Lane Alternative - Two-direction and Reversible. This alternative 
would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, 
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with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and high-occupancy 
vehicles (HOVs). The Two-direction Option would have served express buses operating in both 
directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-direction Option, it may 
have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HOVs using the facility. For the 
Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would have been allowed to use the facility for free, while 
single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have had to pay a toll. The Reversible Option was 
found to be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed 
Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to 
mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, systemwide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in systemwide congestion (Table 2-2, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not have provided concentrations of transit 
service that would have served as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of 
transit-user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times 
higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Alternative, the Managed Lane Alternative would not have had substantially 
improved service or access to transit for transit-dependent communities. No funding sources 
were identified for the Managed Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes 
Alternative would have paid for ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues 
would have been used to repay debt incurred to construct the system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted 
in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. 
Alternatively, because the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the 
study corridor, it would have resulted in fewer displacements and would have affected fewer 
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Man-
aged Lane Alternative would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure 
would have extended a shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because 
its elevated structure, with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much 
wider than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis phase was completed, several sco ping comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and 
rejected during the Alternatives Analysis process. However, because no new information was 
provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the 
Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 
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In addition, the TSM Alternative studied during,the Alternatives Analysis increased bus 
service. The alternative included express bus service that operated as bus rapid transit in 
existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased during peak periods to improve 
service for work-related trips, particularly from developing areas. The bus fleet was assumed to 
increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride lots were assumed at West Kapolei, UH 
West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM Alternative would have improved transit 
travel times, but it would have done little to improve corridor mobility and travel reliability. 
Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. 

After review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, 
the City Council selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa 
with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The selection, which 
eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives, became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 
2007. The NEPA Notice of Intent and Scoping Information Package for the EIS included the No 
Build Alternative and two Build Alternatives (a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via Salt Lake 
Boulevard and a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via the Airport & Salt Lake Boulevard). 
Accordingly, the Managed Lane and TSM Alternatives were not included in the EIS. 

The conditions between Phoenix and Honolulu are different. The systems are both 
20 miles long, but the Phoenix line is estimated to carry less than half the riders of the Honolulu 
system and take more than twice as long to travel the 20 miles. Moreover, the Phoenix line 
removes two lanes of traffic along most of the route. There are numerous alternative routes 
available for motorists in the Phoenix metro area. The Project in Honolulu will not remove any 
travel lanes. It will add to the capacity of the overall transportation system without reducing the 
existing, limited roadway supply. Phoenix did not need to preserve highway capacity; Honolulu 
must do so, To accomplish that, the system must be elevated (underground is more expensive). 
The cost of an elevated system is higher than an at-grade line such as the recently opened 
system in Phoenix, but the Honolulu system will have a much higher capacity and will be more 
reliable. In addition, the Phoenix metropolitan area, for example, has much lower population 
density than Honolulu, and a very small portion of the population will be served by the first rail 
line, which was opened recently. Grade-separated transit systems operate worldwide, including 
many in the United States, such as BART in the San Francisco Bay Area, MARTA in Atlanta, 
and the Washington Metro. These three systems each include elevated sections. 

The effectiveness of rail transit is closely linked to the population density of the area 
served. As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the majority of the population on Oahu is 
located in a narrow corridor, which makes it/deal to support rail transit. The corridor from 
Kapolei to UH Manoa (i.e., the study corridor) is well suited for the fixed guideway project. In 
2000, 63 percent of Oahu's population of 876,200 and 80 percent of its 501,100 jobs were 
located within the study corridor. By 2030, these percentages will increase to 69 percent of the 
population and 83 percent of the employment as development continues to be concentrated into 
the Primary Urban Corridor and Ewa Development Plan areas. As stated in Section 1.3.1 of the 
Final EIS, 2,036,000, or 73 percent, of the approximately 2,790,000 islandwide daily trips, and 
350,000, or 64 percent, of the 544,000 a.m. peak-period work-related trips are currently 
generated within the study corridor. The study corridor attracts an even higher percentage of 
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islandwide work-related trips with 446,000, or 82 percent, of a.m. peak-period work-related trips 
having destinations within the study corridor. 

Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS shows 2030 travel times between selected travel markets with 
and without the Project. This information represents the time required to complete a trip from 
origin to destination and assumes that at least a portion of the trip will be made on the fixed 
guideway system. As shown in Figure 3-7, travel times will improve significantly (up to a 
60 percent travel time savings) with the Project as compared to the No Build Alternative. The 
largest improvement in travel-time savings occurs for trips from Kapolei to Pearl Harbor. Even 
trips to and from Mililani and Waikiki, which are not along the project alignment, will benefit from 
reduced travel times when using the guideway. These decreases in travel times are anticipated 
to attract motorists out of their cars. There will also be coordinated transfers between the fixed 
guideway system and the bus, which will minimize wait times. Forecasts indicate that riders who 
are predicted to use the train are those who will find it is more beneficial than another 
transportation alternative. Some fixed guideway riders are those who currently use TheBus, but 
many will be from other modes. Forecasts indicate that approximately 40,000 vehicles will be 
removed from roadways as a result of the Project. Most guideway systems are attractive to 
automobile users because of the time benefit and the lower stress levels during the ride. 

As identified in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, transit ridership forecasts for rail and bus 
service are based on a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Transportation Organization (0ahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. The 
OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. The model is 
updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socio-economic 
conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO 
Technical Advisory Committee. As indicated in the Final EIS, this modeling approach has 
proven to be effective in estimating ridership levels in other areas such as Los Angeles County, 
Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the last 10 years. This model is based on guidelines 
established by the FTA. The travel demand forecasting model has been refined since the Draft 
EIS was published to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which 
forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu 
international Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. The Final EIS reflects updated 
ridership numbers resulting from model refinement. Lastly, an at-grade light rail system must 
stop and accelerate at signalized intersections and, accordingly, the at-grade system is 
marginally less energy-efficient than an elevated system. 

The Draft and Final EISs were prepared by an independent planning and engineering 
consulting company selected based on company qualifications. The company will not be a 
construction contractor on the Project. As stated in the Preface to the Draft EIS, the purpose of 
the EIS is to provide DTS, the FTA, and the public and interested parties with the information 
necessary to make an informed decision based on a full and open analysis of costs, benefits, 
and environmental impacts of the alternatives considered. Chapter 4 of the Final EIS presents 
the environmental effects of the Project, including aesthetic effects in Section 4.8. General 
Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge revenue and FTA New Starts funds are anticipated to 
cover project construction costs. In comparison to the No Build Alternative, in 2030 the Project 
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will reduce congestion by 18 percent, as measured by daily vehicle hours of delay, as shown in 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS. The Project is not related to the Super Ferry, or any findings of that 
evaluation. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
visual effects on Honolulu's Primary Urban Center are discussed under the "Kalihi to Ala Moana 
Center Landscape Unit" heading in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. This includes visual effects 
along Dillingham Boulevard and Halekauwila Street, and at Chinatown, Aloha Tower, and Irwin 
Park. 

The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will also provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, 
architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will include an integrated 
noise blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway structure that extends three feet above 
the top of the rail and a system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit of the parapet wall 
at locations above the elevation of the track. Measures to reduce noise levels above the track 
elevation, such as sound-absorptive materials in the track area, will be evaluated during 
Preliminary Engineering for the Project. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be 
measured to determine the actual extent of project noise impacts. There are no severely 
impacted areas in the corridor. 

In addition, your observations regarding New York City are noted. 

Your letter contained several points about the possibility of using funds dedicated 
through the GET surcharge for other needs. However, the enabling legislation for the GET 
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surcharge precludes the use of the collected funds for these purposes. GET surcharge revenue 
and FTA New Starts funds are anticipated to cover project construction costs. 

Street trees along the Project alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final EIS. 
Twenty-eight Notable true kamani trees on the makai side of Dillingham Boulevard will be 
removed. As stated in your letter, trees on the makai side of the street are already periodically 
pruned because of the presence of utilities. Trees on the mauka side of Dillingham Boulevard 
are not pruned and will be preserved. The State Historic Preservation Division has determined 
that some trees on Dillingham Boulevard are eligible for the historic register. The Project will not 
affect any trees on Kapiolani Boulevard. Affects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting 
existing trees or planting new ones, where possible. Trees suitable for transplanting that are 
displaced by construction will be relocated to the City and County project nursery until they can 
be transplanted to another part of the project area. The City will coordinate with the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation's highway landscape architect. The location where street trees 
will be transplanted will be selected based on project-specific criteria that could include the 
following: 

• Areas where existing landscaping will be lost along the corridor 

• Areas where opportunities exist for enhancing existing streetscapes near the 
study corridor 

• Areas where stations and parking lots will be constructed 

• Areas where shared benefits will be accomplished, such as areas adjacent to 
parks or historic sites 

In addition to transplanting existing trees, plans for new plantings will be prepared by a 
landscape architect during Final Design to further mitigate effects to street trees. To mitigate 
any substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special attention will be given to the 
development of landscaping plans so that new plantings will provide similar advantages to the 
community. If new plantings will not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are 
removed), additional younger trees could be planted that will, in time, develop similar benefits. 
As stated in the mitigation discussion, existing trees will be retained where practical. This 
includes station areas. 

Regarding the homeless, Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS describes potential safety and 
security issues once the Project is operating. The discussion notes that to reduce the potential 
for crime, the FTA requires the development and implementation of a Safety and Security 
Management Plan (SSMP) for new fixed guideway projects (49 CMR 633). The SSMP will 
address the technical and management strategies for analyzing safety or determining security 
risks throughout the Project's life cycle. 

To address your concerns about relocations and acquisitions, where relocations will 
occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. Actions to be undertaken 
include the following: 
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• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
and business sites within an individual's or business's financial means. 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 

As stated in Section 4.4 of the Final EIS, relocation services will be provided to all 
affected business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; and 
persons, businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated 
fairly and equitably. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final BS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

The City will not begin construction on the Project until completion of the Federal Record 
of Decision and acceptance of the Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 Final EIS. 

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

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334263 

Mr. Kirk Paterson 
1259 South Beretania Street, Suite 1 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Paterson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the cornmerats that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Keep me informed for support 

AR00002808 



 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (8M 768-8305 • Fax: (BOB) 768-4730 • Internet: viswa.horiolutu.gov  

 
MUFI HANNEMANN 

MAYOR 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9109-334337 

Mr. Lance Pazaglia 
445 Seaside Avenue, #4301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Pazaglia: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FTA',s NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (4(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits 
of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying 
The Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefit& The 
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Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Veçy tr iy yours, 

WAYNEY YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Ted.Matleygdot.gov  [rnailto:Ted.Matiey@dot.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, 3anuary 22, 2009 1:41 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Rail project 

From: BPear2613413@aol.com  [mailto:Bt?ear26848@aal.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2008 10:51 AM 
To: Matiey, Ted <FTA> 
Cc: govemoftgle@hal.Nall.gov  
Subject: Rail project 

Just another voice raised in protest against this fiscally irresponsible project, 
not to mention the untold misery it will cause to the people along the route and 
the urban blight. 

Bryan Pearson 
Kaneqohe. HI. 
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Very truj yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (008) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12108-292245R 

Mr. Bryan Pearson 
bpear26848aol.com  

Dear Mr Pearson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of 
the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. Section 
6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The 
effects of the Project are discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www‘honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 

WAY Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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4350 Holum Stieet 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 
January 6, 2009 

Mr Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St 3rd Floor .  
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr Yoshioka: 

Regarding the heavy tail DEIS report; does it adequately address the issue of 
rail's visual impact on our environment and the affect it will have on our city's number 
one industry, tourism? Changing our image from an island paradise into one 
contaminated by urban blight, noise, and fumes will surely have unacknowledged 
consequences on tourism, and nowhere in your report are they addressed, 

My sister-in-law who lives just South of Chicago was aghast with the proposed 
project. She said tourists came to our beautiful island to get away from the fumes and 
noise of the big city_ She asked me, "Why would they destroy paradise?" Why, 
indeed? 

Obscuring Aloha Tower, the shoreline and mountain views will forever change 
Oahu's unique "Sense of Place?" The report slides over the issue by stating, "Mitigation 
issues would focus on preserving visual resources and enhancing the project design to 
comply with applicable policies. The following measures would be included to minimize 
visual affects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities it create&" Can the 
nebulous suggested measures, such as trees and lighting, truly preserve our visual 
resources? 

In a Star-Bulletin 12/14/08 letter to the editor the writer discussed his experience 
with a steel-on-steel rail system in Sydney, Australia, and it was not positive. He wrote 
of "car wails marred with graffiti and windows etched with the same ....sides of the tracks 
were littered and the squealing of the rails was irritating." What impact will the day-in 
day-out monotony of squealing wheel noise have on school children at schools and 
homeowners who live along the route? 

Besides the onerous impact of heavy rail on the Island's visual environment, other 
issues require clarification Why were other cheaper more environmentally friendly 
options not seriously considered? How can the expenditure of billions of dollars be 
justified for only a 1% improvement in traffic congestion? Why has the UM West Oahu 
campus not been a priority when it is evident that traffic congestion is mitigated when 
1114 Manoa is not in session' What emergency procedures will be in place during another .  
Island wide blackout? 	would passengers be rescued? Why should the public trust 
steel wheels on steel rail would not rust in our salt laden air when Aloha Stadium 
exemplifies the opposite ? 

Does the Federal Transportation Administration know the electorate was swayed 
into passing (barely) a Charter amendment for rail because the City and County of 
Honolulu unethically spent over $3 million of taxpayer funds promoting it? Do they 
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know the City unequivocally assured voters nearly one billion dollars from the PTA was 
promised without such evidence in writing? Is the ETA aware that politics caused a 
logical Airport, Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, and Hickam route to be bypassed in favor of the 
illogical Salt Lake Blvd route? 

One can only hope that City leaders and other locals with a financial stake in the 
outcome will step back and take another look at the impact this massive protect will have 
on our beautiful Island home and ask themselves, "In the end, will we be happy and 
proud of our legacy?" 

Sincerely, 

Janice Pechauct 
Cc: Governor Linda Lingle 

City Council Members 
Mr 'fed Matley, F IA Region IX 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-334569 

Ms. Janice Pechauer 
4350 Halupe Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Pechauer: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

With the Airport Alternative, visitors and residents will benefit by having more 
transportation options. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by purpose, 
broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this table, transit trips for both groups 
increase with the addition of the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident 
person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared to without, while daily 
visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent with the Project compared to without the 
Project in 2030. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, approximately 9,900 visitors are 
expected to use the system daily, of which 1,800 are to or from the airport. 

Your comment is noted. The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were 
considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. The 
Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales 
of structures are typical. The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in 
Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses 
to those changes. This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within 
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the Project corridor the environment changes from rural at the Wai`anae end of the corridor to 
dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape 
design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, 
which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

As discussed in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will not result in any noise 
impacts to schools or residences. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. An initial screening process 
considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study 
corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a 
literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) 
(0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis scoping process. 

During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu (City) 
completed the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
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Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings 
were held and included a presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and 
officials in which they could provide comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and 
scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives based on this 
input. In total, 75 fixed guideway alignment options were screened. 

The following alternatives were studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration 
of public comments, the City Council selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from 
Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The 
selection, which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The fixed guideway system is the most cost-effective system of all the 
alternatives studied. Less expensive options would not have improved system performance. 

The one percent referenced is an islandwide figure that includes all travel during the day, 
including short trips in neighborhoods and trips in the North Shore, Kaneohe, or Hawaii Kai, 
which are not directly served by the Project. The most visible benefits of transit are within a 
corridor and during the peak travel times of the day. Table 3-12 shows daily islandwide trips, 
while Figure 3-11 in the Final EIS shows transit shares of home-based work trips during the am. 
two-hour peak period for key travel markets. As shown in Table 3-12, on a daily, islandwide 
basis, transit use is not expected to increase substantially. However, as shown in Figure 3-11, 
there is a substantial increase in transit trips during the a.m. peak period within the study corridor 
because of the Project. As stated in Section 3.4,2 of the Final EIS, for many travel markets, the 
transit share for trips under the Project would double or triple the share occurring under the No 
Build Alternative. For example, the commute-to-work transit share of the Kapolei to Downtown 
Honolulu travel market would increase from 23 percent under the No Build Alternative to 60 
percent under the Project. In other words, more than half of the people going from Kapolei to 
Downtown for work in the morning would use transit with the Project, compared to only a quarter 
without the Project. Congestion, as measured in vehicle miles of delay, will decrease 18 percent 
with the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The fixed guideway station at the UH West Oahu campus will be part of the first 
construction phase of the Project. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala 
Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. 
The proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa 
are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The 
future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is 
only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS, It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation 
in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be 
undertaken at that time. Bus service will be enhanced between Ala Moana Center and UH 
Manoa until a future extension is built. 

Regarding your questions about emergency procedures, since trains and rail stations will 
be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is being designed to handle service 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Janice Pechauer 
Page 4 

disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an outage 
in a few areas should not disrupt service to the remaining route overall. If electrical power is lost 
systemwide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power. Lights will 
stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. The train 
operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and intercom 
to provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a 
prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a 
lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail 
cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will be met at 
the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City transportation 
workers. 

To respond to your questions about corrosion, control measures will be applied to the 
Project's fixed steel facilities and neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over 
their lifetime. These measures include the following: 

1. Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 

2. Coating specification for stations 

3. Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

4. Corrosion-control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

Lastly, the FTA has been apprised of the Project's development throughout the process 
and has met periodically to discuss project issues in terms of design and community concerns. 
The FTA is aware of the Project's public involvement plan and actions. The FTA is also aware 
of Council resolutions passed throughout the course of this Project, including its resolution to 
select the Airport Alignment. However, although these resolutions are passed by the City, they 
are not binding on the NEPA process or the decision by the FTA on a proposed action, per the 
requirements of NEPA policy. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date; 	 12/20/2008 
Creator Affiliation 

First Name : 	 Robert 
Last Name : 	 Pereira 
Business/Organization : 	Midas Auto Service 
Address : 	 94-709 Farrington Hwy 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 

City; 	 Waipahu 
State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96797 
Email : 	 bob@midashawaii.com  
Telephone 

Telephone Extension 
Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date 	 12/20/2008 
Submission Content/Notes: It looks like you plan to use a portion of the property at 1415 Dillingham 

Blvd. for the project. Can you tell me how you will use the property and 
how it will affect my business at that location? 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332250 

Mr. Robert Pereira 
94-709 Farrington Highway 
Apartment B 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Pereira: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009 The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Dillingham Boulevard near Waiakamilo Road will require widening to the makai side. Additional 
right-of-way will be required to relocate the sidewalk farther makai and allow for the widening. You can 
find right-of-way maps in Appendix C of the Final EIS. All owners of properties where an acquisition is 
required have been individually contacted to discuss right-of-way impacts to their respective property. As 
design progresses, there will be a refinement of property requirements. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which Is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Tom 
Last Name : 	 Pickard 
Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No,: 
City : 

State : 	 HI 
Zip Code; 	 96731 
Email : 	 pickardt001@hawali.rr.com  
Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Email 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 12/06/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I am totally for the rail system. 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331295 

Mr. Tom Pickard 
pickardt001@hawaii.rr.com  

Dear Mr. Pickard: 

Subject. Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Wane has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at wvvw.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the ''Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNEY YOSHIO 
Director 
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1039 Luapele Drive 
Honolulu, HI 
December 11, 2008 

E 01 0 

fiat 

Honolulu Hate 
530 S. King Street 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

V-q4 01' 

.09 	i 2 83Z 

Dear Mayor Muff Hanneman, 

My mom, dad, and I waste a tot of time going to places across the island such 
as Ewa Beach and Hawaii Kai for parties and get-togethers because of traffic. 
The roads will probably be more congested in the future, and that will eat up 
even more of our time. My parents sometimes don't want to pick me up from 
school because of the traffic, and I'm left finding my own ways of 
transportation home. If a rail transit were built, I would have a new way to get 
home and my family and I would save toads of time. 

Although this rail transit may benefit me, I feel that it won't benefit everyone 
else. The cost of making this rail transit, 3.7 billion dollars, is way too 
expensive. We are already in a recession. I don't want our economy to be in 
even worse shape just because we are worried about too much traffic on our 
roads. 

Worst of all, I feel that the transit will be more harmful than beneficial, too. 
After looking up how the rail will affect the environment, I found that it would 
actually take up more energy and release more emissions than the number of 
cars the rail is meant to replace! I know that it has already been approved to 
be built sometime in the future, but please, if you may, keep Hawaii's 
beautiful environment first on your mind while constructing it. 

Sincerely, 

PAA"-z.,e1 6' 

Bryan Pineda Pr: Bryan Pineda 
1039 Luapele Dr. 
Honolulu, HI 96818 
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DIRECTOR 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-295154R 

Mr, Bryan Pineda 
1039 Luapele Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Pineda: 

Subject: 1-lonolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, roadway congestion (as measured in terms of 
vehicle hours of delay) will decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to No Build 
conditions. In addition, as shown in Figure 3-7, there will be significant improvements in transit 
travel time. The fixed guideway system will provide an additional mode of travel. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal 
government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge levied from 
2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Chapter 6 in the Final EIS reflects the latest information on the 
economy in both cost and revenue forecasts. 
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In addition, the construction of the Project is anticipated to provide employment 
opportunities. An average of about 10,000 per yearof construction jobs will be created in 
building the project as noted in Section 4.18 of the Final EIS. 

Traffic congestion is wasteful in terms of resources and time. In the long run, the 
inability to move efficiently because of traffic congestion could have a substantially 
detrimental impact on economic activity within the Honolulu area. The Rail project will offer 
another option to maintain mobility. 

Comment noted. Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS states that the Project is predicted to 
demonstrate a four percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled and no change in overall network 
speed compared to the No Build Alternative. This will result in predicted pollution reductions 
ranging from 3.9 to 4.6 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. As stated in Section 
4.11.3, the total transportation energy demand for transit and highway vehicles will be lower 
than for the No Build Alternative. Table 4-21 summarizes the anticipated average daily 
transportation demand in 2030 for the Project. The Project is anticipated to reduce daily 
transportation energy demand by approximately 3 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours, 

l7fd 

WAYNE Y, YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
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george 
plechaty 

1380 Lusitana St. 

Honolulu, 
HI 
96816 
georgepechatygaol.com  

Both 
Website 

12/19/2008 
Rail is needed ASAP. Long overdue. Airport stop is 
a no brainer. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/090-332019 

Mr. George Plechaty 
1380 Lusitana Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Plechaty - 

Subject -  Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative_ For more 
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Very billy.  OUrS, 

(Y (- 
WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. George Plechaty 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions, 

Enclosure 
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Status 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/23/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Douglas 
Last Name : 	 Pothul 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 	 203 Akiohala Street 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. 
City : 	 Kailua 

State : 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96734 
Email : 	 dougpothul@yahoo,com 
Telephone : 	 808-735-7795 
Telephone Extension 
Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/23/2009 
Submission Content/Notes; I would like a list of all non-residential properties that will likely be 

acquired by the City (or other governmental agency) to facilitate the 
construction and operation of this transit system. 

Thank you. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: 1808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu gov 

 

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-334274 

Mr. Douglas Pothul 
203 Akiohala Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Pothul: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document, The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Appendix C of the Final EIS provides information regarding the tax map parcels (TMKs) 
that may be acquired by the City. The information has been updated from what was contained 
in Appendix B of Draft EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO 
Director 

HIOKA 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
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Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
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Submission Content/Notes : Build the Rail Now and lessen the traffic 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honoiulu gov 

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332981 

Mr. Daniel Payer 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Payer: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers. provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS„ the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 

AR00002833 



Very truly yours, 

VWAYNE Y. YO HIO 

Mr. Daniel Payer 
Page 2 

Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief 

Fact: 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 2-49 as follows: 

- East Kapoiei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase) 
- Middle Street to Ala Moaria Shopping Center (Fourth and final 

Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term. The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H-1/I-12 
merge. Construction phases for the rail should be prioritized to reduce 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) 
- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center first phase will 
provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck, 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term slumping economy. The 
taxpayer will not tolerate any increase in property tax or GET to fund any 
rail fund shortfall. 
o) The funding amount from the Federal Transit Authority is not 

guaranteed. 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 

bottlenecks on H-1 will be delayed. 
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e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapoiei b 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Budget Car Rental. At 
least 10 acres for park and ride can be acquired in the airport area 
alongside Adele Street and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 

lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pearl Highlands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 
Community College is available (DEIS figure 2-42), 
d) A 41-acre site is identified for the Kapolei phase (DES figure 2-41). 

Conclusion: 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first priority is 

consistent with providing near-term traffic relief, wi(l initially serve the 
most number of commuters, will be completely usuable and cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
addonal rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DES should reverse the construction project phasing as discussed 
above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-74-4-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Hono'Lk/ Cily Council Members 
FAX (808) 887-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336375 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of Honoluiu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft DS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal dated December 18, 2008 with subject {Comment on Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEiS)"1 --ionolufu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue- Project Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief]: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final BS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing operations, this facility houses the main control center for the entire Project. Accordingly, the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the entire Project. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final ES, a copy of which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

WAYN 	HIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
M. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County ot Honolulu 
660 South King St 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project', 

Issue : The DEIS lacks the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) as stated in 
the Notice of Intent (NOI) dated 7 Dec 2007 (reference (a), which states: 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of 

Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services ( -rs) intend to 
prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of Honolulu to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service M a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Mama and 
Waikiki. Alternatives proposed to be considered in the AA and draft EIS 
include No Build, Transportation System Management, Managed Lanes, 
and Fixed Guideway Transit. Other transit alternatives may be identified 
during the sapping process." 

Discussion: 
The process used by the City & County of Honolulu (City) for assessing 
the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) in the City's Alternatives Analysis 
(AA) was flawed. 
a) A similar length Managed Lane, reversible three-lane transit way was 
built for $320 million in Tampa in year 2005, while the City AA estimated 
the similar MLA to cost $2.6 Billion. 
b) Professor Panos Prevedouros published a study for Managed Lanes 
(reversible) in March 2008, " Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolululu" 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in the with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transit 
way. The professor believes the Plan's costs are accurate based on 
cost estimate spreadsheet analysis received from a local heavy 
construction estimation expert is $818,634,000 in 2008 dollars. Again, 
this estimate is more in line with the Tampa three lane reversible Transit 
way estimate and refutes the AA estimate of $2.6 Billion. The AA 
estimate disqualified the Managed Lane Alternative to be inferior to the 
Rail Alternative which cost $3.7 Billion. 

c) 2008 Mayoral Candidate Ann Kobayashi, using the Professor's 
Managed Lane study and the former Mayor Harris Administration BRT 
Study, proposed a similar Managed Lane 15-mile fixed guideway which 
is estimated at $12 Billion. The estimate is similar to the 11 mile 
Managed Lane and which should have been used in the AA rather than 
$2.6 Billion. 
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d) Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the City proposed that automobiles 
with two or more occupants should be allowed toil free on the MLA. This 
made the current contraflow zipper lane untenable and thus provided the 
rationale for removing it. The net result was that the additional two lane 
advantage that the MLA offered to the Corridor was reduced to one lane. 
They failed 
to publish their assessment of the option of having all autos pay a toll, 
which would have 
resulted in the zipper lane and the two-lane advantage being retained. 
And they failed to 
analyze MLA options with higher occupancy thresholds, such as three 
through five 
occupants. 

e) PB and the City added unnecessary costs to the project by proposing 
a 16-mile facility 
while not testing the viability of shorter 10 to 12-mile versions. 

f) PB and the City inflated MLA operating costs to make the project 
appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Just two 
examples are a) the projection of a totally unnecessary 5,400 parking 
stalls for the MLA, and b) saddling the MLA with inflated bus 
operating costs. 

g) PB and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way 
that could only result in heavy traffic congestion at these points. In (act, 
the MLA has exit/off ramps along its route for access to job centers other 
than downtown Honolulu. 

h) PB and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the MLA with the 
result that, if 
correct, it would be twice the cost per lane mile of any highway ever built 
in the U.S. 
In his letter to the City and copied to FTA, Dr. Panos Prevedouros, 
Professor of Traffic 
Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the Transportation 
Research Board's Highway 
Micro-simulations Committee and a member of the Task Force, 
commented, "the most egregious 
violation of ETA's rules on alternative specification and analysis was the 
deliberate underengineering of the Managed Lanes Alternative to a 
degree that brings ridicule to prevailing planning and engineering 
principles." 

i) The 11 mile, elevated reversible MLA, with three lanes as proposed by 
Professor Prevedouros, has the commuter capacity to eliminate the two 
H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. The Rail, 
according to the AA, table 3-12, will result in 17,500 vehicles per hour on 
H-1 (H-1 full capacity = 9,500 vph) because the Rail cannot 
accommodate the full commuter demand in year 2030_ 
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Conctusion: The City's AA wrongly estimated the cost of the Managed 
Lane Alternative and the MLA capacity to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks 
on H-1. 

Recommendation: It is requested that the Managed Lane Alternative as 
proposed by An Kobayashi's EzWay proposal or the Professor 
Prevedouros Managed Lane Study be reinstated into the Honolulu's 
Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December 7, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 234)1 
(Notices] 
[Page 72871-72873] From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
(wais.access.gpo.gov] (DOCID:frO7de05-1371 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala LiRol St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 758-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: voww.honolulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
D IRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336376 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ElS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project"j: 

Regarding the "Discussion" section of your letter: 

a) The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As 
stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was 
charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the 
Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that "the 
Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both 
planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It 
is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to 
apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between 
the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes 
extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, 
long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. 
Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-
way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was built in 
much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

b) As stated in response to your previous comment, the City Council's Transit 
Advisory Task Force reviewed the Alternatives Analysis Report. The Task Force 
concluded in its report dated December 14, 2006, that the assessment of each 
alternative was "fair and accurate," and that capital cost estimates were compiled using 
the same methodology and unit costs, and that the construction cost estimates were 
fairly and consistently prepared. The Task Force also concluded that the Project is not 
comparable to the Tampa Bay toll facility for the reasons stated above. 

c) The proposed EzWay is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative that was 
thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated both single 
occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the EzWay proposal was 
prepared or validated by a qualified registered professional engineer. As a point of 
reference, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile 
elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this 
estimate, a 15-mile facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

d) As discussed in the Chapter 5, Alternative 3b of the Detailed Definition of 
Alternatives Report (2006), the reversible lane Managed Lane Alternative provides three 
managed/HOV lanes in the peak direction, which is sufficient to satisfy the demand for 
restricted lanes. Eliminating the zipper lane frees up two off-peak direction lanes — one 
HOV and one general purpose lane. By 2030, the directional transportation demand will 
be more balanced than it is today. Eliminating the zipper lane while evaluating the 
Reversible Option for the Managed Lane Alternative provided the greatest benefit to 
modeled freeway users by increasing capacity in both directions. The system was 
optimized to balance demand without regard to toll policy. As stated in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report, for the Reversible Option, three-person high-occupancy vehicles 
(HOVs) would be allowed to use the facility for free while single-occupant and two-person 
HOVs would have to pay a toll. 
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e) A shorter managed lane system would have resulted in proportionately less 
benefit. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis, the full system evaluated already would 
provide substantially less benefit than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Shortening of the 
Managed Lane Alternative, whether to 14 miles, or 10 to 12 miles, would not have 
increased the benefits to the traveling public compared to the alternative evaluated. 

0 The operating and maintenance costs for all alternatives addressed in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report, including the Managed Lane Alternative, were estimated in 
a consistent manner as described in Chapter 5 of the Alternatives Analysis Report. The 
supply of park-and-ride stalls assumed for the Managed Lane Alternative was sized to 
meet forecast demand. The number of parking spaces was reflected in the capital costs 
of the Managed Lane Alternative, not in the operating and maintenance costs. One 
purpose of the Project is to improve benefits to transit users. With the Managed Lane 
Alternative, those benefits could only be provided through improvements to the bus 
system. 

g) The Managed Lane Alternative evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
was designed by experts in such facilities. Access ramps were placed at locations that 
required direct access to the managed lanes because demand was high. Because of 
engineering requirements, access ramps require substantial rights-of-way and, as a 
result, are very costly. More ramps could be added, but it would make the project more 
expensive and reduce the point-to-point functionality of the system. 

h) Please see the answers above to points a and b. 

i) The Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks 
on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report  shows that there 
would be 16,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030 under the 
No Build Alternative. Vehicle volumes rise to 16,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 
16,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes 
decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from 
those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours 
of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities 
accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the 
managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 
They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel 
modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide 
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benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 

To address your conclusion and recommendation, the Managed Lane Alternative 
as proposed by Ann Kobayashi and Professor Prevedourous were evaluated and 
subsequently eliminated from further consideration. Their proposal is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, 
which also accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. As stated 
previously, there could be many other versions of this type of system with minor 
adaptations to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches 
have similar challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. 
Please see points a and b regarding cost estimates for the Managed Lane Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve t t ly yours, 

f ,.. 
fve/t_ (-- 

4_y  
WAYNt Y. Y

i 
 SHIO 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
H 96813 
FAX: (608) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Proiect", Issue : The DEIS and 
alternative Analysis do not investigate a wide range of alternatives as 
required by law. 

Discussion: The Alternative Analysis and DEIS failed to provide "... an 
assessment of a wide range of public transportation alternatives ..." 
and/or "... sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the 
findings of project justification ..." as required by statute. 

in addition, we believe that you will find that the City, PB and FTA failed 
to, "Rigorously explore and obiectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives,' and "Devote substantial treatment to each alternative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits," as required by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEO) Sec. 1502.14. 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets ( a 
couplet) and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapiolani Blvd which do not 
have sufficient lanes to accommodate BRT. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible three lanes) as proposed by Professor 
Pancs Prevedouros Study, 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transit 
way. The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/(JHCS.pdf.  
3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay_ See 
http://wwwhonoluluadvertiser.comiarticle/20081015/NEWS01/81015039  
2/1001 
4) Buld two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H-
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: (a) 
"Kamehameha HOV Flyover", a four-mile, three-lane reversible elevated 
riwy over the Kamehameha Hwy median between the H-1/H-2 merge 
and The H-1 Viaduct east of Aloha Stadium and (b) "Nimitz Flyover", a 
three- mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the Nimitz Hwy 
median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and Hotel 
St/Alakea St./ Halekauwila SVAla Moana Blvd. An on/off ramp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 

AR00002850 



from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and lwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Flyovers. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the DES, 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramefb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi S. 
1-lonolu(u 1-11 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretartia St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 

Attachment — Description of NM-Az and Kamehameha HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila Si The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible NOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nirnitz NOV Flyover include an elevated busway from Iwilei to 
Hotel Street and a singe lane underpass to both A.lakea St/Halekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.eda-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
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Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Karnehameha HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H-
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct rust 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in-
htto://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  
The Karneharneha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kameharneha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu'. The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edut--panos/UHCapdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Karnehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Proiect Nov 2008 shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Karnehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kannehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
''Kamehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Karriehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/H-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
1-f-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.lionolulu.gov  

ML1FIHANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336383 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-26'1 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The DEIS and 
alternative Analysis do not investigate a wide range of alternatives as required by law]: 

In response to the discussion section of your letter, the Alternatives Analysis process, as 
documented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, evaluated a broad range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives to provide improved mobility in the study corridor. An initial screening 
process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the 
study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a 
literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan 2030  (OR TP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) 
(OahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis scoping process. 
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During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu completed 
the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings were 
held, which included a presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and 
officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the analysis 
for the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to alternatives. 

The scoping process in March of 2007 requested that the public propose alternatives that 
would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less 
environmental or community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good 
cause. The only alternative proposed that met this criteria was Fixed Guideway Transit following 
an alternative alignment. All reasonable alternatives that have been identified and that satisfy 
the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less environmental or 
community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good cause have been 
evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

In response to the four alternatives suggested in your letter: 

1) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed 
guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the 
Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options 
evaluated and rejected include an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using bus 
rapid transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis 
and EIS scoping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion 
that an elevated system would result in the best overall performance and better support 
of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In addition, the proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the Transportation System 
Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. While this 
alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very low. 

2) The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis shows that, 
under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating 
on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) 
or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic 
volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from 
those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As 
stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was 
charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the 
Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that the 
Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both 
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planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It 
is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to 
apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between 
the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes 
extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, 
long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. 
Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-
way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was built in 
much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

3) The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of 
a plan for elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It 
is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated both single occupant and transit 
vehicles. No known cost estimate for the EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by 
a qualified registered Professional Engineer. As a point of reference, the State of 
Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the 
Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two 
lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile facility would 
cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

4) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which 
is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and 
identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on 
Oahu. The projects in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan, including a Nimitz 
Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives (the No Build Alternative and the Project). Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on 
traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the 
Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: 
Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown in 
Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the 
No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) 
compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a 
Final EIS was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 
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There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. in the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours 
of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities 
accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the 
managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 
They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel 
modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide 
benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 

As noted in response to your comments above, the four alternatives that you 
have proposed would not substantially reduce or eliminate system-wide traffic congestion 
nor are they as effective at meeting the goals and objectives for the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve/  tru 9 yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
Oily and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OHS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit c.orrictor Project: Issue - Scope of Work 
reduced in DES from scope stipulated in 2006 Notice of Intent 

Fact: 
The project scope outlined in the 2006 Notice of Intent (N01) agreement 
between the Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of 
Honolulu is violated. The NO I explicitly mentions a fixed guideway from 
Kapoiei to the UH. The DEIS fixed guide way starts well outside Kapolei 
and ends at Ala Moana Shopping Center. The 34 miles have become 20 
miles in the DES. 

Discussion: 

The DEIS reduces the project scope as stated in the Notice of Intent 
(N01) dated 7 Dec 2007 reference (a), which states: 
"The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to 
prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of Honolulu to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki." 

Discussion: 
The City's 2006 Alternatives Analysis states that "The primary project 
study area is the travel corridor between Kapolei and the University of 
Hewer' at Manoa. 

The DEIS covers a fixed guideway route of 20 miles from Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. The Dr -aft Environmental Impact of the fixed guideway 
is iimited to only he 20 miles rather than the full 34 miles from Kalaeloa 
to Waikiki and UN Manoa. 

Conclusion: 
The project scope outlined in the 2006 Notice of Intent (NOI) agreement 
between the Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of 
Honolulu is violated. 

Recommendation: 
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It is strongly recommended that the project scope contained in the DEIS 
be expanded to include a rail route to both Waikiki and to UN Manoa. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Liiikoi St 
Honolulu, Hi 
96818 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December 7, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 234)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 72871-72873) From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
[wais.access.gpo.gov] (DOCID:frO7de05-1371 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2725 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania 5t, 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3)Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honotulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10109-336388 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project: Issue - Scope of Work 
reduced in DEIS from scope stipulated in 2006 Notice of Intent]: 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
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Very trull yours, 

WAYNE . YOSHIO 
Director 

Mr. Ben Rannelb 
Page 2 

the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

The December 2005 Notice of Intent was superseded by the March 2007 Notice of Intent 
for preparation of the NEPA EIS. The March 2007 Notice of Intent states: "Both alignment 
alternatives would have a future extension from Downtown Honolulu to UH Manoa with a future 
branch to Waikiki, and a future extension at the Waianae (western) end to Kalaeloa Boulevard in 
Kapolei." No Notice of Intent for the Project was issued in 2006. While the fixed guideway 
system directly connects East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center, the remainder of the study corridor 
is served by buses integrated with the system. Future extensions would be subject to a 
complete environmental review at the time they are proposed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
H 96813 
FAX: ‘808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS 
incorrectly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives 

Discussion: DEIS Chapter 2 summarizes alternatives considered for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. The alternatives 
considered were chosen primarily by the Alternative Analysis published 
in 2005. 

The AA was flawed because it failed to include several transit 
alternatives, each with the capabty to substantially reduce or eliminate 
the traffic congestion on H-1 at Pearl City and Middle St. merge in year 
2030. As shown on Table 3-12 of the AA and DEIS Table 3-12, All rail 
alternatives result in worse traffic congestion on H-1 AFTER any rail 
alternative is built and operating. 

The fact that rail will worsen congestion on H-1 after spending a 
minimum ot $6.2 Billion for the Rail alternative, it is totally unacceptable 
to the Oahu taxpayer to continue to face worse traffic congestion on H-1 
which is the single, primary reason for building a "mass transit system". 

As a minimum, the DES should include the following additional 
alternatives: 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown sbould be limited to King and Beretania Streets 
and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapioiani Blvd. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panos 
Prevedouros Study, 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolululu" which 
shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million which is in 
line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transilway. 
3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
rittp:/(www.honoluluarivertiser.corn/article/20081015/NEWS01/81015039 
2/1001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the 1-1-1 bottlenecks at H-
1/1-1-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-lane reversible elevated highway (Karriehameha Flyover) 
over the Kamehameha Hwy median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the 
H-1 Viaduct at Aloha Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible 
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elevated hwy (Nimitz Flyover) over the Nimitz Hwy median between the 
H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and Hotel St/Alakea St./ Halekauwila 
St/Ala Moana Blvd. An onfoff ramp to Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz 
bypass would reduce the number of lanes from three to two between 
Waikamilo Rd and iwilei. See attachment for more information on HOV 
flyovers. 

Conclusion: The above four transit alternatives meet the goals and 
objectives of the Honolulu General Plan and Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan and therefore should be includes for consideration 
for Oahu Mass Transit system in the West Oahu corridor. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the DEIS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb RE. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu Hi 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 

Attachment — Description of Nimitz and Kamehameha HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nirnitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Walkamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kahl, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz NOV Flyover include an elevated busway from Iwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea SiMalekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
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"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdt.  
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 miliion or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 

The "Nimitz Flyover has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction, 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H-
1/H-2 merge at the Walawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in-
http:/ANww.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawail.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf.  
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $80 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Protect Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kameharneha Flyover' route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Karnehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kameharneha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kameharneha Flyover', with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/I -1-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336390 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final ES also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS 
incorrectly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives]: 

In response to the discussion section of your letter, the Alternatives Analysis phase 
evaluated a range of transit mode and general alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, 
benefits, and impacts. An initial screening process considered alternatives identified through 
previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and 
employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, work completed 
for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030  (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments 
received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu completed 
the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings were 
held, which included a presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and 
officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, Alternatives, and Scope of the analysis 
for the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to alternatives. 

The scoping process in March of 2007 requested that the public propose alternatives that 
would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less 
environmental or community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good 
cause. The only alternative proposed that met this criteria was Fixed Guideway Transit following 
an alternative alignment. All reasonable alternatives that have been identified and that satisfy 
the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less environmental or 
community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good cause have been 
evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

In response to the four alternatives suggested in your letter: 

1) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed 
guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the 
Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options 
evaluated and rejected include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus 
rapid transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis 
and EIS scoping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion 
that an elevated system would result in the best overall performance and better support 
of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In addition, the proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the Transportation System 
Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. While this 
alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very low. 

2) The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows 
that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) 
operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-
direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, 
while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis  
Report  (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As 
stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was 
charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the 
Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that the 
Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 3 

planning and cost comparisons," Information was obtained by the Task Force from the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It 
is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to 
apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between 
the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes 
extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, 
long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. 
Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-
way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was built in 
much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

3) The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of 
a plan for elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It 
is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated both single occupant and transit 
vehicles. No known cost estimate for the EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by 
a qualified registered professional engineer. As a point of reference, the State of 
Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the 
Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two 
lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile facility would 
cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

4) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity, The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which 
is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and 
identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on 
Oahu. The projects, including a Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft SS 
and included in the analysis for al/project alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on 
traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the 
Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: 
Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown in Figure 
3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the No Build 
Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) compared 
to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times improve 
substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a Final EIS 
was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover, 

There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 

AR00002868 



Very truly yours, 

WAYNE YO14IOKA -
Director 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 4 

challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours 
of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities 
accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the 
managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 
They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel 
modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide 
benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 

As noted in response to your comments above, the four alternatives that you 
have proposed would not substantially reduce or eliminate system-wide traffic 
congestion, nor are they as effective at meeting the goals and objectives of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project, Issue : The DEIS 
unjustly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives 

Discussion: 
DEIS Chapter 2 evaluates only "No build and Steel Wheel Rail Transit" 

alternatives identified by the 2006 City Alternative Analysis. The AA 
intentionally assigned flawed information to the Managed Lanes 
Alternative (MLA) to eliminate the MLA from further consideration for 
Oahu's Mass Transit system. The flawed information is further 
displayed in Honolulutransit.com  which makes a comparison of Mass 
Transit Options including the MLA (aka HOT) and is shown below. 
Honolulutransit.com  provides a chart to compare the Mass Transit 
options and concludes that Steel Wheel Rail Transit is the best option. 
The Mass Transit Options included: 
1) Steel Wheel Rail Transit (SWRT) 
2) Rubber Tire Fixed Guideway (RTFG) 
3) Elevated "HOT Toll roads or Managed Lanes (HOT) 

Comparison of Options (see chart in www.honolulutransit.com/FACI  
under 'Why was steel wheel Technology chosen for Honolulu?" 
A) Lowest construction cost: SWRT — YES ; 	NO ; HOT - NO. 
B) Lowest Cost to maintain and operate: SWRT — YES ; RTFG — NO; 
HOT NO. 
C) Qualifies for federal transit funding: SWRT — YES; RTFG — YES; 
HOT- NO. 
D) Highest Passenger Capacity: SWRT — YES; RTFG — YES; HOT - 
NO. 
E) Electric-powered, can run on wind, solar, H-power: SWRT — YES; 
RTFG — YES ; HOT - NO. 
F) Lightest construction impact on community: SWRT — YES; RTFG — 
YES ; HOT - NO. 
G) Greatest relief of traffic congestion: SWRT YES ; RTFG — YES; 
HOT- NO. 
H) Lowest operating noise levels: SWRT — YES; RTFG —NO; HOT - 
NO. 
I) Most proven transit solution: SWRT — YES ; RTFG — NO; HOT - NO. 
There are comparison flaws between HOT and SWRT or RTFG in each 
of the above topics. However, the major flawed comparisons are found 
in comparisons "A", "D", and "G" as explained below. 

Discussion of Comparison A) - (Rail has) Lowest construction Cost; 
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The capital cost estimate for the 30 mile SWRT in the Alternative 
Analysis (Table 5-1) is $5.5 Billion for Kamokila to Waikiki or 8183 
million per mile (rail includes 20 + four story rail stations, 180 land 
acquisition and power substations at each rail station). The Alternative 
Analysis assigns a capital cost estimate for 11 mile HOT two-lane 
reversible highway from Waikele to lwilei at $2.57 Billion or $233 million 
per mile (HOT has zero bus stations and zero power substations). 
The AA-assigned capital cost estimate for the HOT reversible at $233 
per mile is grossly incorrect based on several factors: 
a) The Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) link 
http://oahumpo.org/ortp/ORTP2030/OMPO_Report_FINAL.pclf  shows 
the State Project No. 52- 2.2 mile Nirnitz two-lane elevated flyover at 
$250 million (Stale DOT cost Estimate) or $113 million per mile. 
b) The 10 mite Tampa three-lane elevated expressway 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  cost $420 million or $42 million 
per mile. 
c) The AA assigned cost estimate for the HOT reversible would conclude 
that the HOT would cost twice as much per lane mile as H-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus. 
d) Professor Panos Prevedouros study 'Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu" March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three lane, 11 mile 
elevated Managed Lane for $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edut-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
Conclusion: It is concluded that the AA-assigned capital cost estimate 
for the HOT reversible at $233 per mile is grossly incorrect and that a 
three-lane reversible HOT or managed lane is estimated to cost not 
more than $80 million per mile or $880 million for 11 miles from the H-
1/H-2 merge to downtown Hotel Street. 

Discussion of Comparison D) - (Rail has) Highest Passenger Capacity: 
Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 

Rail only: The rail has a peak passenger capacity of 6,000 commuters 
per hour (2,000 seated, 4,000 standees) based on 300 commuters per 
train group at 3 minute intervals. Also see honolututransit.com/FAQ  
"What is Honolulu Rail Transit? for rail commuter capacity. 

HOT or Managed Lane: The HOT will have three lanes, each lane has a 
capacity of 2000 vph. For three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 
vehicles per hour. The HOT person capacity is calculated thus: 
Projected use of the HOT during peak hour includes: 

200 express buses w/-50 pns = 10,000 pns 
500 HOV5 (carpool) = 2,500 pns 
500 vanpooi (-5pns) 2,500 pns. 

Remaining excess capacity available for low occupancy vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200 + 500 + 500) 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 
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Average persons per vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles with 1.2 pm = 5700 pns 

Summary: HOT persons capacity = 10,000 + 2,500 +2,500 + 5,700 = 
20,700 pns 

Conclusion: Rail carries 6,000 commuters per hour while a three-lane 
HOT or Managed Lane carries about 20,000 commuters per hour. 
Managed Lane Alternative carries over three times the commuter 
capacity of rail. 

Comparison G) - (Rail provides) Greatest relief of traffic congestion: 
Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 

Rail only: The rail has a peak passenger capacity of 6,000 commuters 
per Dour (2000, seated, 4,000 standees) based on 300 commuters per 
train group at 3 minute intervals. 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour) 

H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and H0V2. (50 pins per 
express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) + H-1 capacity (15,400) 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Katihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Atternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on 
Overall Conclusion and Recommendation: 
It is concluded that the Managed Lane (three-Lane HOT) Alternative was 
erroneously discarded for further evaluation in the Alternative Analysis 
and therefore it is recommended that the Managed Lane (Three-Lane 
elevated HOT) must be reinstated into the DEIS for consideration as a 
viable Mass Transit Alternative_ 

Respectfully, 

Ben Remelt) RE. 
1148 Aia Lilikoi St. 
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Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FT A Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5111 Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336399 

Mr. Ben Ramielb 
1148 Ala LiIikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramielb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Fin& 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DES 
unjustly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives]: 

Regarding the beginning of your discussion, during the Alternatives Analysis, the capital 
costs of the various Managed Lane Alternative options and the various Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative options were estimated using a consistent methodology. The analysis of the 
Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to 
be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory 
Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, a committee was charged with reviewing cost 
estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and 
Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that "the Task Force agrees with this committee 
that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, 
and that they may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained 
by the Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with 
managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 
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We will now address your comments about the Alternatives Analysis in the same manner 
as submitted. 

Discussion of Comparison A) — Construction Cost: 

a) The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile 
elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. 

b) There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility 
being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted 
that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences 
between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated 
toll lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are 
from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 
2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no 
right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was 
built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

c) According to construction cost indices prepared by the Washington State 
Department of Transportation, construction costs doubled between 1997 (the year 
construction ended on the H-3 Freeway) and 2006 (the year of the Alternatives Analysis). 
If construction of the H-3 Freeway had begun in 2006, that project would have cost 
approximately $2.6 billion. In addition, both the H-3 Freeway and the Managed Lane 
Alternative face unique situations that affect cost estimates. Construction of the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have occurred in a heavily developed corridor. As a 
result, there would be substantial disruptions to traffic and utilities, both of which add to 
the time, and thus cost, of a project. The H-3 Freeway was built in an undeveloped part 
of the island and which it had its own challenges, expensive traffic and utility disruptions 
were minimal. 

d) The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis 
Report shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As stated in the 
City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, a 
committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving 
construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The 
report states that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives 
Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they 
may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the 
Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with 
managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu 
conditions. As stated previously, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan 
dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an 

AR00002876 



Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 3 

approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this 
estimate, a 15-mile facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. As stated previously, 
providing a managed lane system in Honolulu is not comparable to the Tampa Bay toll 
facility that you reference. 

Discussion of Comparison D) — Passenaer Capacitv: 

Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been refined by 
adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to 
passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic 
drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a 
more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate 
at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on 
consultation with FTA. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand 
forecasting model predicts a maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers 
during the a.m. two-hour peak period. As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the 
operating plan for the fixed guideway system has been revised and the system will have 
a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-
hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two- or three. 
car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute 
headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 
passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both 
directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak 
hour. The full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-car trains and 90-second 
headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 50,000 passengers 
total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

The Managed Lane Alternative, including its potential capacity, was evaluated in 
the Alternatives Analysis. While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway 
congestion (measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall system 
congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive, which would result in increased 
congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the freeways and the managed 
lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is subjected to 
congestion on surrounding roadways. This alternative was also less consistent with the 
Honolulu General Plan because it was less effective at supporting planned growth and 
development than the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 

Comparison G) — Traffic Congestion: 

As stated in response to the comment above, the fixed guideway system would 
provide a peak minimum capacity of over 17,300 passengers during the two-hour peak 
period per direction. Should higher volumes be realized, the system is expandable to 
accommodate longer trains and to reduce the headways between trains from three 
minutes to 90 seconds resulting in an increase in capacity of more than 100 percent. 
Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient commuter capacity based 
on travel demand forecasting results. 

AR00002877 



Mr. Ben Rarnelb 
Page 4 

Overall Conclusion and Recommendations: 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative was 
evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and 
accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, constructability and 
cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would fail to meet the Project's Purpose and Need, as described in 
Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, because it fails to moderate anticipated traffic congestion. 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide 
traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of 
increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours 
of delay would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No 
Build Alternative, indicating an increase in systemwide congestion (see Table 2-2 in the 
Final EIS). It also would be less effective than the Fixed Guideway Alternative at 
providing a faster and more reliable public transportation service as well as an alternative 
to private automobile travel. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported 
planned concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not 
provide concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-
oriented development. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was 
considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information 
was provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis 
regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further 
consideration. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truI ' yours, iliy 

(..:- 

WAYNEY YOS IOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department ol Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project', Issue The DEIS 
shows Summary of Alternative Analysis Findings which contains inflated 
Capital cost for Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 

Fact: 
DEIS Chapter 2, Table 2-1 shows a Summary of Alternative Analysis 

Findings including Type of alternative and Total Capital cost for each 
alternative: 
Alternative Total Capital Cost 
- 2030 No Build $600 million 
- 2030 Transp. Sys. Mgmt $856 million 
• 2030 Managed Lane (MLA) $3.6 to $4.7 Billion (two-lanes, 11 miles) 
-2020 Fixed Guideway $4.1 to $6.1 Billion (28 miles) 
Discussion: 
Table 2-1 shows total capital cost information for the Managed Lane 
Alternative (MLA) of $3.8 to $4.7 Billion or $327 Million to $427 million 
per mile over 11 miles. 
The AA-assigned capital cost estimate for the Managed Lane Alternative 
(Two-lane elevated reversible hwy) is grossly incorrect based on several 
factors: 
a) The Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) link 
htto://oahumpo.orgiortp/0RTP2030/OMPO_Fleport_FINAL.pdf shows 
the State Project No. 52 - 2.2 mile Nimitz two-lane elevated flyover at 
$250 million (State DOT cost Estimate) or $113 million per mile. 

b) The 10 mile Tampa three-lane elevated expressway 
httpl/www.tollreadsnews_corninocie/172 cost $420 million or $42 million 
per mile. 

c) The AA assigned cost estimate for the HOT reversible would conclude 
that the HOT would cost twice as much per lane mile as 1-1-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus. 

d) Professor Panos Prevedouros study "Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu" March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three-lane, 11 mile 
elevated Managed Lane tor $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edul-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
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Conclusion: It is concluded that the AA-assigned capital cost estimate 
for the HOT reversible at $327 Million to $427 million per mile is grossly 
incorrect and that a three-lane reversible MLA is estimated to cost not 
more than $80 million per mile or $880 million for 11 miles from the H-
1/H-2 merge to downtown Hotel Street. 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the DEIS show a revised lower cost for the 
Managed Lane Alternative (Elevated three-Lane reversible), including 
Table 2-1, as depicted in www.eng.hawaii.edtd-panosIUHCS.pdf. and 
that the MLA be reinstated into the DEIS for consideration as a viable 
Mass Transit Alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu Hi 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-83054 Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honorulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336403 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala LiIikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The DEIS 
shows Summary of Alternative Analysis Findings which contains inflated Capital cost for 
Managed Lane Alternative (MLA)j: 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative in Honolulu as shown in Table 5-1 in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars 
(higher today) for construction, right-of-way, and contingencies associated with the 16-mile 
managed lane facility. The total capital cost of $3.6 billion in 2006 dollars for the Reversible 
Option includes the 2030 bus fleet, bus replacements prior to 2030, TheHandi-Van 
replacements, and bus facilities. As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force 
Report dated December 14, 2006, a committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for 
the two alternatives involving construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway 
Alternative). The report states that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the 
Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that 
they may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the 
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Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane 
facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

In response to the "Discussion" section of your letter: 

a) The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile 
elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. 

b) There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility 
being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted 
that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences 
between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated 
toll lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are 
from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 
2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no 
right-of-way had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was 
built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs, construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

c) According to construction cost indices prepared by the Washington State 
Department of Transportation, construction costs doubled between 1997 (the year 
construction ended on the H-3 Freeway) and 2006 (the year of the Alternatives Analysis). 
If construction of the H-3 Freeway had begun in 2006, that project would have cost 
approximately $2.6 billion. In addition, both the H-3 Freeway and the Managed Lane 
Alternative face unique situations that affect cost estimates. Construction of the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have occurred in a heavily developed corridor. As a 
result, there would be substantial disruptions to traffic and utilities, both of which add to 
the time, and thus cost, of a project. The H-3 Freeway was built in an undeveloped part 
of the island and which it had its own challenges, expensive traffic and utility disruptions 
were minimal. 

d) The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis 
Report shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today). As stated 
previously, the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report states that the Task 
Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both 
planning and cost comparisons." As stated previously, the State of Hawaii's Highway 
Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at 
$600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway, which equals $240 million 
per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. As 
stated previously, providing a managed lane system in Honolulu is not comparable to the 
Tampa Bay toll facility that you reference. 
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In response to the "Recommendation" section of your letter: 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative was 
evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and 
accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, constructability and 
cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would fail to meet the Project's Purpose and Need, as described in 
Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, because it fails to moderate anticipated traffic congestion. 
While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as 
vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing 
additional travelers to drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and 
collector facilities accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a 
vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on 
surrounding roadways. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have increased 
with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in system-wide congestion (see Table 2-2 in the Final EIS). It also would be 
less effective than the Fixed Guideway Alternative at providing a faster and more reliable 
public transportation service as well as an alternative to private automobile travel. The 
Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was 
considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information 
was provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis 
regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further 
consideration. The cost estimates shown in Table 2-2, Summary of Alternatives Analysis 
Findings, in the Final EIS have not been revised. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

tru S( yours, 

WAYN ELY.  YOSHIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (608) 567-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS must 
expand Mass transit alternatives for evaluation as required by law 

Discussion: The Alternative Analysis and DEIS failed to provide "... an 
assessment of a wide range of public transportation alternatives ..." 
and/or 	sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the 
findings of project justification ..." as required by statute. 

Furthermore, the City, Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the Federal Transit 
Authority failed to "Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives," and "Devote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that 
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits," as required by the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) Sec. 1502.14. 

For example, the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) in the Alternative 
Analysis (AA) established a capital cost estimate for 11 mile MLA two-
lane reversible highway from Walkele to lwilei at $2.57 Billion or $233 
Million per mile. The 2006 AA did not consider the fact that the Tampa 
three-lane, 10 mile, elevated expressway was built for $420 million or 
$42 million per mile. See Tampa 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  _ Had the city AA PB consultant 
reviewed the Tampa Reversible Expressway actual construction cost, 
the AA would have assigned a Capital cost estimate for the two-lane 
mM iLleA at no more than $80 million per mile instead of $233 million per 

There are alternatives other than fixed guideway which the AA should 
have considered knowing that Mayor Mufi Hannernann have, for over 
two years, insisted that the people of West Oahu wanted traffic 
congestion on H-1 be solved and they wanted a solution NOW! The PB 
consultants should have identified the congestion problem from West 
and Central Oahu to be the two major "1-1-1 bottlenecks" which are at the 
H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. The PB consultants 
should then have identified transit alternatives to eliminate the two 
bottlenecks. Instead, PE proceeded to support the more expensive $6.0 
+ rail transit as the most cost effective transit solution. The final PB 
prepared AA indicates that the W.+ Billion rail transit WORSENS the 
congestion at the two bottlenecks as shown on AA table 3-12 which 
shows that traffic OVERLOAD on H-1 after rail is built will increase from 
1,500 vehicles per hour overload to 6,000 vph overload! 
PB, with their expertise, should have had the ability to know that the first 
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low-cost alternative to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks is to build a three-
lane, three-mile elevated reversible "Nimitz HOV Flyover" from the 
Airport Viaduct/Keehi Lagoon Drive to downtown Hotel Street and 
Alakea Street. This Nimitz flyover will easily eliminate the Middle Street 
bottleneck for less than $300 million, details can be found in a 2008 
study www,eng.hawaii.edut--panos/UHCS.pdf. Furthermore, this 
project is identified as State Project as Number 52 in the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) and a Final EIS was approved during 
the Ben Cayetano Administration. 
PB could have also easily identified that a similar "Kamehameha 
Flyover, a 4-mile, three-lane elevated reversible HOV over 
Kameharneha Hwy median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the Airport 
Viaduct east of Aloha Stadium. This Kamehameha Flyover has the 
capacity to eliminate the H-1/H-2 traffic bottleneck because it would 
have 3 lanes of one-way HOV traffic during peak period. The capacity 
evaluation for the Kam flyover follows: 
Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Kamehameha Flyover: 
capacity = 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 
commuters per hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Kamehameha 
Flyover by 200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, 
green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 
pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) + H-1 capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalini). Managed 
Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on H-1. 
The PB consultants should have been aware of the 10 mile Tampa three 
lane elevated, reversible expressway which was built and completed in 
year 2005 for $420 million or $42 million per mile! If the PB consultants 
applied a 100 percent escalation and geographic cost factor and 
increase the cost to $80 million per voile for the MLA evaluated in the 
Alternative Analysis, the cost for the 4 mile long Kamehameha Flyover 
(MLA reversible three lane) and 3 mile Nimitz Flyover (MLA reversible 
three lane) would have oast of $320 million and $240 million 
respectively, much lower than the $2,57 Billion assigned to the MLA 
alternative in the AA. 
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Conclusion: 
The Alternative analysis is wrong in excluding the MLA for further 
consideration, due to capital cost issues, as a viable alternative for mass 
transit for the West Oahu Corridor. 

Recommendation: 
The DEIS must reinstate the MLA Alternative which is an 11 mile, three-
lane elevated HOV transitway from the H-1/1-1-2 merge to Hotel Street 
and Alakea Street/Halekauwila Street as described in 
www.eng.havvaiLedu/--panos/UHCS.pdf. The Managed Lane alternative 
should be considered as two options: HOT Lane and as a HOV hwy 
limited to HOV vehicles and "green cars — hybrid or electric vehicles. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb RE. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 

AR00002888 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone -  (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wv,w.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336410 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The DEIS must 
expand Mass transit alternatives for evaluation as required by lawl: 

In response to the "Discussion" section of your letter, the Alternatives Analysis process, 
as documented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, evaluated a broad range of transit mode and 
general alignment alternatives to provide improved mobility in the study corridor. An initial 
screening process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field 
review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study 
corridor, a literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030  (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal 
Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 
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During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu completed 
the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings were 
held, which included a presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and 
officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, Alternatives, and Scope of the analysis 
for the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to alternatives. 

The scoping process in March of 2007 requested that the public propose alternatives that 
would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less 
environmental or community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good 
cause. The only alternative proposed that met this criteria was Fixed Guideway Transit following 
an alternative alignment. All reasonable alternatives that have been identified and that satisfy 
the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less environmental or 
community impact and were not previously studied and eliminated for good cause have been 
evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for a 16-mile facility. 
As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was charged 
with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the Managed Lane 
Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that "the Task Force agrees with 
this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and 
consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." 
Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and 
others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses 
Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to apply 
such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between the two 
locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes extend only 
5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, long before the costs 
of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within 
which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, 
no major structures or crossings, and was built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions 
than exist on Oahu. In addition, the Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, 
states that "the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs 
versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in 
actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the 
comparison unreasonable." 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. The 
Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. 
Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
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Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

You are correct that the Nimitz Flyover is included in the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan and, accordingly, was included in the transportation modeling conducted for 2030 No Build 
and Project conditions. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following 
travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Milani 
to Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mill/an! and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. In addition, the State of Hawaii's 
Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at 
$600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway, which equals $240 million per mile. 

While a bypass on either Nimitz Highway or Kamehameha Highway could reduce 
freeway congestion, it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers 
to drive, which would increase congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the 
freeways and the managed lane. in addition, once a vehicle leaves the managed lane, that 
vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 

In response to your conclusion, since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand 
model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on 
consultation with FTA. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting 
model predicts a maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-
hour peak period. As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed 
guideway system has been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-hour peak period. The fixed 
guideway system is planned to operate with two or three car trains with a capacity of between 
325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute headways during the peak period, that provides 
capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity 
figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per peak hour. The full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-car trains and 90-second 
headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 50,000 passengers total. 
Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on travel demand 
forecasting results. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. The cost estimates shown in 
Table 2-2 in the Final EIS have not been revised. 
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Very truly/yours, 

WAYNE Y<'YOSHIOK 
Director 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 4 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue The DEIS 
shows the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) was rejected by the 
Alternative Analysis for unjustified reasons 

Fact: 
The DES Table 2-2 "Alternatives and Technologies Considered but 
rejected" states that the MLA was rejected by the Alternative analysis 
because "MLA would not have supported Honolulu General Plan; 
minimal impact to vehicle miles traveled and vehicles hours of delay" 

Discussion: 
1) A portion of the Honolulu General Plan is shown below and taken 
from : http://honolutudpp.orgiplanning/GeneraiPlan/OPPreamble.pdf  

"Purpose of the Honolulu General Plan - 
The General Plan for the City and County of Honolulu is a written 
commitment by the City and County government to a future for the 
Island of Oahu which it considers desirable and attainable. The Plan is a 
Statement of the long-range social, economic, environmental, and design 
objectives for the general welfare and prosperity of the people of Oahu 
and is a statement of broad policies which facilitate the attainment of the 
objectives of the Plan. 
The General Plan is a guide for all levels of government, private 
enterprise, neighbor- hood and 
citizen groups, organizations, and individual citizens in eleven areas of 
concern: 
(1) population; 
(2) economic activity; 
(3) the natural environment; 
(4) housing. 
(5) transportation and utilities 
(6) etc." 

2) A 10 mite, elevated Managed Lane (reversib4e three lanes) was built 
in Tampa for $420 million or $42 million per mile. Evaluation of a similar 
11 mile, three-lane reversible MLA on Oahu would cost $900 million ( 
www.eng.hawaiLeduk-panosit)HCS.pdf ) and would have the capability 
to eliminate the two major 
H-1 traffic bottlenecks at 1-1-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. 
Elimination of the two major H-1 bottlenecks by the MLA would comply 
with the Honolulu General Plan as it relates to the General Plan 
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objective, 'Transportation and Utilities". The Traffic Capacity Analysis 
below shows that the MLA will have the capacity to eliminate the 
bottlenecks while the rail does not. Conversely, the $6.0 Billion steel 
wheel fixed guideway alternative will cause a severe vehicular traffic 
overload at the two H-1 bottlenecks in the capacity analysis below and 
will not support the Honolulu General Plan. 

3) Moreover, by removing the two major H-1 bottlenecks, the MLA would 
substantially reduce the "vehicle miles traveled and vehicles hours of 
delay" as compared with the steel wheel fixed guideway SINCE THE 
Fixed guideway would result in severe traffic overload on H-1 in year 
2030 (see capacity analysis below). 

4) The single, most important goal for mass transit is to eliminate or 
substantially reduce traffic congestion. The MLA meets this goal while 
the fixed guideway does not. 

Mass Transit Options Traffic Capacity Analysis: 

Numbers trorn Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Kamehameha Flyover: 
capacity = 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 
commuters per hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Kamehameha 
Flyover by 200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, 
green cars and HOV2. (50 tans per express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 
pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + 1 -I-1 
overload (9,600) + H - I capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Finding: Fixed Guideway does not have sufficient commuter capacity 
which will cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck 
at rail stations (especially at stations between Walpahu and Kalihi). 
Managed Lane Alternative (HO')) will eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on H-1. 
Conclusion: 
The Alternative Analysis is wrong by rejecting the MLA because when 
compared with the fixed guideway alternative, the MLA will remove H-1 
Traffic bottlenecks and will support Honolulu General Plan and will 
substantially reduce vehicles miles traveled and substantially reduce 
vehicles hours of delay. 
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Recommendation: 
It is recommended that a three-lane MLA be reinstated into the DEIS for 
further consideration as a viable mass transit locally preferred aiternetive 
(LPA). 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb RE. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Mat ley 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305. Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYIYE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336411 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmentai impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Anal EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Finai ES also includes additionai information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The DEIS 
shows the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) was rejected by the Alternative Analysis for 
unjustified reasons]: 

In response to the "Discussion" section of your letter 

1) The General Plan language discussed in your letter is noted in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS. 

2) There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility 
being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted 
that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences 
between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated 
toll lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are 
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from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 
2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no 
right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was 
built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." The $900 million estimate stated in your letter for the facility in Honolulu 
lacked the benefit of a full understanding of the circumstances, according to its author 
Linda Figg. The more acceptable estimate in the Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 
2006b) for a 16-mile facility was $2.6 billion, which has been vetted by the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation and other experts familiar with Honolulu. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
The Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the 
H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No 
Build Altemafive, there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 
Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 
18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes 
decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from 
those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

3) The Managed Lane Alternative would not have a substantial effect on vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) or vehicle hours of delay (VHD), key metrics used to analyze 
transportation and environmental impacts. As stated in the response above, traffic on 
the H-1 Freeway would not improve with the Managed Lane Alternative. According to 
Table 3-12 from the Alternatives Analysis Report, the Two-direction Option for the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have a negligible impact on VMT and a slightly positive 
effect on VHD (4.3 percent). With the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative, VMT and VHD 
would be reduced by 3.1 and 11 percent, respectively. 

4) As stated previously, the fixed guideway system reduces congestion, as 
measured by VHD, while the Managed Lane Alternative does not. Since the Draft EIS 
was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air 
passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access modes 
(driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak 
non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on 
travel surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on FTA direction. As 
stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-hour peak 
period. As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed 
guideway system has been revised, and the system will have a minimum capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-hour peak period. The 
fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two or three car trains with a capacity 
of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute headways during the peak 
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period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers presented in your comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction, or over 50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on travel demand forecasting results. 

The fixed guideway will not affect the 11-1 Freeway other than to reduce the demand for its use compared to what would happen if the fixed guideway were not built. As stated previously, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The conclusion drawn by the comment in favor of the Managed Lane Alternative is inconsistent with the findings of the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft EIS. The Managed Lane Alternative was eliminated following careful and thorough analysis over the two-year Alternatives Analysis process. After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. The cost estimates shown in Table 2-2 in the Final EIS have not been revised. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE 0 !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS and 
Alternative Analysis lacks a wide range of alternatives 

Discussion: 
The Alternative Analysis and DEIS failed to provide "... an assessment 
of a wide range of public transportation alternatives ..." and/or'... 
sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the findings of 
project justification ..." as required by statute. 

In addition, we believe that you will find that the City, PE and FTA failed 
to, "Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives," and "Devote substantial treatment to each alternative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits," as required by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Sec. 1502.14. 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets 
and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapiolani Blvd. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panes 
Prevedouros Study, 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" which shows 
the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million which is in line 
with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transitway. 
3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
http://www.honoluluadvertiser.corn/articie/20081015/NEWS01/81015039  
211001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H-
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the Kameharneha Hwy 
median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the H-1 Viaduct at Aloha 
Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the 
Nimitz Hwy median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and 
Hotel St/Alakea St./ Halekauwila St/Ala Moana Blvd. An on/off ramp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 
from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Flyovers. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the DEIS. 

AR00002901 



Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Ulikoi St. 
Honolulu 1-11 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94106 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 

Attachment - Description of Nimitz and Kamehame ha NOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible NOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/noden  72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from Mile' to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea St/Hatekauwita 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edui-panos/UHCS.pdf, 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz NOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
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The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three-
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H-
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in-
http://www.totIroadsnews.cominode/172  . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdL  
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mite Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Karneharneha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kameharneha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway 'Flyover' and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 8,000 
commuters per hour and the two-tans 4 Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/H-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336412 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmentai impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EiS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008, with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The DEIS and Alternative Analysis lacks a wide range of alternatives]: 

In response to the 'Discussion" section of your letter, Chapter 2 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study con-idor, a literature review of technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 
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The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

1) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus rapid transit vehicles. In 
addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis and EIS scoping sessions, these 
studies provided a critic& foundation for the conclusion that an elevated system would result in 
the best overall performance and better support of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In 
addition, the proposed Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the 
Transportation System Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
While this alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very 
low. 

2) The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative in Honolulu from the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for 
a 16-mile facility. As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a 
committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving 
construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states 
that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning 
and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only 
estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to apply 
such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between the two 
locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes extend only 5.8 
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miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, long before the costs of 
materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which 
the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, no 
major structures or crossings, and was built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions 
than exist on Oahu. In addition, the Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, 
states that the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs 
versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in 
actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the 
comparison unreasonable." 

3) The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of a plan 
for elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also 
accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the 
EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by a qualified registered Professional Engineer. As 
a point of reference, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated 
highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile 
facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

4) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is 
responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified 
the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, 
including a Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for 
all project alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following 
travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani 
to Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a Final EIS 
was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover, 

There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations to suit 
one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar challenges 
as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not reduce congestion, 
increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land use plans, or improve the 
fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the Managed Lane Alternative would 
reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall 
system congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive, which would result in increased 
congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In 
addition, once a vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on 
surrounding roadways. They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited 
existing travel modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for 
corridor-wide benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 
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The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Anal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veitrul yours, 

WAYNE Y. Ya HIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project, Issue : The Alternative 
Analysis evaluation of the Managed Lane Alternative was flawed which 
caused the MLA to be excluded from further consideration in the DEIS 

Discussion: 
The Alternative Analysis rigged the specifications and analysis of the 
Managed Lane Alternative. DEIS Chapter 2 summarizes alternatives 
considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. The 
alternatives considered were chosen primarily by the Alternative 
Analysis published in 2006. 

The AA was flawed because it failed to include several transit 
alternatives, each with a capability to substantially reduce or eliminate 
the traffic congestion bottlenecks on I -I-1 at Pearl City and Middle St. 
merge in year 2030. As shown on Table 3-12 of the AA and DEIS Table 
3-12, all rail alternatives result in worse traffic congestion on H-1 AFTER 
any rail alternative is built and operating. 

The tact that rail will worsen congestion on H-1 after spending a 
minimum of $6.2 Billion for the Rail alternative, ills totally unacceptable 
to the Oahu taxpayer to continue to face worse traffic congestion on H-1. 
The single and most important reason for building a "mass transit 
system" is to substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion". The 
AA and DEIS fails to include this most important purpose and need for 
mass transit and therefore the AA and DEIS must be revised to include, 
as a need, to substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion. 

Accordingly, as a minimum, the DEIS should include the following four 
additional alternatives for assessment on environmental impact: 

1) BFIT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets 
which can accommodate a BRT system and exclude Dillingham Blvd 
and Kapiolani Blvd which are too narrow to accommodate a BAT 
system, 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panes 
Prevedouros Study, "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" published 
March 2008, which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be 
$900 million which is in line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane 
reversible transit way. 

AR00002909 



3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
http://www_honoluluadvertiser.com/articie/20081015/NEWS01 /81015039 
2/1001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H-
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the Kamehameha Hwy 
median between the H-111-1-2 merge and the H-1 Viaduct at Aloha 
Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the 
Nimitz Hwy median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and 
Hotel St/Alakea St./ Halekauwila St/Ala Moana Blvd. An on/off ramp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 
from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Flyovers. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the 0E15. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Remelt) RE. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matiey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 

Attachment — Description of Nimitz and Kamehamena HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
StiliCtil re over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St, The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://wm.toliroadsnews.com/node/172  . 
One oi the three tanes would exit the Vlyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
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from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from Iwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Atakea St/Halekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.eclui--panos/UHCS.pdf, 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The ''Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 

Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamenameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three-
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H-
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in-
htto://www.tollroadsnews.corniriode/172 . 
The Karneharrieha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Karnehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu''. The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.ecitil-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of '100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $50 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million, 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 • shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Karneharneha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kemehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Karnehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Karnehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-111-1-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336443 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmentai impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Fin& EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS &so includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008, with subject {Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DES) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The Alternative 
Analysis evaluation of the Managed Lane Alternative was flawed which caused the MLA to be 
excluded from further consideration in the DEIS]: 

In response to the "Discussion" section of your letter, Chapter 2 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an 
initial screening process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a 
field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the 
study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during 
the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (D TS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
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alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UN Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternafives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. In addition, the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force reviewed the 
Alternatives Analysis. The Task Force concluded in its report dated December 14, 2006, that 
the assessment of each alternative was "fair and accurate." 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. The 
Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. 
Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle 
volumes rise to 18,327 vph (two-direction option) or 18,419 vph (reversible option) with the 
Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce 
traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have a substantial effect on vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) or vehicle hours of delay (VHD), key metrics used to analyze transportation and 
environmental impacts. As stated in the response above, traffic on the 	Freeway would not 
improve with the Managed Lane Alternative. According to Table 3-12 from the Alternatives 
Analysis Report, the Two-direction Option for the Managed Lane Alternative would have a 
negligible impact on VMT and a slightly positive effect on VHD (4.3 percent). With the Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative, VMT and VHD would be reduced by 3.1 and 11 percent, 
respectively. As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 
dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. Project goals and 
objectives are discussed in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS. Section 1.8.1 in the Final EIS states that 
transit improvements are needed to "improve corridor mobility." This section explains that 
"Currently, motorists traveling from West Oahu to Downtown experience highly congested traffic 
during the a.m. peak period. By 2030, after including all the planned roadway improvements in 
the ORTP, the level of congestion and travel time are projected to increase further.... Expansion 
of the roadway system between Kapolei and UH Manoa is constrained by physical barriers and 
by dense urban neighborhoods that abut many existing roadways. Given current and increasing 
levels of congestion, an alternative method of travel is needed within the study corridor 
independent of current and projected highway congestion." 

1) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed 
guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the 
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Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options 
evaluated and rejected include an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using bus 
rapid transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis 
and EIS soaping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion 
that an elevated system would result in the best overall performance and better support 
of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In addition, the proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the Transportation System 
Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. While this 
alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very low. 

2) The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis  
Report  (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for a 
16-mile facility. As stated in the City Councils Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a 
committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving 
construction (Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report 
states that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' 
construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be 
used for both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task 
Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed 
Jane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to 
apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between 
the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes 
extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, 
long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. 
Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-
way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was built in 
much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

3) The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of 
a plan for elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It 
is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated both single occupant and transit 
vehicles. No known cost estimate for the EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by 
a qualified registered professional engineer. As a point of reference, the State of 
Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the 
Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two 
lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile facility would 
cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

4) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which 
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is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and 
identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on 
Oahu. The projects, including a Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS 
and included in the analysis for all project alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on 
traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the 
Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: 
Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown in 
Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the 
No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) 
compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a 
Final EIS was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours 
of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities 
accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the 
managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 
They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel 
modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide 
benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

647 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : City Alternative 
Analysis (AA) incorrectly inflates Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) cost 
of $2.6 Billion which wrongly excludes MLA from further transit 
consideration in the DEIS 

Facts: 
1) 2006 Alternative Analysis show 14 mile, two lane elevated MLA 
capital cost at $2.6 Billion or $185 Million per mile. 
2) AA shows 20 mile Rail to Ala Moana Shopping Center cost at $3_7 
Billion or $180 million per mile. 
3) Wayne Yoshioka, on Olelo 22 July 2008, 19 minutes into video, 
http://www.honotulutransit.org/video/?id=9,  stated ' $3.7 Billion includes 
$1.0 Billion contingency". Thus the 20 mite Rail cost estimate, without 
contingency, is $2.7 Billion or $135 million per mile. 
4) The Rail project includes 180 + land acquisitions, 20 miles elevated 
structure, nineteen, four-story or higher rail stations., electric substations 
at each rail station, steel rails and the heavy copper lines to convey the 
high electrical load, escalators, elevators, and 
officeibathroomsfroadwayslparking facilities at each rail station. 
Conversely, the MLA will have zero rail stations on the entire 11 mile 
length. 
5) The ORTP 2030 link 
http://oahumpo.orgiortp/ORTP2030/OMPO_Report_FINAL.pdf  
Shows the 2.2 mile Nimitz two lane elevated flyover at $250 million 
(State DOT cost Estimate) or $113 million per mile. 
6) The 10 mile Tampa three-lane elevated 
http://www.toltroadsnews.comModeil  72 cost $420 million or $42 million 
per mile. 
7) The MLA would cost twice as much per lane mile as H-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus, 
8) Professor Panes Prevedouros study "Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu" March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three lane, 11 mile 
elevated Managed Lane for $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. The full report is available at 
www.eng.havvaii.edui--panos/UHCS.pdf, 

Discussion: 
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a) The city AA discarded the MLA because of high cost and that it would 
not solve traffic congestion. 
ID) The DEIS does not include the MLA because it was discarded by the 
AA from further consideration. 
c) The cost estimates above show that the MLA would cost not more 
than $900 million based on the similar Tampa three lane reversible. 
Even is the MLA were to use the State of Hawaii's estimate in the ORTP, 
the 11 mile MLA would cost $113 million per mile or $1.2 Billion. 
d) lithe two lane elevated MLA uses the elevated rail cost at $135 
million per mile, the MLA would cost $1.5 Billion, far less than the AA 
estimate of $2.6 Billion. 

Conclusion: 
The AA cost estimate for the MLA at $2.6 Billion is incorrect and should 
be revised to less than $1.0 Billion. Further, the MLA should be 
restudied within the DEIS process if the DEIS is to comply with NEPA. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO), in 
conjunction with the USDOT, require the ETA and the CITY re-assess 
the MLA in the EIS process. City and ETA re-study the MLA as an 71 
mile, three-lane elevated reversible transit way within the DEIS process 
if the DEIS is to complywith NEPA. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ftamelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, Hi 
968 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2725 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Seretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: uww.honolulugov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336447 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : City 
Alternative Analysis (AA) incorrectly inflates Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) cost of $2.6 Billion 
which wrongly excludes MLA from further transit consideration in the DEIS]: 

In response to "Factl"  in your letter, the Alternatives Analysis showed a 16-mile, two- 
lane elevated Managed Lane Alternative at $2.6 billion. Regarding "Fact 2-4" the financial plan 
has been revised for the Final EIS and is summarized in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Table 6-1 of 
the Final EIS shows the capital cost breakdown for the system, including contingency and right-
of-way acquisitions. Both the Managed Lane Alternative and the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
have right-of way-acquisitions. 

Regarding "Fact 5" the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 
2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile 
elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15- 
mile facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. Regarding 'Fact 6" there is no substantiation 
of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the 
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Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration 
of the many differences between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the 
Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes.  extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs 
quoted are from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 
2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-
way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was built in much 
more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the Transit Task Force 
Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee concluded that the projects are 
sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs with contingencies; available, 
accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive 
relocations) as to make the comparison unreasonable." 

Regarding "Fact 7 , 	to construction cost indices prepared by the Washington 
State Department of Transportation, construction costs doubled between 1997 (the year 
construction ended on the H-3 Freeway) and 2006 (the year of the Alternatives Analysis). If 
construction of the H-3 Freeway had begun in 2006, that project would have cost approximately 
$2.6 billion. In addition, both the H-3 Freeway and the Managed Lane Alternative face unique 
situations that affect cost estimates. Construction of the Managed Lane Alternative would have 
occurred in a heavily developed corridor. As a result, there would be substantial disruptions to 
traffic and utilities, both of which add to the time, and thus cost, of a project. The H-3 Freeway 
was built in an undeveloped part of the island and which it had its own challenges, expensive 
traffic and utility disruptions were minimal. 

Regarding "Fact 6" the analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives  
Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for 
a 16-mile facility. As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a 
committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving 
construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states 
that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost 
estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning 
and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii 
Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only 
estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

To address your discussion points: 

a) The Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the Managed Lane Alternative and 
documented that it did not perform as well as the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative 
under a broad range of metrics, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. As stated 
in this chapter and in the Summary of the Alternatives Analysis Report, of all the 
alternatives evaluated, the Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest 
amount of air pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, 
and would have resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts. Because 
the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor, 
it would have resulted in fewer displacements and would have affected fewer 
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have affected any farmlands. 
Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a shorter distance, but it would 
have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure would have been much 
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Mr. Ben RameIb 
Page 3 

wider than that of the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. It would have provided little 
community benefit, as it would not have resulted in substantially improved transit access 
in the corridor. Lastly, no funding sources were identified for the Managed Lane 
Alternative. 

b) After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments 
were received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was 
considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information 
was provided that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis 
regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further 
consideration. 

c and d) The engineering cost estimate for a two-lane reversible managed lane 
facility, which was calculated following the same rigorous cost-estimating process used 
for the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative, was $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. As stated 
previously, the Transit Advisory Task Force Report stated that the Task Force agrees 
with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly 
and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost 
comparisons." The Project is not comparable to the Tampa Bay toll facility that is 
referenced in the comment for the reasons stated above. 

Again, the Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the Managed Lane Alternative 
and documented that it did not perform as well when compared to the Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative under a broad range of metrics. The Managed Lane Alternative will 
not be restudied in the Final EIS and, as a result, the cost estimates shown in Table 2-2 
of the Final EIS for the Managed Lane Alternative have not been revised. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 98813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The purpose and 
goals for the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are not consistent with those of 
the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP 2030). 
Facts: 
a) The ORTP 2030 states that its purpose is to provide a tong-term 
vision document that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and 
policies for Oahu. The ORTP 2030 goals and objectives are listed in the 
discussion section below. 
b) The 011TP 2030 document also identifies specific highway and transit 
projects that are designed to improve safety, reduce congestion, and 
increase mobility for Oahu's residents and visitors. This regional 
planning document is required by a number of state and federal 
mandates and requirements which include the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century ("TEA 21"). These requirements are mandated by 
the Federal Department of Transportation as a means of verifying the 
eligibility of metropolitan areas tor Federal funds earmarked for surface 
transportation systems. 
c) DEIS para. 1.7 states "The purpose of the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit corridor is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the 
transportation corridor 	as specified in the ORTP 2030." 
d) DEIS para. 1.8— States that there are several needs for transit 
improvements in the transit Corridor: (1) improve corridor mobility, (2) 
Improve corridor travel reliability, (3) Improve access to planned 
development to support city policy to develop a second urban center, 
and (4) Improve transportation equity. 
Discussion: 
a) GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN, October 2004 
http:lloahumpo.org/ortp/media/GoalsObjectives_041022_final.pdf 

Transportation Services System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's islandwide transportation system to 
ensure efficient, safe, 
convenient and economical movement of people and goods. 
Objectives: 
#1 Increase peak-period person-carrying capacities on Oahu's 
transportation network. 
#2 Provide efficient, convenient and cost-effective transit service to 
Oahu citizens. 
#3 Encourage the availability of adequate Wok and private services 
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between Waikiki, the 
airport and other tourist destinations. 
ft4 Promote intermodal efficiency of harbor terminal facilities, airport 
terminal facilities and 
land transportation systems. 
#5 Ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, gender, 
age, income, 
disability, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination in transportation services as provided 
for under current 
federal, state, and local legislation. 
#6 Ensure user and community safety and security in the physical 
design and operation ot 
transportation facilities. 
#7 Ensure that Oahu's transportation system is planned, designed, 
constructed and 
operated in an integrated and cost-effective manner. 
#8 Enhance the performance and efficiency of Oahu's transportation 
system through the 
use of operation management strategies, such as Intelligent 
Transportation System 
(ITS), Transportation System Management (ISM) and Tr -ansportation 
Demand 
Management (TDM). 
#9 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
transpodation system. 
#10 Promote planning, design and construction of transportation 
facilities and systems to 
support economic development and vitaiity. 
#1I Provide major rehabilitation/renewal/modernization of facilities in 
sufficient magnitude to 
ensure continued effective operation. 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 2 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Environment and Quality of Life System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
maintains environmental 
quality and community cohesiveness. 
Objectives: 
#12 Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system to meet or 
exceed noise, air and 
water quality standards set forth by federal, stale and local agencies. 
013 Encourage energy conservation in transportation. 
#14 Preserve Oahu's cultural integrity and sensitive natural resources, 
including beaches, 
scenic beauty, and sea and mountain vistas. 
415 Develop and maintain alternative transportation facilities, including 
bikeways. 
walkways and other environmentally-friendly elements which can be 
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safely integrated 
with other transport modes. 
#16 Develop a travel demand management system tor Oahu that 
optimizes use of 
transportation resources by encouraging programs to increase transit 
ridership, 
increase /iciest-raring on Oahu, reduce single occupancy vehicle travel, 
and reduce 
auto dependency. 
#17 Minimize disruption of existing neighborhoods from construction of 
the transportation 
system. 
#18 Ensure that transportation facility design and maintenance are 
compatible with the 
existing and planned physical and social character of new and existing 
developments. 
#19 Maintain and upgrade existing facilities and design future 
transportation facilities in a 
manner that is aesthetically pleasing and incorporates landscaping, tree 
planting, and 
public safety. 
#20 Develop transportation contingency plans for energy shortages, 
natural and manmade 
disasters and other emergencies that would impact the transportation 
system. 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 3 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Land Use and Transportation Integratton System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
integrates land use and 
transportation. 
Objectives: 
#21 Maintain and develop the transportation system to reinforce Oahu's 
planned 
population distribution and land use development policies expressed in 
the City's 
Development Plans through coordinated efforts of the public and private 
sectors. 
#22 Encourage innovation in planning, design and maintenance cif 
transportation 
services and facilities. 
#23 Encourage the implementation of land use development policies 
that support 
efficient use of the transportation system via reduced vehicular 
tripmaking and 
vehicle miles traveled. 

lo) DEIS purpose stated in paragraph 1.7 is not found in the ORTP goals 
and objectives listed above. 
C) DEIS Needs paragraph 1.8 are not found in the OR7P goals and 
objectives listed above. 
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d) The single most important non-compliance of the DEIS with the ORTP 
2030 is Ohjective No. 2 where the ORTP Objective No. 2 is to provide a 
transportation system that is "COST EFFECTIVE". The reason that Rail 
is NOT cost effective is that: (1) Rail will cost $6.8 Billion but will still not 
eliminate the major 1-1-1 bottlenecks at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the 
Middle Street merge. In fact, the Rail will increase the vehicular 
overload on H-1 from the present 11,000 vph to 17,500 vehicles per 
hour on the 9,500 vph capacity H-1 Freeway at Kalauao. The rail 
alternative must be compared with Professor Prevedouros $900 million 
11 mile, Managed Three-Lane HOV Alternative explained in 
www.eng.hawaii.edut--panos/LIHCS.pdf. The Managed Three-Lane 
HOV Alternative eliminates the two H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at 
Middle Street merge and should be considered "cost effective" by any 
definition 
Conclusion: The purpose and goals for the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
do not conform with ORTP 2030 objective No. 2 with regard to rail being 
cost effective. 
Recommendation: Reinstate the 11 mile Managed Lane HOV 
Alternative into the DEIS for evaluation as a transit system in terms of 
cost effectiveness and the potential to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks at 
H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle St. merge. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb RE_ 
1148 Ala Lilikol St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIPECToR 

June 11,2C10 	 RT10/09-336453 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project', Issue: The purpose 
and goals for the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DES) are not consistent with those of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 
(ORTP 2030)1: 

The Draft EIS does not specify that the fixed guideway project appears in the goals or 
objectives of the ORTP. However, Section 1.7 of the Final BS states that the Fixed Guideway 
Project is specified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). Project Number 31 in 
the ORTP 2030, as amended and approved in May 2007, further states that the City will 'plan, 
design, and construct a fixed guideway system between East Kapolei and Ala Moana." 

As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, the cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria 
that FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-
effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range 
established by FTA for its New Starts ratings which, along with other considerations, is currently 
required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 in the Final EIS). As shown in 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
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Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in 
inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in 
the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for a 16-mile facility. 
As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was charged 
with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the Managed Lane 
Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that the Task Force agrees with 
this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and 
consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." 
Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and 
others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses 
Honolulu conditions. 

The Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the Managed Lane Alternative and documented 
that it performed poorly compared to the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative on a broad range of 
metrics. Any slight changes to the alternative would not result in substantially different findings. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veit yours, 

WAYNEYOS IOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The purpose 
and goals for the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) do not conform with those of 
the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP 2030). 
Facts: 
a) The ORTP 2030 states that its purpose is to provide a long-term 
vision document that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and 
policies for Oahu. The ORTP 2030 goals and objectives are listed in the 
discussion section below. 
b) The ORTP 2030 document also identifies specific highway and transit 
projects that are designed to improve safety, reduce congestion, and 
increase mobility for Oahu's residents and visitors. This regional 
planning document is required by a number of state and federal 
mandates and requirements which include the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century ("TEA 2r). These requirements are mandated by 
the Federal Department of Transportation as a means of verifying the 
eligibility of metropolitan areas for Federal funds earmarked for surface 
transportation systems. 
c) DEIS para. 1.7 states "The purpose of the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit corridor is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the 
transportation corridor 	as specified in the OFiTP 2030." 
cl) DEIS para. 1.8 — States that there are several needs for transit 
improvements in the transit corridor: (1) improve corridor mobility, (2) 
Improve corridor travel reliability, (3) Improve access to planned 
development to support city policy to develop a second urban center, 
and (4) Improve transportation equity. 
Discussion: 
a) GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN, October 2004 
http://oahumpo.orgiortp/media/GoalsObjectives_041022Jinal.pdf  

Transportation Services System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's islandwide transportation system to 
ensure efficient, safe, 
convenient and economical movement of people and goods. 
Objectives: 
41 Increase peak-period person-carrying capacities on Oahu's 
transportation network. NO. 
42 Provide efficient, convenient and cost-effective transit service to 
Oahu citizens. NO 
43 Encourage the availability of adequate public and private services 
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between Waikiki, the 
airport and other tourist destinations. NO 
#4 Promote intermodal efficiency of harbor terminal facilities, airport 
terminal facilities and 
land transportation systems. 
#5 Ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, gender, 
age, income, 
disability, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination in transportation services as provided 
for under current 
federal, state, and local legislation. 
it6 Ensure user and community safety and security in the physical 
design and operation of 
transportation facilities. 
#7 Ensure that Oahu's transportation system is planned, designed, 
constructed and 
operated in an integrated and cost-effective manner. NO 
#8 Enhance the performance and efficiency of Oahu's transportation 
system through the 
use of operation management strategies, such as Intelligent 
Transportation System 
(ITS), Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation 
Demand 
Management (TOM). 
#9 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
transportation system. NO 
#10 Promote planning, design and construction of transportation 
facilities and systems to 
support economic development and vitality. NO 
#11 Provide major rehabilitation/renewal/modernization of facilities in 
sufficient magnitude to 
ensure continued effective operation. NO 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 2 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Environment and Quality of Life System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
maintains environmental 
quality and community cohesiveness. 
Objectives: 
#12 Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system to meet or 
exceed noise, air and 
water quality standards set forth by federal, state and local agencies. 
NO 
#13 Encourage energy conservation in transportation. NO 
#14 Preserve Oahu's cultural integrity and sensitive natural resources, 
including beaches, 
scenic beauty, and sea and mountain vistas. NO 
#15 Develop and maintain alternative transportation facilities, including 
bikeways, 
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walkways and other environmentally-friendly elements which can be 
safely integrated 
with other transport modes. NO 
#16 Develop a travel demand management system for Oahu that 
optimizes use of 
transportation resources by encouraging programs to increase transit 
ridership. 
increase riclesharing on Oahu, reduce single occupancy vehicle travel, 
and reduce 
auto dependency. NO 
#17 Minimize disruption of existing neighborhoods from construction of 
the transportation 
system_ NO 
#18 Ensure that transportation facility design and maintenance are 
compatible with the 
existing and planned physical and social character of new and existing 
developments. NO 
#19 Maintain and upgrade existing facilities and design future 
transportation facilities in a 
manner that is aesthetically pleasing and incorporates landscaping, tree 
planting, and 
public safety. NO 
#20 Develop transportation contingency plans for energy shortages, 
natural and manmade 
disasters and other emergencies that would impact the transportation 
system. NO 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 3 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Land Use and Transportation Integration System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner thet 
integrates land use and 
transportation. 
Objectives: 
#21 Maintain and develop the transportation system to reinforce Oahu's 
planned 
population distribution and land use development policies expressed in 
the City's 
Development Plans through coordinated efforts of the public and private 
sectors. NO 
#22 Encourage innovation in planning, design and maintenance of 
transportation 
services and facilities. NO 
#23 Encourage the implementation of land use development policies 
that support 
efficient use of the transportation system via reduced vehicular 
tripmaki ng and 
vehicle miles traveled. NO 

Findings: 

The DEIS purpose and needs stated in paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 do not 
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conform with many ORTP 2030 Goals and Objectives noted above for 
one or more reasons: 
(1) Rail transit will result in a net DECREASE in peak-period person-

carrying capacities on Oahu's transportation network, 
(2) The $6.8 Billion rail is not cost effective because rail will still not 

eliminate the major H-1 bottlenecks at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the 
Middle Street merge. In fact, the Rail will increase the vehicular 
overload on H-1 from the present 11,000 vph to 17,500 vehicles per 
hour on the 9,500 vph capacity H-1 Freeway at Kalauao , 
(3) Rail transit will not service Waikiki, 
(4) The rail transportation system is not cost effective because it does 

not allow express buses to run in a corridor parallel to the rail route to 
reduce congestion on H-1 during peak hour, 
(5) Rail will not provide relief to increased congestion on I-I-1 at the H-
1/1-1-1 merge and at Middle St. merge by year 2030. Therefore, rail will 
not enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
transportation system; will not promote planning, design and 
construction of transportation facilities and systems to support economic 
development and vitality; and will not provide major 
rehabilitation/renewal/modernization of facilities in sufficient magnitude 
to ensure continued effective operation. 
(6) Rail will cause more vehicles to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 and will 
therefore exceed noise, air and water quality standards set forth by 
federal, state and local agencies and energy conservation in 
transportation because rail will result in 8,000 vehicles per hour being 
stuck in gridlock on H-1 during the am peak period. 
(7) The elevated rail located downtown be a visual blight downtown and 
will not preserve Oahu's cultural integrity and sensitive natural 
resources, including beaches, 
scenic beauty, and sea and mountain vistas. 
(8) The rail route on Salt Lake Blvd and Dillingham Blvd instead of the H-
1 Viaduct and Nirnitz Highway will maximize disruption of existing 
neighborhoods from construction of the transportation system. 

Conclusion: 
The elevated rail will cause severe traffic congestion on H-1 during peak 
hour, will force more vehicles to be stuck in gridlock causing worse 
pollution, less reliability for many commuters at the rail station waiting for 
commuter room on the fully loaded train and will cause a visual blight 
downtown. 

Recommendation: 

The DEIS must add more transit alternatives such as: 
1) an elevated HOV three-lane transit way from Waikele to downtown 
Hotel and Alakea Sts as described in Professor Panes Prevedouros 
Report "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic 
Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu, Mar 2008." The full 
report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdi.  
2) BAT proposed by former Mayor Harris in early 2002 Oar 2003. 

3) Build two separate, three-lane Flyovers, Nirnitz and Kamehameha 
(between Waiawa Interchange and Halawa interchange). Note that the 

AR00002933 



two Flyovers has the capacity to eliminate the bottlenecks on H-1 as 
shown below ("Transit Alternatives Traffic Capacity"). 

Transit Alternatives Traffic Capacity 

Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): (Rail DEIS contains insufficient information to determine 
extent of congestion on H-1 and other highways at Kalauao (Pearl City). 

Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour 

H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour (some commuters are on express buses) 

11-1 forecast )ir  2030 traffic load -= 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload (on H-1) = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Three-lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 high 
occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per hour). 
Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses per peak 
hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2 or HOV3, (commuter 
capacity = 50 pins per express bus plus 5,800 vph at avge 2 cns per 
vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) + H-1 capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kaiihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Flyover Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks 
on H-1. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, Hi 
96818 

Copy to: 
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1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFi HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336455 

Mr. Ben Rameth 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project, Issue: The purpose 
and goals for the Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) do not conform with those of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 
(ORTP 2030)J: 

The Draft EIS does not specify that the fixed guideway project appears in the goals or 
objectives of the ORTP. However, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS states that the Fixed Guideway 
Project is specified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP). Project Number 31 in 
the OR TP 2030, as amended and approved in May 2007, further states that the City will "plan, 
design, and construct a fixed guideway system between East Kapolei and Ala Moana." 

We will address your findings in the order they were submitted: 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
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1) As shown in Table 3-21 of the Final EIS, roadway travel lanes will not be 
removed as a result of the Project. In addition, the fixed guideway system is planned to 
operate with two or three car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers 
each. At three-minute headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for 
approximately 8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure 
applies in both directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per peak hour. In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is 
flexible enough to accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the 
fixed guideway with four-car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers 
per hour per direction, or over 50,000 total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will 
provide sufficient capacity based on travel demand forecasting results. As a result, the 
fixed guideway system will add substantial capacity to Oahu's transportation network. 

2) As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key 
criteria that FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts 
funding. The cost-effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within 
the "medium" range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along with other 
considerations, is currently required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 in 
Final EIS). As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 
2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. 
Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, 
there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. 
Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible 
Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph 
with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No 
Build Alternative. 

3) While it/s correct that the Project will not extend rail service into Waikiki, the 
Project will provide improved transit service for many trips to Waikiki as, for example, 
shown in Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and 
Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed 
in the future. The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and 
UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. 
Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by 
a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It 
would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond 
the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be 
taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in 
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the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be 
undertaken at that time. 

4) As noted above, the cost-effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the 
FTA New Starts Baseline Alternative fall within the "medium" range established by FTA 
for its New Starts ratings. In addition, the fixed guideway system will serve as an 
express route for most of the system. 

5) As stated above in response to Number 2 (above), the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative will reduce congestion on H-1 whereas the Managed Lane Alternative would 
not. As noted in Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in decreased daily 
vehicle miles traveled, daily vehicle hours traveled, and daily vehicle hours of delay in 
2030 as compared to the No Build Alternative. Therefore, rail will provide some relief to 
the level of congestion that would occur in its absence. Further, by providing an option 
for travelers to avoid congestion, rail will enhance the integration and connectivity of the 
regional transportation system while also providing transportation facilities and systems 
to support economic development and vitality. 

The Project is focused on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, which is evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.19.2 of 
the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in Project station 
areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that 
the Project may provide may also increase the desirability and value of land near 
stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be established by the City's Department of 
Planning and Permitting under the City's new TOD ordinance. Ridership on the system 
would be even higher if TOD occurs. 

6) As stated previously, the Fixed Guideway Alternative will improve congestion 
on the H-1 Freeway and will reduce vehicle hours of delay by 18 percent. Noise effects 
from the Project are detailed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS. The Project will cause no 
severe noise impacts. Three receptors will experience moderate impacts, which will 
occur on the fifth through ninth floors. The Project includes several features to reduce 
noise from the system. The Project will include an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall 
at the edge of the guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail and 
a system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. Wheel skirts on trains will also 
increase the benefit of the parapet wall at locations above the elevation of the track. 
With mitigation, the Project will not generate any noise impacts. Although you might hear 
the train, the noise it makes will be at a level that is close to what is currently 
experienced. 

As stated in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce regional pollutant 
emissions between 3.9 to 4.6 percent. The Project will also reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases. From the Final EIS Section 4.14, Water, "The Project will secure all 
federal water permits including Section 401 of the CWA, and Section 404." In addition 
the Project will follow the State of Hawaii's general policy, to maintain or improved 
existing water quality in all State waters. Coordination with Federal, State, and local 
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agencies with water-resource expertise and responsibilities has been ongoing to provide 
input and guidance on the resources, design and construction of the Project. 
Coordination will continue as appropriate with regulatory agencies throughout final 
design and construction. In addition, water resources are discussed in Section 4.19.3 
Cumulative Effects, Water: As stated in Section 4.11 of the Final EIS, the Project will 
reduce daily transportation energy demand by 3 percent. These reductions are due 
largely to the reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 

7) The visual and cultural effects of the alternatives are described in Sections 4.8 
and 4.16, respectively, of the Final EIS. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the 
visual and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in 
Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual 
change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which 
are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of 
Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual 
effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be 
selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape 
and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-
level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed 
through the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and 
design guidelines were first developed with coordination between DTS and the 
Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design 
focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities served 
by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 
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Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes 
information related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically 
architecture and landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, 
materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, and the 
guideway. 

8) The construction-related effects of the alternatives are described in 
Sections 3.6 and 4.18 of the Final EIS. While each of the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described 
above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers 
at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the 
natural and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the 
public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of 
the Airport Alternative, As a result, the Project will not affect Salt Lake Boulevard. 

The congestion, pollution, and visual components of your conclusion have been 
addressed previously in this response letter. In addition, the Project will completely 
separate fixed guideway vehicles from roadway traffic operations, and it will provide 
substantially higher transit service reliability compared to the No Build Alternative. This 
reliability will not deteriorate over time, even with projected population and employment 
growth in the study corridor. The reliability of fixed guideway vehicles will be better than 
the reliability of transit vehicles operating on increasingly congested highways. 

Regarding the recommendations in your letter: 

1) There could be many other versions of the Managed Lane Alternative with 
minor adaptations to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the approaches all 
have similar challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. 
They do not reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, 
serve future land use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation 
system. They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited 
existing travel modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for 
corridor-wide benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not 
address the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

2) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed 
guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the 
Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options 
evaluated and rejected include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus 
rapid transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis 
and EIS scoping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion 
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that an elevated system would result in the best overall performance and better support 
of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In addition, the proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the Transportation System 
Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. While this 
alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very low. 

3) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which 
is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and 
identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on 
Oahu. The projects, including a Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS 
and included in the analysis for all project alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on 
traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the 
Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: 
Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown in 
Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the 
No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) 
compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a 
Final EIS was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

Regarding Transit Alternatives Traffic Capacity: 

The comments included items relating to guideway capacity. Since the Draft EIS 
was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air 
passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access modes 
(driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak 
non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on 
travel surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on consultation with FTA. 
As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-hour peak 
period. As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed 
guideway system has been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-hour peak period. The 
fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two or three car trains with a capacity 
of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute headways during the peak 
period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers per peak direction per 
peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers presented in your 
comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible 
enough to accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed 
guideway with four-car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per 
hour per direction or over 50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will 
provide sufficient capacity based on travel demand forecasting results. 
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In response to your conclusions, the Managed Lane Alternative would not 
eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the 1-1-1 Freeway. Accordingly, the Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative will have the most significant reduction on traffic volumes 
when compared to the other alternatives studied. With regard to conditions for 
commuters at guideway stations, as stated above, the fixed guideway system will have 
sufficient capacity based on travel demand forecasting results. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Rnal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tryly yours, 

WAYNE . YdSHI 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment en Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", 

Issue : The DEIS lacks goal to eliminate or substantially reduce traffic 
congestion 

Discussion: 
DElS Section 1.8 cites needs for Transit improvements but does not 
include the single and most important reason for building mass transit: 
To provide TRAFFIC RELIEF during peak hour. The city cit Alternative 
Analysis and DEIS show that rail transit, despite costing over $6.0 
billion, will not provide traffic relief. In fact, after rail is built and operating, 
The AA shows that the traffic overload on H-1 (capacity — 9,500 vehicles 
per hour) at Kalade° will fte from the present 11,000 vph to 17,400 vphl 

Therefore rail should NOT be considered as a candidate for Oahu mass 
transit because it does not accomplish the "MISSION" of mass transit. 
ALL other reasons tor building rail transit are secondary and do NOT 
justify spending at least $6.0 Billion of taxpayers dollars. 

I have read the City's Alternative Analysis and UH Professor Panos 
Prevedouros Study "Transportation Alternative Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu,' The HOT 
Lanes outlined in the Professor's study will provide a separate express 
highway to bypass the known traffic bottlenecks at Pearl City and at 
Mtddle Street and will reduce H-1 congestion by 35 percent_ HOT will 
cost of less than $900 Million (Tampa built a similar 10 mile three-lane 
HOT for $320 million in 2005. 

Another option is to build two Flyover bypasses around the two major H-
1 bottlenecks described as follows: 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea SI/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible 1-101/ as described in- 
http://wWw.toll  roadsnews.com/node/172  
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kahl, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated husway from lwilei to 
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Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea St/Eialekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawail.edu/-panos/UHCS,pdf.  
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Karriehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kameharneha HOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three-
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H-
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover should be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in-
http:ftww.toliroadsnews.cominode/172 . 
The Kameharrieha Flyover should be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawailedu/-panos/UHOS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 

or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Karnehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Karnehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above, if the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway "Flyover and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a Iwo-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover is needed (instead of three-lanes) to ba built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/H-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 

Conclusion: 
The Kamehameha and Nimitz Flyovers are cost effective alternatives for 
mass transit. 

Recommendation: 
Include the Kamehameha Flyover and Nimitz Flyover Alternatives for 
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mass transit consideration in the DEIS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala LiRol St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. red Matley 
FTA Region lx 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St, 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 585-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet -  www.honolulu.gov  

MUF I HANNE/vIANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336473 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Fin& EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal dated December 29, 2008, with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Projectl: 

Project goals and objectives are discussed in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS. Section 1.8.1 
in the Final BS states that transit improvements are needed to "improve corridor mobility." This 
section explains that, "Currently, motorists traveling from West Oahu to Downtown experience 
highly congested traffic during the am. peak period. By 2030, after including all the planned 
roadway improvements in the ORTP, the level of congestion and travel time are projected to 
increase further.... Expansion of the roadway system between Kapolei and UN Manoa is 
constrained by physical barriers and by dense urban neighborhoods that abut many existing 
roadways. Given current and increasing levels of congestion, an alternative method of travel is 
needed within the study corridor independent of current and projected highway congestion." 
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As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

Traffic volumes in 2030 under any alternative will be higher than those observed under 
current conditions. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis shows that there will be 18,049 
vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030 under No Build conditions. 

Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible 
Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative. However, traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph 
with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative will have the most significant reduction on traffic volumes when compared to any 
other alternative studied. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS shows that the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce 
by 18 percent the vehicle hours of delay that would occur if the guideway were not built. It does 
reduce congestion in 2030 compared to what would happen if only the highway projects 
identified in the OahuMPO Regional Transportation Plan and presented in Table 2-4 of the Final 
EIS were constructed. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative in Honolulu from the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher today) for a 16-mile 
facility. As stated in the City Councils Transit Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was 
charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives involving construction (the 
Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that the Task 
Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were 
fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost 
comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date 
that addresses Honolulu conditions. A Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate 
congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. See the discussion above regarding 
information in Table 3-12 of the Alternatives Analysis. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to apply 
such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between the two 
locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes extend only 
5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, long before the costs 
of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within 
which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, 
no major structures or crossings, and was built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions 
than exist on Oahu. In addition, the Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, 
states that "the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs 
versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in 
actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the 
comparison unreasonable." The $900 million for the facility in Honolulu was calculated without 
the benefit of a full understanding of the circumstances, according to Linda Figg, the person who 
made the estimate. The more accurate estimate included in the Alternatives Analysis for a 16- 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNELY. YOSHI 
Director 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 3 

mile facility was $2.6 billion and has been vetted by HDOT and other experts familiar with 
Honolulu. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs 
under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a Final EIS 
was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS shows that the relief provided by the fixed guideway is 
substantially better than from building the highway improvements in the OahuMPO Regional 
Transportation Plan only. Any increase in traffic on the H-1 Freeway would be worse in the 
absence of the fixed guideway. The fixed guideway reduces delay compared to a road-only 
option. The assumptions on which the analysis is based include projects such as the Nimitz 
Flyover, the widenings proposed for the H-1 Freeway, and others. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DEIS does not 
include Managed Lane alternative as stated in the Notice of Intent (NOI) 

Fact: 
DEIS Table 3-20 provides existing traffic volumes but does not provide 
forecasted volumes with resultant Level of Service (LOS) far each 
specific highway. 

NEPA violation: The DEIS lacks the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 
as stated in the Notice of Intent (N01) dated 7 Dec 2007 (reference (a), 
which states: 

"The Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to 
prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of Honolulu to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Mama and 
Waikiki. Alternatives proposed to be considered in the AA and draft EIS 
include No Build, Transportation System Management, Managed Lanes, 
and Fixed Guideway Transit. Other transit alternatives may be identified 
during the sopping process." 

Rationale: The process used by the City & County of Honolulu (City) for 
assessing the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) in the City's Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) was flawed. 
a) A similar length Managed Lane, reversible three-lane transit way was 
built for $320 million in Tampa in year 2005, while the City AA estimated 
the similar MLA to cost $2.6 Billion. 

b) Professor Panos Prevedouros published a study for Managed Lanes 
(reversible) in March 2008, "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulultf 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible 
transitway. The professor believes the Plan's costs are accurate based 
on cost estimate spreadsheet analysis received from a local heavy 
construction estimation expert is $818,634,000 in 2008 dollars. Again, 
this estimate is more in line with the Tampa Transit way estimate and 
refutes the AA estimate of $2.6 Billion. The AA estimate disqualified the 
Managed Lane Alternative to be inferior to the Rail Alternative which 
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cost $3.7 Billion. 

c) 2008 Mayoral Candidate Ann Kobayashi, using the Professor's 4 year 
Managed Lane study and the former Mayor Harris Administration BST 
Study, proposed a similar Managed Lane 15-mile fixed guideway which 
is estimated at $1.2 Billion_ The estimate is similar to the 11 mile 
Managed Lane and which should have been used in the AA rather than 
$2.6 Billion. 

d) Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the City proposed that automobiles 
with two or more occupants should be allowed toll free on the MLA. This 
made the current contraflow zipper lane untenable and thus provided the 
rationale for removing it. The net result was that the additional two lane 
advantage that the MLA offered to the Corridor was reduced to one lane. 
They failed 
to publish their assessment of the option of having all autos pay a toll, 
which would have 
resulted in the zipper lane and the two-lane advantage being retained. 
And they failed to 
analyze MLA options with 'higher occupancy thresholds, such as three 
through five 
occupants. 

e) PB and the City added unnecessary costs to the project by proposing 
a 16-mile facility 
while not testing the viability of shorter 10 to 12-mile versions. 

f) Pe and the City inflated MLA operating costs to make the project 
appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Just two 
examples are a) the projection of a totally unnecessary 5,400 parking 
stalls for the MLA, and b) saddling the MLA with inflated bus 
operating costs. 

g) PB and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way 
that could only result in heavy traffic congestion at these points. In fact, 
the MLA has exit/oft ramps along its route for access to job centers other 
than downtown Honolulu. 

h) PB and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the MLA with the 
result that if 
correct, it would be twice the cost per lane mile of any highway ever built 
in the U.S. 
In his letter to the City and copied to FTA, Dr, Patios Prevedouros, 
Professor of Traffic 
Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the Transportation 
Research Board's Highway 
Micro-simulations Committee and a member of the Task Force, 
commented, "the most egregious 
violation of FTA's rules on alternative specification and analysis was the 
deliberate underengineering of the Managed Lanes Alternative to a 
degree that brings ridicule to prevailing planning and engineering 
principles." 
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i) The 11 mile, elevated MLA, with three lanes as proposed by Professor 
Prevedouros, has the future commuter capacity to eliminate the two H-1 
bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. The Rail, 
according to the AA, table 3-12, will result in 17,500 vehicles per hour 
on H-1 (H-1 full capacity = 9,500 vph) because the Rail cannot 
accommodate the full commuter demand in year 2030. 

Conclusion: The City's AA wrongly estimated the cost of the Managed 
Lane alternative and the MLA capacity to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks 
on H-1. 

Recommendation: It is requested that the Managed Lane Alternative as 
proposed by Ann Kobayashi's EzWay proposal or the Professor 
Prevedouros Managed Lane Study be reinstated into the Honolulu's 
Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, Hi 
96818 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December 7, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 234)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 72871-72873] From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
[wais.access.gpo,gov] [DOCID:fr37cle05-1371 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96613 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-6011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-366489 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Rameib: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS does not 
include Managed Lane alternative as stated in the Notice of Intent (NOD]: 

The Notice of Intent for the EIS was dated March 15, 2007, and reads: "Alternatives 
proposed to be considered in the Draft EIS include a No Build and two Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternatives." 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS provides forecasted (2030) traffic volumes for the No Build 
and Salt Lake Alternatives. This table was updated in the Final EIS to include traffic volumes on 
individual roadway facilities, maximum volume thresholds, number of lanes, and level-of-service 
on each roadway and at each screenline for the No Build and Airport Alternative (Tables 3-9 and 
3-10). Numbers have been updated for the Final BS based on the Airport Alternative and 
refinements to the travel demand forecasting model to account for non-home based direct-
demand trips during off-peak periods (trips that do not originate or end at home). In addition, the 
air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. These 
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revisions were made based on FTA direction. The updated results continue to show that traffic, 
when compared to No Build conditions, will decrease with the addition of the Project. 

a) There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility 
being applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted 
that to apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences 
between the two locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated 
toll lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are 
from 2002, long before the costs of materials and construction rose dramatically after 
2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no 
right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, no major structures or crossings, and was 
built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions than exist on Oahu. In addition, the 
Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, states that "the committee 
concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus projected costs 
with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in actively used 
highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the comparison 
unreasonable." 

b) The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative in Honolulu from the 
Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 
2006 dollars (higher today) for a 16-mile facility. As stated in the City Council's Transit 
Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for 
the two alternatives involving construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed 
Guideway Alternative). The report states that "the Task Force agrees with this 
committee that the Alternatives Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly and 
consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost 
comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the Hawaii Department 
of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate 
to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

c) Ann Kobayashi's proposed EzWay is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative 
that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated 
both single occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the proposal has 
been prepared or checked by a qualified registered Professional Engineer. As a point of 
reference, Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the 
cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway. 

d) As discussed in the Chapter 5, Alternative 3b of the Detailed Definition of 
Alternatives Report (2006), the reversible lane Managed Lane Alternative provides three 
managed/HOV lanes in the peak direction, which is sufficient to satisfy the demand for 
restricted lanes. Eliminating the zipper lane frees up two off-peak direction lanes one 
HOV and one general purpose lane. By 2030, the directional transportation demand will 
be more balanced than it is today. Eliminating the zipper lane while evaluating the 
Reversible Option for the Managed Lane Alternative provided the greatest benefit to 
modeled freeway users by increasing capacity in both directions. The system was 
optimized to balance demand without regard to toll policy. As stated in the Alternatives 
Analysis, for the Reversible Option, three-person high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs) would 
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be allowed to use the facility for free while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would 
have to pay a toll. 

e) A shorter system would have resulted in proportionately less benefit. The full 
system evaluated already would provide substantially less benefit than the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative. Shortening of the Managed Lane Alternative, whether to 14 miles, 
12 miles, or 2 miles, would not have increased the benefits to the traveling public 
compared to the alternative evaluated. 

I) The operating and maintenance costs for all alternatives addressed in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report, including the Managed Lane Alternative, were estimated in 
a consistent manner, as described on pages 5-3 and 5-4 of the Alternatives Analysis 
Report. The supply of park-and-ride stalls assumed for the Managed Lane Alternative 
was sized to meet forecast demand. The number of parking spaces was reflected in the 
capital costs of the Managed Lane Alternative, not in the operating and maintenance 
costs. One purpose of the Project is to improve benefits to transit users. With the 
Managed Lane Alternative, those benefits could only be provided through improvements 
to the bus system. 

g) The Managed Lane Alternative evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis was 
designed by experts in such facilities. Access ramps were placed at locations that 
required direct access to the managed lanes because demand was high. Because of 
engineering requirements, access ramps require substantial rights-of-way and, as a 
result, are very costly. More ramps could be added, but it would make the project more 
expensive and reduce the point-to-point functionality of the system. 

h) Please see the answers above to points a. and b. 

0 The Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks 
on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030 under the 
No Build Alternative. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 
18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative while traffic volumes 
decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from 
those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model 
predicts a maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a. m. two-
hour peak period. As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the 
fixed guideway system has been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-hour peak period. The 
fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two or three car trains with a capacity 
of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute headways during the peak 
period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers per peak direction per 
peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both directions for a total system capacity of 
approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. 
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In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible 
enough to accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed 
guideway with four-car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per 
hour per direction, or over 50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will 
provide sufficient capacity based on travel demand forecasting results. 

There could be many other versions of this type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours 
of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities 
accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the 
managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. 
They also do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel 
modes. For example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide 
benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the 
Purpose and Need of the Project. 

To address your conclusion and recommendation, the Managed Lane Alternative 
as proposed by Ann Kobayashi and Professor Prevedourous were evaluated and 
subsequently eliminated from further consideration. Their proposal is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, 
which also accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. As stated 
previously, there could be many other versions of this type of system with minor 
adaptations to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all 
have similar challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. 
Please see points a. and b. above regarding cost estimates for the Managed Lane 
Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Anal EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

y yoursA  

WAYNE Y. YSHI A 
(— 

(ay 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 95813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The purpose 
and needs statement of the project in the DEIS is flawed because it does 
not comply with the Notice of Intent (N01) dated 7 Nov 2005. 

Discussion: DEIS page 1-19 states" The purpose of the Honolulu High 
Capacity transit Corridor Project is to provide high capacity rapid transit 
in the highly congested east-west transportation corridor between 
Kapoiei and UH Mama." 

The NOI states that the Federal Transit Administration (5TA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services 
(DTS) intend to prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a 
proposal by the City and County of Honolulu to implement transit 
improvements that potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 
25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki. 

The DEIS does not comply with the purpose because the DEIS does not 
include a route assessment to Waikiki and to UH Manoa. 

Conclusion: The purpose and needs statement of the project in the 
DEIS is flawed because the DEIS does not include a route assessment 
to Waikiki and to UH Manoa consistent with Notice of Intent (NOI) dated 
7 Nov 2005. 

Recommendation: Include an environmental impact Statement for the 
full route to include all environmental impacts from Kaelaeloa to UH 
Manoa, to Ala Moana Shopping Center and to Waikiki. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelh P.E. 
1148 Ala Ulikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 

1) Mr. Ted Matley 
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FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8395 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honcidu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336495 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The purpose 
and needs statement of the project in the DEIS is flawed because it does not comply with the 
Notice of Intent (N01) dated 7 Nov 2005]: 

The December 2005 Notice of Intent was superseded by the March 2007 Notice of intent 
for preparation of the NEPA EIS. The March 2007 Notice of Intent states: "Both alignment 
alternatives would have a future extension from Downtown Honolulu to UH Manoa with a future 
branch to Waikiki, and a future extension at the Waianae (western) end to Kalaeloa Boulevard in 
Kapolei." While the fixed guideway system directly connects East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center, 
the remainder of the study corridor is served by buses integrated with the system. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
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the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

The December 2005 Notice of Intent was superseded by the March 2007 Notice of Intent 
for preparation of the NEPA EIS. The March 2007 Notice of Intent states: "Both alignment 
alternatives would have a future extension from Downtown Honolulu to UH Manoa with a future 
branch to Waikiki, and a future extension at the Waianae (western) end to Kalaeloa Boulevard in 
Kapolei." No Notice of Intent for the Project was issued in 2006. While the fixed guideway 
system directly connects East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center, the remainder of the study corridor 
is served by buses integrated with the system. Future extensions would be subject to a 
complete environmental review at the time they are proposed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. 1110K 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-5080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : Rail will worsen 
net transit transportation in West Oahu Corridor despite fact that Raill 
will cost over $6 Billion 

Fact: The 7 December 2005 Notice of Intent states "The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of Honolulu, 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to prepare an EIS 
(and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City and County of 
Honolulu to implement transit improvements that potentially include high-
capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel corridor between Kapolei and 
the University of Hawaii at Manoa. 

Discussion: 
1) The City Alternative Analysis , Table 3-12, shows that there will still 
be 17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 
9,500 vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built 
and operating. 

2) The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build 
Alternative is shown on Table 3-20, page 3-38. 

a) With the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen line ID': 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph) ) - Reference: DEIS Table 3-20. 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 voh - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility (H-
1-FHOV+Zipper4-Kam+ Moanalua) capacity at Kalauao which indicates a 
Level of Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This 
conclusion is consistent with the conclusion using the numbers from the 
City's Alternative analysts report. With rail, the above numbers show 
congestion will WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion Fu!' build out Rail is 
completed. 

b) With the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen line ' 1 F": 
Kapalama Canal Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - 

AM Peak = 20,760 vehicles per hour (vph) ) Reference: Table 3-20. 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 15,300 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis 
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Result The traffic volume will be 5,460 vch above the facility (Nirnitz, 
Dillingham, North King, H-1, School St) capacity at Kapalama Canal 
which indicates a Level of Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake rail is 
built. This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion using the 
numbers from the City's Alternative analysis report. With rail, the above 
numbers show congestion will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion Full build 
out Rail is completed. 

Conclusion: The AA and DEIS fait in showing that Rail is a cost effective 
transit improvement because traffic congestion on 1-1-1 will worsen from 
the current 11,000 vph to 17,500 vph in year 2030 (Alternative Analysis 
Table 3-12) despite building the $6.0 Billion Rail, 

Recommendation: Delete Rail transit because it fails to provide ''transit 
improvements" and instead results in worse traffic congestion on H-1 
after the $6.0 Billion rail is built and operating. Consider other cost 
effective solutions to eliminate traffic congestion on H-1. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Ms. Ted Matey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAx (8081867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 7613-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THO/v1 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336497 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : Rail will 
worsen net transit transportation in West Oahu Corridor despite fact that Rail will cost over $6 
Biilion. 

Conditions on the H-1 Freeway will be worse in 2030 under any circumstance and 
regardless of whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. The 
Alternatives Analysis stated this. However, these conditions will be even worse if the rail system 
is not built. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in 
the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 
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As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenline (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the a.m. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips during off-peak 
periods. In addition, the air passenger model was updated to reflect current conditions. These 
revisions were made based on FTA direction. The updated results continue to show that traffic 
will decrease with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 
11 percent decrease in vph at this screenline during the a.m. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound 
direction and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

Similar results were found at the Kapalama screenline. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 
in the Final EIS, the Project will reduce vph at this screenline by 9 percent during the a.m. peak 
hour in the Koko Head-bound direction and by 5 percent during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-
bound direction. Traffic will improve on the H-1 Freeway at this screenline in both directions 
during the am. and p.m. peak hour. 

As stated above, the Final BS shows that traffic volumes on the H-1 Freeway at the 
Kalauao and Kapalama screenlines will decrease with the addition of the fixed guideway system 
(Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS). Lastly, as shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the 
Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance 
charges. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very t u y yours, 

WAYN YO HIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: False and 
misleading DEIS statement on "improve Corridor mobility". 

Fact: 
Para. 1.8, pg. 1-20 states that transit improvements are needed to 
improve corridor mobility "because motorists and transit users 
experience substantial traffic congestion and delay at most times of the 
day 	Average speeds on the H-1 Freeway are currently less than 20 
mph 	and will degrade even further by 2030? 

Discussion: 
The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS propose Rail transit be built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 after tha Rail is built, The 
City Alternative Anelysis , Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
fine : 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak r-- 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak =-• 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3-
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility (H-1 + HOV + Zipper + 
Kam+ Moanalua) capacity at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion Full build out Rail is completed. 

The V.0 Billion Steel wheel on steel rail transit system is NOT a cost 
effective means of providing improved mobility. A fully-elevated, steel-
wheel rail transit system can move only 6,000 commuters (4000 
standees, 2000 seated) per hour during peak travel periods while the 
2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 15,600 commuters per hour, 
according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis. Similarly, Table 3- 
20 of the DEIS shows traffic overload on H-1 during peak travel periods. 
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Conclusion: The $7.0 Billion Steel Rail is not cost effective to 
substantially reduce or eliminate the bottlenecks on 1-1-1 and will 
REDUCE MOBILITY which is contrary to the goal of the DOS. 

Recommendation: Reject the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail transit system 
and select other more cost effective transit systems which will improve 
mobility. Cost effective transit systems which will have the capacity to 
eliminate H-1 congestion include Managed Lane Alternative, BAT, 
EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl 
City and at Middle Street merge_ 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb RE. 
1148 Ala Liiikoi St 
Honolulu, Hi 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matfey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1660 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336500 

Mr. Ben Rameld 
1148 Ala LiIikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu 1-Ugh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: False and 
misleading DEIS statement on "Improve Corridor Mobilityl 

Conditions on the H-1 Freeway will be worse in 2030 under any circumstance and 
regardless of whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. The 
Alternatives Analysis stated this. However, these conditions will be even worse if the rail system 
is not built. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in 
the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
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Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 2000,6 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenline (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the am. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18 7 910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which 
forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu 
International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. These revisions were made 
based on consultation with FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease 
with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final BS shows an 11 percent 
decrease in vph at this screenline during the a.m. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound direction 
and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-hour peak period. 
As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has 
been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per direction during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate 
with two- or three-car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-
minute headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 
6,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both 
directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17 7 300 passengers per peak hour. The 
numbers presented in your comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a 
substantial margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that 
FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-
effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range 
established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along with other considerations, is currently 
required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 of the Final EIS). As shown in 
Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in 
inflated dollars, including finance charges. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

(1 X4 ( 1  
WAYNE 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2006 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue False and 
misleading DEIS statement on Corridor Travel Reliability. 

Fact: 
Para. 1.8.2, pg. 1-20 states that As more roadways become more 
congested.... because of traffic accidents or heavy rain 	 a need exists 
to provide a more reliable transit system." 

Discussion: 
A fully-elevated, steel-wheel on steel rail transit system can move only 
6,000 commuters (4000 standees, 2000 seated) per hour during peak 
travel periods while the 2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 
15,600 commuters per hour, according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative 
Analysis. 

Commuter demand of 15,600 commuters per hour in year 2030 is 
calculated thus: 
City AA, Table 3-12 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph on 
1-1-1(full rated capacity =9,500 vph) with the rail built and operating. 
Therefore, there is an overload on 1-1-1 Freeway of 8,000 vph = 9,600 
commuters per hour that needs to get on the $10 Billion Rail transit 
which already carries 6,000 commuters per hour. 

The EzWay or Managed Lane alternatives have the capacity to 
accommodate the total 2030 demand. The Managed Lanes or EzWay 
will each have three lanes, each lane has a capacity of 2000 vph. For 
three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 vehicles per hour. The 
Managed Lane Alternative person capacity is calculated thus: 
Projected use of the HOT during peak hour includes: 

200 express buses w/-50 pns 10,000 pns 
500 HOV5 (carpool) = 2,500 pns 
500 venpool (-Sons) = 2,500 pns. 

Remaining excess capacity available for low occupancy green vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200+ 500 + 500) 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 
Average persons per vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles with 1,2 pns = 5700 pns 
Summary: Managed Lane persons capacity = 10 1 000 + 2500 +2,500 + 
5,700 = - 20,700 pns 
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Conclusion: 

There will be 9,600 + 6,000 15,600 commuters per hour that must get 
on the train during peak travel period. However, 9.600 commuters per 
hour will NOT be able to board the train because the train has . 
insufficient commuter capacity during peak travel period. Therefore, the 
train cannot be considered a RELIABLE form of transit because it has 
insufficient commuter capacity. 

Recommendation: Rail Transit should be eliminated as the preferred 
alterative because it does not meet the test of Travel Reliability, The 
DEIS should include cost effective transit systems which will have the 
capacity to eliminate I-1-1 congestion include Managed Lane Alternative, 
BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at 
Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-366506 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue False and misleading 
DEIS statement on Corridor Travel Reliability: 

Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding 
an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers 
arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access 
modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak 
non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel 
surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made in consultation with FTA. As stated in Chapter 
3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a maximum peak direction 
volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-hour peak period. As a result of updated 
ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has been revised and the 
system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per direction 
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during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two or 
three car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute 
headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers 
per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both directions for a total 
system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers presented in 
your comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for 
its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting 
planned growth and economic development, constructability and cost, community and 
environmental quality, and planning consistency. The Managed Lane Alternative would fail to 
meet the Project's Purpose and Need, as described in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, because it 
fails to moderate anticipated traffic congestion. While this alternative would have reduced 
congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the 
No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total 
islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative 
compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide congestion (see 
Table 2-2 in the Final EIS). It also would be less effective than the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
at providing a faster and more reliable public transportation service as well as an alternative to 
private automobile travel. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned 
concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not provide 
concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. 

There could be many versions of an EzWay or Managed Lane system with minor 
adaptations to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches have 
similar challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land use 
plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. While the Managed 
Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours of delay), it 
would increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive, which would 
result in increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the freeways and the 
managed lane. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is still 
subjected to congestion on surrounding roadways. They also do not offer an alternative to 
perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel modes. For example, localized bypasses would 
not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In 
sum, they do not address the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
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changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

In response to your conclusion, the fixed guideway system will have sufficient capacity to 
meet demand, as stated previously. In addition, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the fixed 
guideway system will be reliable because it will operate in an exclusive right-of-way. This 
reliability would not deteriorate over time, even with projected population growth and resulting 
added traffic volumes in the study corridor. 

As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that 
FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-
effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range 
established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along with other considerations, is currently 
required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 in the Final EIS). As shown in 
Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in 
inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The soaping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. Al! reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
ESs. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

( 

WAYN YO HIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes ; 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subfect: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Proiecr, Issue : DEIS 
incorrectly compares rail alternatives with No-Build Alternatives. 

Discussion: 
DEIS pg. 4-1 states in this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts of other alternatives are 
compared_" 

The DEfS contains only rail alternatives and a "No-build" alternative 
which wrongfully draws conclusions detrimental to the environment. 
There are other low-cost alternatives considered superior in providing 
traffic relief and cost which were wrongfully deleted or not included in the 
DEIS and Alternative Analysis. 

These cost effective transit alternatives include an 11 mile Managed 
Lane, a 15 Mile EzWay, a BAT fixed Guideway and two highway 
bypasses around the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street 
Merge. All of these alternatives would cost no more than $1.2 Billion 
and would eliminate the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street 
Merge. 

Conversely, the Steel wheel on steel rail alternatives included in the 
DEIS ALL cost no less than $6.28 Billion (Table 6-2 DEIS). Moreover, 
after the $6.28 Billion Rail is built and operating, traffic congestion on H-
1 will worsen as shown on table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis and on 
DEIS Table 3-20. The AA shows 17,500 vehicles per hour on the H-1 
freeway (rated full capacity 9,500 vph). The DEIS Table 3-20 shows 
there will be 4,200 vph above the vehicle capacity of the highway 
facilities heading Koko Head bound during the morning peak period. 

Conclusion: If the DEIS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BAT, and bypass 
highways, each rail alternative would be interior to the "other" transit 
alternatives, both in terms of cost effectiveness and for providing traffic 
relief. 

Recommendation: 
The OEIS must add more transit alternatives such as BAT, Managed 
Lane, EzWay, and two bypass highways, into the DEIS which can then 
be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical locally 
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preferred alternative (LPA): 

1) an elevated HOV three-lane transit way from Welkele to downtown 
Hotel and Alakea Sts as described in Professor Panes Prevedouros 
Report °Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic 
Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu, Mar 2008." The full 
report is available at www.eng.hawall.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf.  
2) BRT proposed by former Mayor Harris in early 2002 Cot 2003. 

3) Build two separate, three-lane Flyovers, Nimilz and Kamehameha 
(between Waiawa Interchange and Halawa Interchange). Note that the 
two Flyovers have the capacity to eliminate the bottlenecks on H-1. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730- Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336512 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Rameib: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS incorrectly 
compares rail alternatives with No-Build Alternativesj: 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
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and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UN Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The No Build Alternative is a baseline required as part of the NEPA process. All 
alternatives studied in both the Alternatives Analysis and BS used the No Build Alternative as a 
baseline when analyzing the benefits, costs, and impacts of the projects studied. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final BS, the Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for 
its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting 
planned growth and economic development, constructability and cost, community and 
environmental quality, and planning consistency. The Managed Lane Alternative would fail to 
meet the Project's Purpose and Need, as described in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, because it 
fails to moderate anticipated traffic congestion. While this alternative would have reduced 
congestion on parallel highways, systemwide traffic congestion would have been similar to the 
No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total 
islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative 
compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide congestion (see 
Table 2-2 in the Final EIS). It also would be less effective than the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
at providing a faster and more reliable public transportation service as well as an alternative to 
private automobile travel. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned 
concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not provide 
concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. 

The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of a plan for 
elevated toil lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also 
accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the 
EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by a qualified registered Professional Engineer. 
Options evaluated and rejected during the Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) 
and Alternatives Analysis include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus rapid 
transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis and EIS 
scoping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion that an elevated 
system would result in the best overall performance and better support the Purpose and Need 
for the Project. In addition, the Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a 
variation of the Transportation System Management Alternative that was evaluated in the 
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Alternatives Analysis. While this alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system 
benefit would be very low. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs 
under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. 

As a point of reference, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated 
January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 
2.5-mile elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this 
estimate, a 15-mile facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

To address your statement about the cost of the Project, Table 6-2 in the Draft EIS 
estimates the costs for implementing, replacing, rehabilitating, and maintaining the fixed 
guideway service. This table also includes the costs to restructure and expand TheBus and 
TheHandi- Van network. As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion 
in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 342 in 
the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenline (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the a.m. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which 
forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu 
International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. These revisions were made 
based on consultation with FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease 
with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final BS shows an 11 percent 
decrease in vph at this screenline during the a.m. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound direction 
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and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

During the scoping process, several comments were received requesting reconsideration 
of the Managed Lane Alternative. This was considered and rejected during the Alternatives 
Analysis process. Because no new information was provided that would have substantially 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis process regarding the Managed Lane 
Alternative, this alternative was not included in the Draft or Final EISs, 

The Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the Managed Lane Alternative and documented 
that it performed poorly compared to the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative on a broad range of 
metrics. Any slight changes to the alternative would not result in substantially different findings. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve tr fy yours, 7  
( i  

W AYN Y. YOSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd or 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DES) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DEIS should 
compare environmental impacts between Rail and Managed Lane 
Alternative 

Discussion: 
DEIS pg. 4-1 states In this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts ot other alternatives are 
compared." The DEIS and AA should compare environmental impacts 
between Rail and Managed Lane Alternative as follows: 

A comparison of Managed Lane Alternative versus Rail: 
Cost: 

- $6.0 + Billion 
Managed Lane - Less than $1.0 Billion (Sirnilar length Tampa reversible 
three lane elevated expressway cost $320 million in year 2005) 

Length of new elevated fixed guideway: 
Rail - 28 miles. Kapolei, Farrington Hwy to Waipahu, Kamehameha Hwy 
to 
Aiea, Salt Lake Blvd, Mapunapuna, Dillingham, Nimitz, Halekauwila, 
Kapiolani, Kona (Ala Moana Shopping Center), Kapiolani, Kalakaua, 
Kuhio (Waikiki); Kapiolani, 
University Ave. (U.H. Manoa). 

Managed Lane - 11 Miles_ Over Kam Hwy median (H-1/H-2 Merge to 
Pearl Harbor), alongside (mauka) H-1 Viaduct to Keehi Lagoon, over 
Nimitz hwy to Iwilei thence to Hotel 
Street and underpass to Alakea St and Halekauwila Street. Use King 
and Beretania (couplet) on grade. 

Traffic congestion: 
Rail Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 shows 17,500 vph on H-1 (full 
rated capacity -.9,500 vph) at Kalauao. Rail will worsen traffic 
congestion on H-1. 9,600 commuters per hour will be stuck in gridlock 
on H-1 during am peak hour or delayed in catching mostly fully loaded 
train cars at train stations. 
Managed Lane - Will reduce congestion on H-1 by 35 percent and has 
the traffic capacity to eliminate 
H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle St. merge.. 

Stations: 
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Rail - Will have 34 four-story or higher rail stations 
Managed Lane - Zero bus stations. 

Rail Stops: 
Rail - Minimum 19 rail stops outside of Honolulu. 
Managed Lane - Zero bus stops between community transit center and 
Honolulu 

Transfers: 
Rail - At least two transfers, home to bus to rail to another bus in town) 
Managed Lane - None. Bus will travel directly from community to 
destination. 

Travel time: 
Rail - will not reduce travel time due to required transfers (bus to rail to 
bus). 
Managed Lane - reduce travel time by 34 percent in automobile and bus 
travel 
times along the Leeward Corridor from current levels. 

Bypass Road 
Rail - Railway not available for highway bypass due to accident on H-1 
Managed Lane - Reversible highway available 2417. 

Land Acquisition 
Rail - Much acquisition needed for Rail stations, vehicular parking lots 
and rail yards. 
Managed Lane - Land required for busyard in Kapplei, 

Funding 
Rail - GET taxes plus properly tax. red fund unlikely because Feds 
recently cut rail funds for Wash. DC to Dulles Airport. 
Managed Lane - funded by Feds FHWA, FTA and municipal bonds. 
GET funds could be made available with change in law. 

Visual Blight 
Rail - Will be an 28 mile elevated environmental blight on Honolulu. 
Elevated tracks will be ugly, running through downtown and eventually 
Waikiki, defacing our beautiful city and damaging our tourist industry. 
Managed Lane — 11 mile elevated outside of Honolulu only. 

Air pollution 
Rail is not Green. Rail uses more energy per passenger mile than our 
buses or cars. Trains will continue at 10 minute schedule during non-
peak hours with few passengers. Rail will not eliminate H-1 bottlenecks 
at Pearl City which will cause 8000 vehicles per hour stuck in gridlock on 
H-1 resulting in greater pollution than MLA. 
Managed Lane Has capacity to eliminate H-1 bottlenecks thereby 
reducing air pollution relative to rail. 

Travel Speed 
Rail - is slow, averaging 25 mph with 19 rail stops outside of Honolulu. 
There are no express trains. 
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Managed Lane — Non-stop 55 mph travel between each community and 
job destinations from Pearl Harbor and downtown. 

Conclusion: If the DEIS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BRT, and bypass 
highways, each rail alternative would be inferior to the "other" transit 
alternatives, both in terms of cost effectiveness and tor providing traffic 
relief. 

Recommendation: The DEIS should include cost effective transit 
systems which will have the capacity to eliminate H-1 congestion include 
Managed Lane Alternative, BRT, EzWay Ur two highway bypasses 
around the H-1 bottlenecks at Peed City and at Middle Street merge. 
These alternatives can then be compared with the rail alternatives to 
arrive at a more logical preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Remelt) P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, l--11 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9581Z 
FAX (808) 586-0005 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (898) 768-8395 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

muriHANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT 10/09-336528 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-.261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu F-ugh-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS should 
compare environmental impacts between Rail and Managed Lane Alternativel: 

The No Build Alternative is a baseline required as part of the NEPA process. All 
alternatives studied in both the Alternatives Analysis and EIS used the No Build Alternative as a 
baseline when analyzing the benefits, costs, and impacts of the projects studied. 

The engineering cost estimate for a two-lane reversible managed lane facility, which was 
calculated following the same rigorous cost-estimating process used for the Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternatives, was $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. As stated in the City Councils Transit 
Advisory Task Force Report, a committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two 
Alternatives involving construction (Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). 
The report states that the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives Analysis' 
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construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for 
both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the Task Force from the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with managed lane facilities. It is the 
only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. The construction cost estimate for the 
Project is $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself admitted that to apply 
such an estimate without detailed consideration of the many differences between the two 
locations is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa Bay elevated toll lanes extend only 
5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The costs quoted are from 2002, long before the costs 
of materials and construction rose dramatically after 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within 
which the Tampa Bay lanes are built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility conflicts, 
no major structures or crossings, and was built in much more favorable geotechnical conditions 
than exist on Oahu. In addition, the Transit Task Force Report dated December 14, 2006, 
states that the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs 
versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible ROW vs. construction in 
actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to make the 
comparison unreasonable." 

In addition, the length of the Project is 20 miles. The length of the Managed Lane 
Alternative studied during the Alternatives Analysis was 16 miles. 

To address your statements about traffic, traffic volumes in 2030 under any alternative 
will be higher than those observed under current conditions. As shown in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion 
and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, 
under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the 
H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph 
(Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 
17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No 
Build Alternative. 

We would like to correct several comments in your letter under the headings of stations 
and rail stops. The Project includes 21 stations that will be various distances above the ground. 
A trip on the fixed guideway system from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center would take 
42 minutes, including dwell time at stations. 

Regarding transfers, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, with the Project, the rate of 
transfers will be higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local bus 
service to maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak 
periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. 
Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
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residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. Ridership 
forecasts increase 44 percent over the No Build Alternative despite a higher rate of transfers. 
While people typically try to minimize transfers on any trip, the more fundamental criterion for 
making a trip decision is how long the trip takes. Rail will offer people a shorter overall trip time 
compared to other options, even with the transfers as noted in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. 

Regarding travel time, as shown in Table 3-6 of the Alternatives Analysis, in the majority 
of instances the Managed Lane Alternative would have resulted in substantially greater transit 
travel times than the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. For example, from Waipahu to 
Downtown transit travel time for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been 52 minutes 
compared to 41 minutes for the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 

Regarding a bypass road, the fixed guideway system would provide an alternative to the 
H-1 Freeway if the freeway were closed. 

To address your statement on land acquisition, property acquisitions are discussed in 
Section 4.4 of the Final EIS. The Project has been developed with a goal to minimize property 
takes and the need to relocate businesses and households. The Managed Lane Alternative 
would have affected up to 49 parcels. Of this total, two parcels were identified as residential, 
and up to 47 parcels with commercial/office and other uses would be affected. Parcels affected 
by right-of-way acquisition may include condominium or apartment buildings where multiple 
dwelling units could be affected, as well as single-family residences. 

Your letter also contained comments about project funding that we would like to respond 
to. The Alternatives Analysis showed after extensive analysis that the other options would be 
ineffective at addressing the key transportation needs in Honolulu compared to the fixed 
guideway and at nearly comparable cost. No credible evidence has been developed to justify 
further consideration of those options. By law, no property tax revenues can be used to 
construct the Project. All capital costs, including finance charges, will be funded with FTA 
Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts funds and County General Excise and Use Tax 
surcharge revenues. Regarding the Washington, D.C. to Dulles Airport rail project, FTA is 
providing $900 million under a Full Funding Grant Agreement. There has been no indication that 
the Project will not receive Federal funding. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final BS, the Managed Lane Alternative would not have 
qualified for local excise and use tax surcharge funding. Because single-occupant vehicles 
would have been permitted, even if tolled, Federal New Starts funding could not have been 
used. Because the Managed Lane Alternative would not have met the Project's Purpose and 
Need, would not have resulted in substantially fewer environmental impacts, and would not have 
been financially feasible, it is not a practicable alternative. 

Regarding visual blight, the island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were 
considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As 
discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final PS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual 
change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures 
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will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and 
aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project also will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS specific environmental, architectural, 
and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have extended a shorter distance, but it would 
have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, with a typical width of between 
36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than that of the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

Likewise, to address your comments on air pollution, an average rail system consumes 
2,784 British thermal units (BTUs) of energy per passenger-mile of service. An average 
passenger vehicle consumes 3,512 BTUs of energy per passenger-mile (USDOE 2008). As 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, the Project is anticipated to reduce daily transportation 
energy demand by approximately 3 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. The findings 
of the Alternatives Analysis demonstrated that the Reversible Option of the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have resulted in a net increase in transportation energy consumption and air 
pollution emissions. 

As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in 
the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 
18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 
18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane 
Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic 
volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

Next, regarding travel speed, the average speed of the fixed guideway system is greater 
than 30 miles per hour. Travel from one end of the system to the other will take 42 minutes. 
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To address your conclusion, non-rail alternatives were evaluated in the Alternative 
Analysis. Scoping for the NEPA process confirmed that no alternatives that had not been 
previously studied and eliminated for good cause would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less 
cost, with greater effectiveness, or with less environmental or community impact. 

While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion (measured as 
vehicle hours of delay), it would also increase overall system congestion by inducing additional 
travelers to drive, which would increase congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing 
the freeways. System-wide congestion will be greater in 2030 than it is today. Spot-congestion 
in some locations could decrease with the Managed Lane Alternative; however, the Reversible 
Option of the Managed Lane Alternative would increase systemwide congestion compared to the 
No Build Alternative, while the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will decrease congestion 
compared to the No Build Alternative, 

During the scoping process, several comments were received requesting reconsideration 
of the Managed Lane Alternative. This alternative was considered and rejected during the 
Alternatives Analysis process. Because no new information was provided that would have 
substantially changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis process regarding the Managed 
Lane Alternative, this alternative is not included in the Draft or Final EISs. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus rapid transit vehicles. In 
addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis and EIS soaping sessions, these 
studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion that an elevated system would result in 
the best overall performance and better support of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In 
addition, the proposed Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the 
Transportation System Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
While this alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very 
low. 

The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of a plan for 
elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also 
accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the 
EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by a qualified registered professional engineer. As a 
point of reference, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated 
highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile 
facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
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alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs 
under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Milliani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a Final EIS 
was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

Conditions on the highway system will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances and 
whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. As stated in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report the comparison that is key to the Project is that rail service will 
improve conditions compared to what would occur if it were not provided (as shown in 
Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS). Accordingly, traffic conditions will be significantly better 
with the fixed guideway than with any of the other potential solutions studied. 

As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final BS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that 
FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-
effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range 
established by FTA for its New Stalls ratings, which, along with other considerations, is currently 
required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 of the Final EIS). As shown in 
Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in 
inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve rul yours, 

WAYN . Y02-0(  
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
M. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
Hi 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue: False and 
misleading DEIS statement to Improve Transportation Equity 

Discussion: 
Para. 1.8.4, pg. 1-21 states that "Equity is about fair distribution of 
resources so that no group carries an unfair burden of the negative 
environmental, social or economic impacts or receives and unfair of 
share o benefits. Many tow-income and minority workers who commute 
to work in the PUG Development Pian area lie in the corridor outside of 
the urban core and thus rely heavily on transit availability. As more 
roadways become more congested.... because of traffic accidents or 
heavy rain..... a need exists to provide a more reliable transit system.' 

Discussion: 

A tully-slevated, steel-wheel on steel rail transit system can move only 
6,000 commuters (4000 standees, 2000 seated) Per hour during peak 
travel periods while the 2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 
15,600 commuters per hour, according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative 
Analysis. 

Train commuter demand of 15,600 commuters per hour in year 2030 is 
calculated thus: 
City AA, Table 3-12 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph on 
H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 vph) with the rail built and operating. 
Therefore, there is a commuter overload on H-1 Freeway of 8,000 vph = 
9,600 commuters per hour. The total commuter load in 2030 = H-1 
commuter overload plus 6,000 commuters on the Rail = 15,600 
commuters per hour during peak_ 

The EzWay or Managed Lane alternatives each has the capacity to 
accommodate the total yr 2030 demand. The Managed Lanes or 
EzWay will each have elevated, reversible, three lanes each iane has a 
capacity of 2000 vph. For three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 
vehicles per hour, The Managed Lane Met-native person capacity is 
calculated thus: 

Projected use of the HOT during peak hour includes: 
200 express buses w/-50 pns 10,000 pns 
500 HON/5 (carpool) = 2,500 pns 
500 vanpool (-5pns) 2,500 pns. 
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Remaining excess capacity available for low occupancy green vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200 + 500 + 500) = 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 
Average persons per vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles with 1.2 ons = 5700 pns 
Summary: Managed Lane persons capacity = 10,000 + 2,500 +2,500 + 
5,700 = - 20,700 pns 

Conclusion: 

There will be 9,600 + 6,000 = 15,600 commuters per hour that must get 
on the train during peak travel period. However, 9,600 commuters per 
hour will NOT be able to board the train because the train has 
insufficient commuter capacity during peak travel period. Therefore, the 
train cannot be considered as a form transit which provides 
transportation equity to many low-income and minority workers who 
commute to work in the PUG Development Plan area. Rail will irrspOse 
an environmental injustice to iow-income and minority commuters_ 

Recommendation: Rail Transit should be eliminated as the preferred 
alterative because it does not meet the test of improving transportation 
equity. The DEIS should include cost effective transit systems which will 
have the capacity to eliminate 1-1-1 congestion include Managed Lane 
Alternative, BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 
bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. These alternatives 
can then be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical 
preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikol St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2728 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT 10/09-336533 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikol Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Anal EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: False and 
misleading DEIS statement to Improve Transportation Equity]: 

To address your comments about the capacity of the fixed guideway system and 
managed lane alternative, since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been 
refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related 
to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic 
drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more 
robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) 
based on travel surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on consultation with 
FTA. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the am. two 	peak period. 
As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has 
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been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per direction during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate 
with two- or three-car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-
minute headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 
8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This figure applies in both directions for a 
total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers 
presented in your comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial 
margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

As discussed in Section 4.7 of the Final EIS, the effects of the Project were analyzed in 
regard to how well the Project will serve the transportation needs of the identified Environmental 
Justice (EJ) populations and communities of concern relative to all other population groups 
within the study corridor. Effects of the Project also will result in benefits to transit users. These 
benefits include increased transit options, improved mobility, proximity to transit links, and 
access to expanding employment opportunities. As Chapter 3 illustrates, traffic and transit 
performance will improve within the study corridor, and these benefits can be realized by all 
populations. There are 21 stations proposed for the Project. Nine are in or adjacent to Oahu 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) EJ Areas. Therefore, people living in 
OahuMPO EJ Areas will have the same opportunity to access the transit and mobility 
improvements. With the additions to capacity stated above, no specific community will have 
diminished access or ability to use transit based on capacity. There will be no disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on residents and businesses in OahuMPO EJ Areas. 

In addition, transit travel-time benefits will occur for several communities with high 
concentrations of transit-dependent households, as well as other defined groups within 
communities of concern (Figure 3-5 in Final EIS). Data collected and used as indicators for 
these communities of concern include linguistically isolated households, transit-dependent 
populations, and areas with public housing and community services. Substantial positive user 
benefits for communities of concern are shown in or near Waipahu, Pearl Harbor Naval Base, 
and Ala Moana Center. Overall, many communities of concern receive positive benefits from the 
Project. No community of concern will experience negative user benefits. Those areas with 
high transit dependence, such as Waipahu, Pearl City, Aiea, Kalihi, Iwilei , Chinatown, 
Downtown, Kakaako, Ala Moana, and Waikiki, benefit from more than 35 percent of the total 
user benefits. 

In response to the recommendation and conclusion sections of your letter, as stated in 
Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that FTA uses to 
evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The cost-effectiveness indices 
for the Project compared to the baseline is within the "medium" range established by ETA for its 
New Starts ratings, which, along with other considerations, is currently required to qualify for 
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New Starts funding (Table 7-8 of Final EIS). As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project 
will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. As 
shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane Alternative would 
not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative 
Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per 
hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-
direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while 
traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those 
projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. The Alternatives Analysis fully evaluated the 
Managed Lane Alternative and documented that it performed poorly compared to the Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative on a broad range of metrics. Any slight changes to the alternative 
would not result in substantially different findings. 

Non-rail alternatives were evaluated in the Alternative Analysis. Scoping for the NEPA 
process confirmed that no alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for 
good cause would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or with 
less environmental or community impact. 

The rTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru y yours, 

Q 	
A, 

WAYNE Y. YO HIOKI  

f— V 

	l'FeC----  
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. ard Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DEIS should 
compare environmental baselines between Rail and other low-cost 
transit alternatives such as Managed Lanes, BAT, Ezwey and No-build 

Discussion: 

DEIS pg. 4-1 states In this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts of other alternatives are 
compared." 

The DEIS contains only rail alternatives and a "No-build" alternative 
which draws wrong or biased conclusions with respect to the 
environment. There are other low-cost alternatives considered superior 
in providing traffic relief and cost which were wrongfully deleted or not 
included in the DEIS and Alternative Analysis. 

Other cost effective transit alternatives include a) an 11 mile elevated 
three-lane reversible Managed Lane, b) a 15 Mile elevated, three-lane 
reversible EzWay, c) a BAT fixed Guideway and d) two elevated, three-
lane, reversible highway bypasses around the bottlenecks at Pearl City 
and at Middle Street Merge. Each of these alternatives would cost less 
no more than $1.2 Billion and each has the traffic capacity to eliminate 
the H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street Merge. 

Conversely, each of the steel wheel fixed guideway alternatives included 
in the DEIS cost no less than $6.26 Billion (Table 6-2 Des). Moreover, 
after the $6.28 Billion Rail is built and operating, traffic congestion on H-
i will worsen as shown on table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis and on 
DEIS Table 3-20. The AA year 2030 shows 17 1 500 vehicles per hour 
on the H-1 freeway (rated full capacity = 9,500 vph). The DEIS yr 2030 
Table 3-20 shows there will be 4,200 vph above the vehicle capacity of 
the highway facilities heading Koko Head bound during the morning 
peak period. 

Conclusion: If the DEIS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BAT, or Iwo 
Flyovers, each steel wheel fixed guideway alternative would be totally 
interior, both in terms of cost effectiveness and for providing traffic rekiet. 

Recommendation: Include a wide range of alternatives as required by 
law. The DEIS should include Cost effective transit systems which will 
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have the capacity to eliminate H-1 congestion include Managed Lane 
Alternative, BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 
bottlenecks at Pear! City and at Middle Street merge. These alternatives 
can then be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical 
preferred alternative. 

Hespectfuliy, 

Ben Rarnelb 
1148 Ala Lilikol St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FIR Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Ungle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 887-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336541 

Mr. Ben Ram elb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS should 
compare environmental baselines between Rail and other low-cost transit alternatives such as 
Managed Lanes, BRT, Ezway and No-build]: 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
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and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The No Build Alternative is a baseline required as part of the NEPA process. Al! 
alternatives studied in both the Alternatives Analysis and EIS used the No Build Alternative as a 
baseline when analyzing the benefits, costs, and impacts of the projects studied. 

a) The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis. While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion 
(measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall system congestion by 
inducing additional travelers to drive, which would increase congestion on arterial and 
collector facilities accessing the freeways and the managed lane. In addition, once a 
vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to congestion on 
surrounding roadways. 

The analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative in Honolulu from the Alternatives 
Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) shows the cost to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (higher 
today) for a 16-mile facility. As stated in the City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force 
Report, a committee was charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two alternatives 
involving construction (the Managed Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). 
The report states that "the Task Force agrees with this committee that the Alternatives 
Analysis construction cost estimates were fairly and consistently prepared, and that they 
may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." Information was obtained by the 
Task Force from the Hawaii Department of Transportation and others familiar with 
managed lane facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu 
conditions. 

b) The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of 
a plan for elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It 
is similar to the Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis, which also accommodated both single occupant and transit 
vehicles. No known cost estimate for the EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by 
a qualified registered professional engineer. As a point of reference, the State of 
Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the 
Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two 
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lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile facility would 
cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

c) As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed 
guideway system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the 
Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options 
evaluated and rejected include an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using bus 
rapid transit vehicles. In addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis 
and EIS scoping sessions, these studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion 
that an elevated system would result in the best overall performance and better support 
of the Purpose and Need for the Project. The proposed Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, 
as stated in your letter, is a variation of the Transportation System Management 
Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. While this alternative has 
merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very low. 

d) Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which 
is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and 
identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on 
Oahu. The projects, including a Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS 
and included in the analysis for all project alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on 
traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the 
Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel pairs under the No Build Alternative: 
Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown in 
Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the 
No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) 
compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the fixed guideway project. As a point of 
clarification, a Final EIS was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

There could be many other versions of the type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. They also 
do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel modes. For 
example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the Purpose and 
Need of the Project. 

Table 6-2 in the Draft EIS estimates the costs for implementing, replacing, 
rehabilitating, and maintaining the fixed guideway service. This table also includes the 
costs to restructure and expand TheBus and TheHandi-Van network. As shown in 
Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion 
in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

While the Managed Lane Alternative identified in the Alternatives Analysis would 
reduce freeway congestion (measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase 
overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive. These additional 
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travelers, in turn, would increase congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing 
the freeways. System-wide congestion will be greater in 2030 than today. While spot-
congestion in some locations could decrease with the Managed Lane Alternative, the 
Reversible Option of the Managed Lane Alternative would increase system-wide 
congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. Meanwhile, the Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative will decrease congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane 
Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 
3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle 
volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18 7 419 vph (Reversible Option) with 
the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-
mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build 
Alternative. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenline (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in 
the Koko Head-bound direction during the am. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. 
This number decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 
18,910 vph. Numbers have been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport 
Alternative and refinements to the travel demand forecasting model to account for non-
home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not originate or end at home) during off- 
peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor 
related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport) was updated 
to reflect current conditions. These revisions were made based on consultation with 
FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease with the addition of 
the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 11 percent decrease in vph 
at this screenline during the a.m. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound direction and a 10 
percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this 
location. 

As stated in Section 7.4 of the Final EIS, cost-effectiveness is one of the key 
criteria that FTA uses to evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts 
funding. The cost-effectiveness indices for the Project compared to the baseline is within 
the "medium" range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings which, along with other 
considerations, is currently required to qualify for New Starts funding (see Table 7-8 of 
the Final EIS). As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 
2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

The scoping process in March 2007 requested that the public propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost or with greater 
effectiveness or less environmental or community impact and were not previously studied 
and eliminated for good cause. During the seeping process, several comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative. This was 
considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis process. Because no new 
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Very tr ly yours, 

WAYN 
Director 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 5 

information was provided that would have substantially changed the findings of the 
Alternatives Analysis process regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, this alternative is 
not included in the Draft or Final ElSs. The only alternative proposed that met this 
criteria was a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative following an alternative alignment. All 
reasonable alternatives that have been identified and that satisfy the Purpose and Need 
at less cost or with greater effectiveness or less environmental or community impact and 
were not previously studied and eliminated for good cause have been evaluated in the 
Draft EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
ietter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue : DS traffic 
analysis provides incomplete information resulting in arriving at wrong 
DS findings 

Fact: 
DEIS Table 3-20 provides existing traffic volumes but does not provide 
forecasted volumes with resultant Level of Service (LOS) for each 
specific highway. 

Discussion: 
DEIS Table 3-20 lists a general "facility" highway serving each 
transportation corridor. This does not provide sufficient information to 
determine which specific highway will continue to have congestion after 
the transit alternative is com 	 ld pleted and operating. each "facility" shou 
be broken down further, i.e. "Kalauao Koko Head bound " should include 
H-1 Fwy, H-1 Fwy (I-10V), H-1 Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Karneharrieha 
Hwy with appropriate traffic volumes, present and forecast, and Level of 
Service for each transit alternative. 

The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS show that congestion on 11-1 at 
Kalaueo Kohohead bound and at Kapalarna Canal will continue to be at 
Level of Service "F" after the steel where fixed alternative is built and 
operating. Despite this continued congestion, the Alternative Analysis, 
and the DEIS accepts, that the steel wheel fixed guideway is the 
recommended alternative. This conclusion is totally in error because 
both the AA and DEIS do not sufficiently provide traffic volumes, level of 
service and specific highways to arrive at a reasonable conclusion. The 
fact that rail will worsen congestion alone is enough to disqualify rail as 
the preferred transit alternative. 

The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating, 

The DES Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
line "D" : 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak 
15,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
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12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV + 
Zipper + Kam+ Moanaiva) at Kafauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

Conclusion: The DEIS traffic analysis provides incomplete information 
resulting in arriving at wrong conclusions. Specifically, the detailed 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DEIS Table 3-20 show that a rail 
alternative "worsens" traffic congestion on most highways which rejects 
the findings that Rail will "improve mobility, reliability, equity and reduced 
travel times. 

Recommendation: 1) Revise DEIS Table 3-20 and other appropriate 
tables and narrative to include the three-lane reversible MLA, the three-
lane EzWay, BRT and two separate Flyovers over Kamehameha 
Highway and Nimitz Highway and 2) Provide a higher level of detailed 
analysis which will be similar or better than that provided in the 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rameib P.E. 
1148 Ala Lliikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matiey 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 5 Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 95813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730. Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSNOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336545 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final ES also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
lmpact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic 
analysis provides incomplete information resulting in arriving at wrong DEIS findings]: 

Based on your comment, detailed traffic information for each roadway at screenlines 
(virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point), including volumes, 
maximum thresholds, number of lanes, and level-of-service, is provided in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 
in the Final EIS. This table provides information for 2005 and the 2030 No Build Alternative and 
the Project. 

In responding to your conclusion, neither Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis report nor 
Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS show that rail would worsen traffic. Table 3-12 shows that roadway 
conditions will be worse in 2030 compared to existing conditions. However, traffic conditions will 
be better with the fixed guideway compared to conditions without the fixed guideway. 
Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao screenline 
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in the Koko Head-bound direction during the a.m. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This 
number decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. 
Numbers have been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements 
to the travel demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips 
(trips that do not originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger 
model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at 
Honolulu International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. These revisions were 
made based on consultation with FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will 
decrease with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 340 in the Final EIS shows an 
11 percent decrease in vph at this screen/The during the am. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound 
direction and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 
Accordingly, as compared to the No Build Alternative, the fixed guideway system will improve 
mobility, reliability, and equity, as well as reduce travel times. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

In addition, to address your recommendation, non-rail alternatives were evaluated in the 
Alternative Analysis. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and 
selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered 
alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an 
analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of 
technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 
2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) 
(OahuMPO 2007), and pubfic and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 
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Accordingly, the three-lane Reversible Option of the Managed Lane Alternative, the 
three-lane ErWay, Bus Rapid Transit, and separate flyovers for Kamehameha Highway and 
Nimitz Highway were not included in the Draft or Final ElSs. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Finai EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vei7 trufy yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIC)KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
ilonolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project', Issue: DOS Summary 
of findings on Transportation Conditions and Effects is incorrect 

Fact: 
DOS Summary of findings on Transportation Conditions and Effects, 
page 3-53, are not consistent with Table 3-20 which indicate that with 
rail built and operating, traffic congestion on H-1 and other highways will 
WORSEN. 

Discussion: 
The summary on existing conditions states, inter alia, that: 
- Increasing traffic congestion and constrained transit operating 
conditions have reduced system reliability and mobility for all travelers." 
- Reliability of transit has worsened... .Reliability is at level of service "F". 
The summary on Effects of the "Build Alternatives" state that transit 
service mobility, reliability, equity and access to new development would 
improve (it rail is built)," This summary is totally false because the 2006 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DEIS Table 3-20 show that Rail 
Transit, if built, will result in WORSE traffic congestion on H-1 and other 
highways to level of service "R" in year 2030. 

The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 

Result: There will be an 8,000 vph overload on H-1 after Rail is built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 resulting in a level of service 
"F", 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
line "D" 
- Kaiauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 
Result; There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + NOV + 
Zipper + Kam+ MOanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
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analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

The above discussion refutes the DEIS statement that rne "Effects of 
the Build alternatives" will: Improve service mobility, rellabily, equity, 
and access to new development; improve travel times, and improve 
operating efficiency because after the $6.0 Billion Rail is built, 
congestion on H-1 and other highways will WORSEN. 

Conclusion: The DES Table 3-20 and AA Table 3-12 show that traffic on 
H-1 and other highways will result in worse traffic congestion in year 
2030 AFTER Rail is built and therefore rejects the summary finding that 
Rail will "improve mobility, reliability, equity and reduced travel times. 

Recommendation: it is recommended that : 
1) Revise the summary ot findings on Transportation Conditions and 
Effects to be consistent with the finding that Rail will NOT improve 
mobility, reliability, equity and access to new development, 
2) Revise DES Table 3-20 and other appropriate tables and narrative 
to: indicate that Traffic on F1-1 will worsen and provide a higher level of 
detailed analysis which will be similar to that provided in the Alternative 
Analysis Table 3-12, 
3) state that traffic with rail wil1 have a net result of worse traffic 
congestion on H-1 at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge 
and 
4) include in the DES other cost-effective transit alternatives such as an 
11-mile three-lane reversible MLA for evaluation and comparison with 
the No Build alternative and the rail alternatives. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Liiikol St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 
2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 
3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
659 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 06813 
Phone: (808) 768 -8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: v.wr4,hona1u1u.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336548 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS Summary 
of findings on Transportation Conditions and Effects is incorrectl: 

Regarding the comment in your letter under the heading "Fact," the Alternatives Analysis, 
Draft EIS, and Final EIS all show that conditions on the highways will worsen by 2030 compared 
to existing conditions whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are 
implemented. The comparison that is key to the Project is that rail will improve conditions 
compared to what they would be if the rail project were not built, even after all of the proposed 
highway improvements listed in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan are completed. Tables 
3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS show a reduction in traffic congestion at each screenline (virtual 
lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) with the Project compared to 
No Build conditions. The "Summary of Transportation Conditions and Effects" has been moved 
from the back of Chapter 3 to Table 3-1 in the Final EIS. This table has been revised to state 
that traffic congestion will improve with the Project. 
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Regarding your comments under the heading "Discussion," as shown in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion 
and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, 
under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the 
H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph 
(Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 
vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway 
Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build 
Alternative. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenfine (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the am. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips during off-peak 
periods. In addition, the air passenger model was updated to reflect current conditions. These 
revisions were made based on FTA direction. The updated results continue to show that traffic 
will decrease with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 
11 percent decrease in vph at this screenline during the a.m. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound 
direction and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. Chapters 3 and 7 of the Final EIS 
discuss how the Project will address the four goals listed in Chapter 1. In addition, Chapter 3 
discusses the improvements in travel time and operating efficiency that will occur as a result of 
the Project. The Project will completely separate fixed guideway vehicles from roadway traffic 
operations and, accordingly, it will provide substantially higher transit-service reliability compared 
to the No Build Alternative. This reliability will not deteriorate over time, even with projected 
population and employment growth in the study corridor. The reliability of fixed guideway 
vehicles will be better than the reliability of transit vehicles operating on increasingly congested 
highways. 

In response to your conclusion, as stated previously, the Project will improve congestion, 
mobility, reliability, equity, and travel times. 

The following points address comments under the heading "Discussion" in your letter: 

1) The finding that the Project will improve mobility, reliability, equity, and access 
to new development" relates to its ability to improve conditions compared to what they 
would be without the rail system. It is a fair assessment of the Project's contribution to 
the four needs/objectives defined in Chapter 1. As a result, the "Summary of Findings on 
Transportation Conditions and Effects" has not been revised in the Final EIS, 

2) Detailed traffic information for each roadway at screenlines, including 
volumes, maximum thresholds, number of lanes, and level-of-service, is provided in 
Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS. As shown, congestion on the H-1 Freeway 
improves with the Project. 
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3) There is no basis to conclude that the Project will worsen highway congestion. 
Conditions at the H-111-1-2 interchange, on the H-1 Freeway, and at the Middle Street 
merge with rail will be better with the Project than without it. 

4) The Managed Lane Alternative was studied in the Alternatives Analysis and 
resulted in worse conditions than other choices, including the fixed guideway (rail). It 
was only slightly better than the No Build Alternative, so it has little merit as a sole 
solution in place of the rail project. 

There could be many other versions of the type of system with minor adaptations 
to suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not 
reduce congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land 
use plans, or improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. They also 
do not offer an alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel modes. For 
example, localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to 
mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In sum, they do not address the Purpose and 
Need of the Project. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truW yours, 

( 

WAYN YO HIOK 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic 

analysis provides incomplete information 

Fact: 
DEIS Table 3-12 shows existing and 2030 traffic volumes for No Build 
Alternative 

DEIS Table 3-20 provides forecasted traffic volumes but do not show 
resultant Level of Service (LOS) for each highway (facility) Corridor. 

Discussion: 
DEIS Table 1-3 and Table 3-20 are incomplete because a) lane 
designations are too generalized, b) each highway lacks level of service 
information, and c) lacks sufficient non-rail alternatives, i.e. Managed 
Lane, BRT, EzWay. 

Specific Highway and lane designations should be specific. "Facility" 
highways serving each transportation corridor should be broken down 
further, i.e. "Kalauao Koko Head bound " should be broken down into H-
1 Fwy, H-1 Hwy (1-by), 1-1-1 Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Kamehameha Hwy 
with appropriate traffic volumes, present and forecast, and Level of 
Service for each transit alternative. 

The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS concludes that Rail transit will 
"help reduce congestion" which is very misleading because while rail will 
HELP in reducing future congestion, the NET future traffic congestion 
on H-1 will substantially INCREASE, primarily because rail will not have 
the commuter capacity to transport the net future commuter demand in 
year 2030. For example, the City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, 
shows that there will still be 17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on rne H-1 
(full rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the 
$6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
line "D" : 

Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 
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Result: Results from DEIS Table 3-20 show that there will be 4,260 vph 
above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV + Zipper 4- Kam+ Moanalua) at 
Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service (L.05) F AFTER the Salt 
Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion using 
the numbers from the City's Alternative analysis report. With rail, the 
above numbers show congestion will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion full 
build-out Rail is completed. Therefore, the DEIS Table 3-20 showing a 
positive change in congestion is MISLEADING because the NET change 
in traffic congestion will WORSEN. 

For example, the forecasted volume for Kalauao Koko Head bound A.M. 
Peak Hour is 18,910 vph while the rated full capacity of the "facility" is 
14,650 vph (reference: AA table 3-12 for facility including H-1 Fwy, H-1 
Hwy (Hay), H-1 Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Karnehameha Hwy. There 
will be 4,260 vehicles per hour above the facility rated capacity resulting 
in a LOS "F". This would contradict the findings on DEIS page 3-53 
where mobility, reliability and equity would DECREASE rather than 
increase. 

This makes it all the more reason to include a an 11- mile, elevated, 
three lane reversible Managed Lane Alternative, a transit system which 
is lower in cost than rail and will have the capacity to eliminate the LOF 
"F" on the H-1 freeway. 

Conclusion: The DEIS traffic analysis provides incomplete information 
resulting in arriving at wrong conclusions. Specifically, the detailed 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DEIS Table 3-20 show net result" 
that a rail alternative "worsens" traffic congestion on most highways 
which rejects the findings that Rail will "improve mobility, reliability, 
equity and reduced travel times. 

Recommendation: Ills recommended that 1) the DEIS Table 3-20 and 
other appropriate tables and narrative be revised to indicate that Traffic 
on H-1 will worsen , provide a higher level of detailed analysis which will 
be similar to that provided in the Alternative Analysis Table 3-12, 2) state 
that traffic with rail will have a net result of worse traffic congestion on H-
1 at the I-1-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge and 3) that other 
low cost-effective transit alternatives be included in the DEIS for 
evaluation and comparison with the No Build alternative and the rail 
alternatives. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matiey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
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FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT 10/09-336583 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Liiikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental ImPact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic 
analysis provides incomplete informationj: 

In response to your recommendation, level-of-service, maximum volume thresholds, and 
number of lanes on individual roadway facilities has been added to Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the 
Final EIS. This table shows that traffic on the 1-1-1 Freeway will improve with the Project 
compared to 2030 No Build conditions. 

Traffic volumes in 2030 under any alternative will be higher than those observed under 
current conditions. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed 
Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the /-1- 1 Freeway. 
Table 3- 72 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the 1-1-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle 
volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the 
Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed 
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Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce 
traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao 
screenline (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the a.m. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips during off-peak 
periods. In addition, the air passenger model was updated to reflect current conditions. These 
revisions were made based on FTA direction. The updated results continue to show that traffic 
will decrease with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 
11 percent decrease in vph at this screenline during the am. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound 
direction and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the am. two-hour peak period. 
As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has 
been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per direction during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate 
with two- or three-car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-
minute headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 
8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This capacity figure applies in both 
directions for a total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
501 000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. Chapters 3 and 7 of the Final EIS 
discuss how the Project will address the four goals listed in Chapter 1. In addition, Chapter 3 
discusses the improvements in travel time and operating efficiency that will occur as a result of 
the Project. The Project will completely separate fixed guideway vehicles from roadway traffic 
operations and, accordingly, it will provide substantially higher transit-service reliability compared 
to the No Build Alternative. This reliability will not deteriorate over time, even with projected 
population and employment growth in the study corridor. The reliability of fixed guideway 
vehicles will be better than the reliability of transit vehicles operating on increasingly congested 
highways. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. As 
stated previously, the Managed Lane Alternative did not improve congestion on the H-1 
Freeway. There could be many other versions of the type of system with minor adaptations to 
suit one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar 
challenges as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not reduce 
congestion, increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land use plans, or 
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improve the fairness of and access to the transportation system. They also do not offer an 
alternative to perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel modes. For example, localized 
bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, reliability, access, 
and equity. In sum, they do not address the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis, Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UN Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2,2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

yours, 

(7  WAYN 	YHIOK 1'  
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", 
Issue: DEIS traffic analysis on Air Quality is incomplete 

Fact: 
DEIS paragraph 4.8.1 methodology states "Air Quality effects predicted 
to result from the Project's operation are based on the anticipated 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network speed for each 
alternative." 

Discussion: 
1) City AA, Table 3-12 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph 
on H-1(full rated capacity = 9,500 vph) after the Rail is built and 
operating. Therefore, there is a commuter overload on H-1 Freeway of 
8,000 vph. 
Result: There will be an 8,000 vph overload on H-1 after Rail is built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 resulting in a level of service 
"P. These 8,000 vehicles will cause major pollution because the Train 
cannot carry the full commuter demand for yr 2030. = 9,600 commuters 
per hour. 

2) The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build 
Alternative Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative 
AT Screen line "D" : 

Kalauao Koko Head bound: Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capacity-AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 
Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 NOV 
Zipper Kam Hwy Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of 
Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. These 4,260 
vehicles will cause major pollution because the Train cannot carry the 
full commuter demand for yr 2030. 

Both AA Table 3-12 and DEB Table 3-20 show that traffic congestion on 
H-1 will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. 

DEER Table 4-12 , 2030 Regional Pollutant Burdens, do not include the 
pollutants discharged by 8,000 vehicles per hour (equivalent 9,600 
commuters per hour) per the AA or 4,260 vph per the DEIS which will 
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be gridlocked on H-1 Freeway because the low-capacity train cannot 
accommodate the 2030 commuter demand. 

A three lane Menaged Lane reversible will substantially eliminate traffic 
overload on H-1 during peak travel periods thus: 

- Numbers from Table 3-1201 city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
- Rail only: capacity 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 

}1-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
- H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per 
express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report =. Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9600) + H-1 capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 =21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Finding: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on H-1. 

Conclusion: 
DEIS Pollutant conclusions on Table 4-12 for the Airport and Salt Lake 
alternatives are incorrect because they do not include pollutants 
discharged by the additional 8,000 (4,260) vehicles per hour gridlocked 
on H-1 according to Table 3-12 of the AA and Table 3-20 of the DEIS. 

Recommendation: Revise the DEIS findings regarding Pollutant 
Burdens based on inclusion of the 8,000vph (or 4,260 vph) "overload on 
H-1" during peak periods. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Malley 
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PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

_FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF! HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336585 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lkoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which conciuded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address your comments received from agencies and the public 
on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic analysis 
on Air Quality is incomplete]: 

Traffic volumes in 2030 under any alternative will be higher than those observed under 
current conditions. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed 
Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. 
Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle 
volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the 
Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce 
traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

You are correct that there will be 18,910 vph at the Kalauao screenline in the Koko 
Head-direction under 2030 Build conditions; however, Table 3-20 also shows that there will be 
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20,800 vph at that screenline in the Koko Head direction under the 2030 No Build conditions. 
Accordingly, the table shows a 9 percent reduction in vph at this screenline as a result of the 
fixed guideway system. In addition, there will be a 12 percent reduction in traffic at this 
screenline during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa direction. Numbers have been updated for the 
Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel demand forecasting 
model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not originate or end at 
home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which forecasts travel in 
the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport) was 
updated to reflect current conditions. These revisions were made based on consultation with 
FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease with the addition of the 
Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 11 percent decrease in vph at this 
screenline during the am. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound direction and a 10 percent 
reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This demonstrates that the 
fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

According to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, it is anticipated that the Project will reduce 
regional pollutant emissions by between 3 to 5 percent, compared to the No Build Alternative. 
Table 4-15 in the Final EIS shows the results of the analysis. Air quality effects predicted to 
result from the Project's operation are based on the anticipated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
average network speed. Travel-demand forecasting results have been updated since the 
Alternatives Analysis was completed in 2006. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a 
maximum peak direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the am. two-hour peak period. 
As a result of updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has 
been revised and the system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers 
per direction during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate 
with two or three car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-
minute headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 
8,650 passengers per peak direction per peak hour. This figure applies in both directions for a 
total system capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers 
presented in your comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial 
margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

As stated previously, the Managed Lane Alternative would not improve congestion on the 
H-1 Freeway. In addition, as shown in Table 3-10 in the Alternatives Analysis, the Managed 
Lane Alternative would have a negligible impact on VMT while the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
would decrease VMT by 3 percent. The Alternatives Analysis found that the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air pollution of the alternatives studied. 
The calculations included in the Draft and Final EISs consider total daily vehicle miles traveled at 
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the calculated operating speed. Any under-estimation of emissions would occur for all 
alternatives. Therefore, if the analysis systematically underestimates emissions from congested 
conditions, the relative reduction in emissions for the Fixed Guideway Alternative compared to 
the No Build, Transportation System Management, or Managed Lane Alternatives would be 
greater than the 0 to 8 percent improvement calculated at the time of the Alternatives Analysis. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 
through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (D TS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vee)( yy yours 

WAYNE( Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS provides 
misleading information on Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 

Fact: 
DES page 2-5, paragraph 4, states 'The Managed Lane Alternative 

would have generated the greatest amount of air pollution, required the 
greatest amount of energy or transportation...." 
Discussion: 
1) Table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis, a.m, peak hour Screenline 
Volume at Kalauao, shows that traffic volume on H-1 (full rated capacity 
9,500 vph) rises from the current 11,000 vph to 17,400 vph in 2030 after 
the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. Conclusion: After 
expenditure of $6.0 Billion for rail, traffic overload on H-1 will increase 
from 1.500 vph to nearly 8,000 vph and will not eliminate the traffic 
bottlenecks at the H-1/1-1-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. 
2) The three-lane MLA has the capacity to eliminate the two major H-1 
bottlenecks: 
From Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis: 
- Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
- H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
- H-1 fOrecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hOur per City 
AA Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

- Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per 
express bus and 5800 vph 1avge two persons per vehicle). 

- Year 2030 commuter road by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) + H-1 capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Ralf + f-1-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Based on above calculations, rail does not have sufficient commuter 
capacity which will cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-
1 or stuck at rail stations (especielly at stations between Waipahu and 
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Ka 	Managed Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on H-1. 
3) lail will result in causing 17,400 vph to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 
and will thus cause more pollution and more gas used by commuters. 
Conversely, the MLA will eliminate traffic gridlock on H-1, create more 
efficient commuter travel and will therefore cause less pollution and 
energy use than rail transit. 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the DEIS be revised throughout to indicate that 
the MLA causes less pollution and energy use than rail transit and that 
the Managed Lane Alternative be reinstated into the DEIS for further 
consideration as the locally preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.C. 
1148 Ala Lilikol St 
Honolulu, Hl 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matiey 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, 	96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
NIAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336588 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The foliowing paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS provides 
misleading information on Managed Lane Alternative (MLA)]: 

Traffic volumes in 2030 under any alternative will be higher than those observed under 
current conditions. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed 
Lane Alternative would not eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the 1-i-1 Freeway. 
Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there 
would be 18,049 vehicles per hour (vph) operating on the 1-1-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle 
volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the 
Managed Lane Alternative, while traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative. Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce 
traffic volumes from those projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 
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Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding 
an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers 
arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic drive access 
modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a more robust off-peak 
non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at home) based on travel 
surveys in Honolulu. These revisions were made based on consultation with FTA. As stated in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model predicts a maximum peak 
direction volume of 14,700 passengers during the a.m. two-hour peak period. As a result of 
updated ridership forecasts, the operating plan for the fixed guideway system has been revised 
and the system will have a minimum capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per direction 
during the two-hour peak period. The fixed guideway system is planned to operate with two- or 
three-car trains with a capacity of between 325 and 500 passengers each. At three-minute 
headways during the peak period, that provides capacity for approximately 8,650 passengers 
per peak direction per peak hour. This figure applies in both directions for a total system 
capacity of approximately 17,300 passengers per peak hour. The numbers presented in your 
comment understate the capacity of the fixed guideway by a substantial margin. 

In addition, a major benefit of the fixed guideway is that once built, it is flexible enough to 
accommodate significant growth. For example, the full capacity of the fixed guideway with four-
car trains and 90-second headways is over 25,000 passengers per hour per direction or over 
50,000 in total. Accordingly, the fixed guideway system will provide sufficient capacity based on 
travel demand forecasting results. 

To address your recommendation, as detailed in the Alternatives Analysis, the Managed 
Lane Alternative would result in greater air pollution emissions and energy consumption than the 
Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Air quality effects predicted to result from the Project's 
operation are based on the anticipated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network 
speed. As shown in Table 3-10 in the Alternatives Analysis Report, the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have a negligible impact on VMT while the Fixed Guideway Alternative would 
decrease VMT by 3 percent. As stated previously, the Managed Lane Alternative will not 
improve traffic congestion on the H-1 Freeway. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection 
process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives 
identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of 
current population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology 
modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 
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WAYNE Y. YO HIO 
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After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DES) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic 
analysis shows traffic Congestion could cost Oahu jobs 

Fact: 
. The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2630 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,506 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 
Result: With rail, the above numbers show congestion will WORSEN 
after the $62 Billion Minimum operable Segment Rail is completed. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative at Screen 
line "D" : 

Kalaueo Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). 
- Facility 2030 Capadty - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV + 
Zipper + Kam+ Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

Discussion: 
Traffic congestion could cost state jobs. See 
http:/1www.ajc.com:80/metro/content/metro/stories12008/11113/transport  
ation_study_traffic_economy.html 
'Transportation woes could cost Georgia 320,000 potential jobs and 
$515 billion in economic benefits over the next 20 years if the state 
sticks to "continued traffic congestion or business as usual," according to 
a new state report. Traffic jams and the fack of access to reliable 
transportation in metro Atlanta will increasingly limit the number of jobs 
people can commute to, and the number of potential workers an 
employer can expect to attract, according to the study presented to the 
state Transportation Board." 
Rail will worsen traffic congestion according to City and County of 
Honolulu DEIS Table 3-20 and AA table 3-12. 
Conclusion: The traffic analysis included in the detailed Alternative 
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Analysis Table 3-12 and DEIS Table 3-20 show that a rail alternative 
"worsens traffic congestion on most highways which could cost Oahu 
jobs. 

Recommendation: Include additional cost-effective mass transit 
alternatives which will substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion 
in the West Oahu Traffic Corridor. These alternatives include BRT, 11 
mile three-lane Managed Lane, elevated three-lane, 15 mile EzWay and 
two highway bypasses around the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at 
Middle street. Each of these alternatives are estimated to cost less than 
$1.2 Billion, much less than the $6,2 Billion Rail Alternatives which will 
worsen traffic congestion. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr, Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 
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Phone: (808)768-8305. Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336592 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmoact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above- 
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject [Comment on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DEIS traffic 
analysis shows traffic Congestion could cost Oahu jobs]: 

Neither Table 3-12 in the Alternative Analysis nor Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS show that 
rail would worsen traffic. Table 3-12 shows that roadway conditions will be worse in 2030 
whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. However, traffic 
conditions will be better with the fixed guideway compared to conditions without it. As shown in 
the Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b), the Managed Lane Alternative would not 
eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative 
Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per 
hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-
direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while 
traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those 
projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 
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Table 3-20 in the Draft EIS shows 20,800 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Ka',Rua° 
screenfine (virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) in the Koko 
Head-bound direction during the am. peak hour with the No Build Alternative. This number 
decreases 9 percent with the addition of the Salt Lake Alternative to 18,910 vph. Numbers have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on the Airport Alternative and refinements to the travel 
demand forecasting model to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger model (which 
forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu 
International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. These revisions were made 
based on consultation with FTA. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease 
with the addition of the Project. Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS shows an 11 percent 
decrease in vph at this screenline during the am. peak hour in the Koko Head-bound direction 
and a 10 percent reduction during the p.m. peak hour in the Ewa-bound direction. This 
demonstrates that the fixed guideway system will decrease traffic congestion at this location. 

Regarding your recommendation, non-rail alternatives, including a Managed Lane 
Alternative, were evaluated in the Alternative Analysis. Scoping carried out under the NEPA 
process confirmed that the alternatives previously studied and eliminated for good cause would 
not satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or with less 
environmental or community impact. During the scoping process, several comments were 
received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative. These were considered 
and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis process. Because no new information was 
provided that would have substantially changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis process 
regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, this alternative was not included in the Draft EIS. As a 
result, the Final EIS has not been revised to include non-rail options. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
include an exclusively at-grade fixed guideway system using bus rapid transit vehicles. In 
addition to comments received during the Alternatives Analysis and EIS scoping sessions, these 
studies provided a critical foundation for the conclusion that an elevated system would result in 
the best overall performance and better support of the Purpose and Need for the Project. In 
addition, the proposed Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, as stated in your letter, is a variation of the 
Transportation System Management Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. 
While this alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be very 
low. 

System-wide congestion will be greater in 2030 than today. While the Managed Lane 
Alternative would reduce spot-congestion (measured as vehicle hours of delay) in some 
locations, it would also increase overall system congestion by inducing additional travelers to 
drive, which would increase congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the 
freeways. In addition, once a vehicle leaves the managed lane, that vehicle is still subjected to 
congestion on surrounding roadways. Meanwhile the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will 
decrease congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. 

There could be many other versions of the type of system with minor adaptations to suit 
one or another special concern. In the end, the above approaches all have similar challenges 
as a primary solution to Honolulu's transportation problems. They do not reduce congestion, 
increase the reliability of the transportation system, serve future land use plans, or improve the 
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fairness of and access to the transportation system. They also do not offer an alternative to 
perpetuating a reliance on limited existing travel modes. For example, localized bypasses would 
not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, reliability, access, and equity. In 
sum, they do not address the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

The EzWay 15-mile, three-lane viaduct concept was developed as a hybrid of a plan for 
elevated toll lanes and some form of rubber-tire-on-concrete transit system. It is similar to the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, which also 
accommodated both single occupant and transit vehicles. No known cost estimate for the 
EzWay proposal was prepared or validated by a qualified registered professional engineer. As a 
point of reference, the State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, 
estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated 
highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. Using this estimate, a 15-mile 
facility would cost approximately $3.6 billion. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel 
pairs under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. As a point of clarification, a Final EIS 
was never prepared for the Nimitz Flyover. 

Lastly, as shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 
dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve7  tr ly yours, (  

WAYN . Y) HIO A 

(it  / 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 968 -13 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief 

Face 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 244 as follows: 

- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase) 
- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (Fourth and final 

Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term. The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H-T/H2 
merge. Construction phases for the rail should be prioritized to reduce 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moan Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) 
- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center first phase will 
provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck. 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term slumping economy. The 
taxpayer will not tolerate any increase in property tax or GET to fund any 
rail fund shortfall. 
c) The funding amount from the Federal Transit Authority is not 
guaranteed. 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 

bottlenecks on H.-1 will be delayed. 
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e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapolei to 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Used Car Lots. At least 10 
acres for park and ride can be acquired in the airport area alongside 
Adele Street and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 
lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pearl Highlands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 
Community College is available (0EI8 figure 2-42). 
d) A 41-acre site is identified for the Kapoiei phase (DEIS figure 2-41). 

Conclusion: 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first priority is 
consistent with providing near-term traffic relief, will initially serve the 
most number of commuters, will be completely useable and cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
additional rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DEIS should reverse the construction project phasing as discussed 

above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rameib P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikol St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 
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FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.goy 

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336598 

Mr. Ben RameIb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS snail identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final ES also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project', Issue-
Project Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic reliefj: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, of the Final BS, to support phased 
opening of the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, this facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project. Accordingly, the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed 
without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available 
land to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between 
East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 
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• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Displacement of 
Homes and Churches should be minimized 

Fact: 
The DEIS Table 2-6 and Figure 2-20 shows the park and ride facility at 
Pearl Highlands to bell acres and 1600 vehicular parking spaces. The 
11 acres "Banana Patch" contain several family homes, farmland and 
church facilities which have been in existence for 30 to 60 years_ 

Discussion: 
It would be considered an environmental injustice to displace the many 
families on the 11 acre property because there are better alternatives to 
the 11 acre Park-and-Ride facility. 

Figure 2-42 shows a 43-acre vacant adjacent to the Leeward 
Community College (LCC site). The DEIS states that this 43 acre LCC 
site is reserved for potential use for a Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Area (VMSA). Since only one VMSA is needed for the rail project, there 
are three alternative sites for the VMSA: 

1) At the Honolulu Airport east end, some 40 acres could be acquired 
along Lagoon Drive and Aolele Street to include portions of Keehi 
Lagoon Park, Airport vacant areas and commercial businesses including 
Budget Car Rental 
2) Portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking lot can be used for the VMSA. 
Multi-story vehicular parking structures could be built to accommodate 
the loss in sports events parking. 
3) A 41-acre site for VMSA is identified in Kapolei (DEIS figure 2-41). 

A further alternative is to reduce the size of the VMSA at the 43-acre 
LCC site by splitting the VMSA facility between the LCC site and one of 
the other alternative sites mentioned above.. This area reduction will 
allow the reservation of 10 to 15 acres for a park and ride facility on the 
LCC site. 

The best alternative is to dedicate the entire vacant 43-acre LCC site for 
a 23-acre Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and a 20-acre Park-
and-ride facility for 3,000 vehicles for rail commuters. 
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Conclusion: 
a) The use of the LCC site for Park and Ride instead of the 11-acre 
"Banana Patch " site will eliminate the need to displace several families, 
farm land and church facilities. 
b) There are alternative sites for VMSA facilities other than the LCC site. 
c) The LCC site provides a greater amount of parking spaces for rail 
commuters. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the LCC site be used for a 23-acre Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD) and a 20-acre Park-and-ride facility for 
3,000 vehicles for rail commuters. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikof St 
Honolulu, Hi 
96818 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Matley 
ETA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: MS) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336600 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concIuded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final ES shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject Iine [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue: 
Displacement of Homes and Churches should be minimizedj: 

As discussed in Section 4.7.6 of the Final EIS, the City has been coordinating with 
residents of the Banana Patch community since October 2008. Every household has been 
visited by City staff, right-of-way staff, and engineering staff to discuss the Project, as well as 
special needs and relocation assistance for residents who will be displaced. Strategic outreach 
was conducted for this neighborhood, and it was found the residents were mostly interested in 
learning more about the right-of-way acquisition process. Residents asked when acquisition 
might occur, how their property would be appraised, and how soon they might receive 
compensation. Residents of the community did not object to being relocated to decent, safe, 
and sanitary housing in compliance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act. Nor was there concern expressed about keeping the 
community intact for relocation purposes. 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

Leeward Community College was evaluated as a site for the park-and-ride facility to 
avoid displacement of families living in the area of the Pearl Highlands Station. This alternative 
was evaluated in the Draft EIS as an avoidance alternative in Chapter 5. The analysis 
concluded that this alternative was not feasible. "Under this alternative, the H-2 Freeway access 
ramp would need to be re-designed from a one-way ramp to a two-way ramp. This would cost 
approximately $50 million more than the ramps that would serve the Pearl Highlands Station. 
For this location, the access road for Leeward Community College would also require 
improvement, which would cost approximately $25 million. In addition, the guideways crossing 
of the H-1 Freeway would need to be realigned, costing an additional $5 million." 

In addition to the $80 million of roadway and guideway improvements discussed above, it 
would cost an additional $1 million to acquire right-of-way from the Hawaii Laborers Training 
Program site Koko Head and makai of the ramp connecting Farrington Highway to 
Kamehameha Highway, as well as loss of parking for Leeward Community College, which would 
cost $30 million to replace. These costs would be offset by approximately $20 million since the 
Pearl Highlands Station would not be constructed under this avoidance alternative. 

Your letter suggested three alternative sites for the maintenance and storage facility. As 
stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the site near Leeward Community College has been 
identified as the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility. Your suggestion for 
sites along Lagoon Drive and Aloha Stadium cannot be used as both Keehi Lagoon Park and 
Aloha Stadium are recreational facilities that may not be converted to transportation use per 
Section 4(t) of the Transportation Act of 1966. In addition, splitting the maintenance and storage 
functions between multiple sites would make the rail operations less efficient, increase both 
construction and operating costs, and would require more property acquisitions. Your final 
suggestion to use a 43-acre site near LCC for park-and-ride and transit-oriented development 
would be difficult to implement due to poor highway access. Furthermore, this site is a potential 
location for the maintenance and storage facility. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

tr1y yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIO A 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
Hi 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE1S) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Land Acquisition 
should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway 
instead of over Dillingham Boulevard. 

Fact: 
Numerous land acquisitions are required to build the fixed guideway 
along Dillingham Blvd which will cause disruption to businessess, homes 
and increase traffic congestion on Dillingham Blvd. 

A fixed guideway route over Nimitz Highway instead of along Dillingham 
Blvd will cause less disruption and result in lower cost for the project. 

it is noted that the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP) 2030 
shows a two lane Nirnitz Flyover over the median of Nimitz Highway 
which could conflict with the proposed fixed guideway over Nimitz 
Highway. If the Nirnitz Flyover is built, it is suggested that both the 
Nirnitz "Flyover" and the fixed guideway be built within the elevated 
Nimitz Highway right of way corridor. In this case, the two-lane "Nimitz 
HOV Flyover (reversible)" can be built alongside and parallel to the fixed 
guideway transit. The fixed guideway with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Nimitz Flyover, with a capacity oi 
4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially reduce the 
bottleneck at the Middle Street Merge and on Dillingham Blvd between 
Keehi Lagoon and downtown Hotel Street. 
The Nimitz Flyover (reversible) should be connected to the Airport 
Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon to Alakea Street/Halekauwila St via an 
underpass and to Hotel Street Mall via an elevated busway. These 
connections are described in a Managed Lane Study "Transportation 
Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward 
Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.eclu/-panos/UHCS.pdf, 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Reversible Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost between 
$180 million to $240 million. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the fixed guideway route be over Nimitz Highway 

instead of Dillingham Blvd to minimize disruption of homes and 
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businesses and minimize traffic congestion along Dillingham Blvd. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Ulikoi St 
Honolulu, H1 
96818 

Copy to 
Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, 4-11 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (806) 867-5011 
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CFRDEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: voww.hanoluiu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336609 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final DS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additionai information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: 
Land Acquisition should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway instead 
of over Dillingham Boulevard]: 

Your comments have been noted. As stated in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (D TS 2006a), five alignments between 
Keehi Interchange and Moanalua Stream to lwilei Road were studied, including an alignment 
along Nimitz Highway. The Screening Memorandum concluded that a fixed-guideway alignment 
along Nimitz Highway would conflict with the elevated high-occupancy vehicle facility proposed 
in the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. The Nimitz Highway alignment would provide 
employee access to industrial facilities makai of the roadway, but much of the highway in this 
area has long standing industrial development and does not offer as much opportunity for new 
development as the Dillingham Boulevard alignment. The projected population and employment 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Mr. Ben Rameib 
Page 2 

densities along the Nimitz Highway were the lowest of all the alignments in this section. As a 
result of these findings, the Nimitz Highway alignment was not carried forward into the 
Alternatives Analysis. 

Any comments you may have on the Nimitz Flyover Project should be directed to the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated 
January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 
2.5-mile elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Anal EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 Decernher, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 95813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue: Fixed Guide 
way Alternative is not Cost Effective because it does not provide traffic 
relief despite its cost of at least $6.0 Billion 
Facts: 
Table 3-12 of the 2006 Alternative Analysis shows that the a.m. Koko 
Head Bound at Kaiauao Stream traffic volume on H-1 Freeway (volume 
capacity --.-- 9,500 vph) will increase from 10,960 vehicles per hour to 
17,209 vph in year 2030. This congestion will increase after the $5.0 
Billion Fixed guideway is built and operating. This raises the question: 
Why build a $6.0 Billion rail lilt does not eliminated or substantially 
reduce the congestion on H-1 at Kalauao Stream? The very high cost of 
the rail is certainly not cost effective if it does not reduce the congestion 
on H-1 at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the H-1 middle Street merge during 
the a.m Koko Head bound peak hour traffic. 
Discussion: 
A combination of a new Kamehameha Flyover at a cost of $320 million 
and a Nimitz Flyover at a cost of $240 million is cost effective which will 
eliminate the congestion on H-1 at Kalauao Stream and at Middle Street 
merge and is a superior alternative to the fixed guideway. 
Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover (Reversible) is a 3-mile reversible, 
elevated, three-lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway 
from the H-1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport 
Viaduct just east of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built 
similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described 
in- http://www.toliroadsnews.com/nodeil  72. 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edut--parios/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $60 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Karnehameha Three-Lane 1-10V Reversible Flyover has a capacity 
of 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 
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commuters per hour). This capacity is based on NOV use on Flyover by 
200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and 
HOV2. (50 pns per express bus and 5800 voh at avge 2 pns per 
vehicle). 
There is a projected 8,000 vph overload on H-1 during am peak at 
Kalauao Stream per Table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis. This 8,000 
vph overload equates to 9,600 commuters per hour. Therefore, the 
three-lane Kamehameha Flyover (cap 21,600 commuters) has ample 
capa.city to accommodate the H-1 overload (9,600 commuters). 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kameharneha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. if the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be bunt within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. in this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit_ The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/H-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172  
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Walkamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from Iwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Atakea St/Halekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf.  
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz FlOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Conclusion: 
The $6.0 Billion Fixed guideway rail is NOT cost effective because it 
does not eliminate the congestion at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the H-1 
Middle Street merge while the $320 million Kamehameha Flyover and 
$240 million Nimitz Flyover are very cost effective because both have 
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lower construction cost as compared with the Fixed rail guideway. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that DEIS include a Kameharneha Flyover (reversible 
three lane elevated) and a Nimitz Flyover (reversible three lane 
elevated) as a trans 'it Alternative to provide traffic relief. 
Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, H 
96818 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Malley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, H 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336610 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, pubilc and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft ES. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: 
Axed Guide way Alternative is not Cost Effective because it does not provide traffic relief despite 
its cost of at least $6.0 Billion]: 

Regarding your first point, as described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support 
phased opening of the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance 
and storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, this facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project. Accordingly, the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed 
without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available 
land to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties and potential 
sources to cover shortfalls. 

Regarding your second point, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS discusses the Purpose and 
Need of the Project. As stated in this section, the reason for the fixed guideway is not only to 
help relieve congestion, but to offer travelers an alternative to the car. There is currently no 
option but to drive for most people and congestion is increasing as a result. 

Neither the Alternative Analysis nor the Draft or Final EISs show that rail would worsen 
traffic. Table 3-12 in the Alternatives Analysis shows that roadway conditions will be worse in 
2030 whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. However, 
traffic conditions will be better with the fixed guideway compared to conditions without it. The 
Alternatives Analysis showed that rail decreases congestion more effectively than any of the 
other options studied in the Alternatives Analysis. The Managed Lane Alternative would not 
eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative 
Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per 
hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-
direction Option) or 16,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while 
traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those 
projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
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VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Ben Ram elb 
Page 3 

for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included for the following travel 
pairs under the No Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Milllani to 
Downtown. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit 
travel times with the No Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and 
Downtown) compared to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times 
improve substantially more with the addition of the Project. The important finding in the Final 
EIS is that conditions on the highway will be better with rail compared to what they would be if 
the Project were not built even after the Nimitz Flyover, improvements to the H-1 Freeway, and 
all other projects in the OahuMPO Regional Transportation Plan are built. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. The State of Hawaii's Highway 
Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 
million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million 
per mile. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final ES, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Land Acquisition 
should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway 
instead of over Dillingham Boulevard_ 

Fact: 
Numerous land acquisitions are required to build the fixed guideway 
along Dillingham Blvd which will cause disruption to businessess, homes 
and increase traffic congestion on Dillingham Blvd. 

A fixed guideway route over Nimitz Highway instead of along Dillingham 
Blvd will cause less disruption and result in lower cost for the project. 

It is noted that the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP) 2030 
shows a two lane Nimitz Flyover over the median of Nimitz Highway 
which could conflict with the proposed fixed guideway over Nimitz 
Highway. If the Nimitz Flyover is built, it is suggested that both the 
Nirnitz "Flyover" and the fixed guideway be built within the elevated 
Nirnitz Highway right of way corridor. In this case, the two-lane "Nimitz 
NOV Flyover (reversible)" can be built alongside and parallel to the fixed 
guideway transit_ The fixed guideway with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Nimitz Flyover", with a capacity of 
4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially reduce the 
bottleneck at the Middle Street Merge and on Dillingham Blvd between 
Keehi Lagoon and downtown Hotel Street. 
The Nimitz Flyover (reversible) should be connected to the Airport 
Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon to Alakea Street/Halekauwila St via an 
underpass and to Hotel Street Mall via an elevated busway. These 
connections are described in a Managed Lane Study "Transportation 
Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward 
Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawailedu/--panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Reversible Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost between 
$180 million to $240 million. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the fixed guideway route be over Nimitz Highway 

instead of Dillingham Blvd to minimize disruption of homes and 
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businesses and minimize traffic congestion along Dillingham Blvd. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramalb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to 
Mr. Ted Malley 
PTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitot 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: ve.vw.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336614 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala LiIikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771A25 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: 
Land Acquisition should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway instead 
of over Dillingham Boulevard]: 

Your comments have been noted. As stated in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (D TS 2006a), five alignments between 
Keehi Interchange and Moanalua Stream to Iwilei Road were studied, including an alignment 
along Nimitz Highway. The Screening Memorandum concluded that a fixed guideway alignment 
along Nimitz Highway would conflict with the elevated high-occupancy vehicle facility proposed 
in the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation Plan, The Nimitz Highway alignment would provide 
employee access to industrial facilities makai of the roadway, but much of the highway in this 
area has long standing industrial development and does not offer as much opportunity for new 
development as the Dillingham Boulevard alignment. The projected population and employment 
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Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

densities along the Nimitz Highway were the lowest of all the alignments in this section. As a 
result of these findings, the Nimitz Highway alignment was not carried forward into the 
Afternatives Analysis. 

Any comments you may have on the Nimitz Flyover Project should be directed to the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan dated 
January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 million for an approximately 
2.5-mile elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million per mile. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Displacement of 
Homes and Churches should be minimized 

Fact: 
The DEIS Table 2-6 and Figure 2-20 shows the park and ride facility at 
Pearl Highlands to be 11 acres and 1600 vehicular parking spaces. The 
11 acres "Banana Patch" contain several family homes, farmland and 
church facilities which have been in existence for 30 to 60 years. 

Discussion: 
It would be considered an environmental injustice to displace the many 
families on the 11 acre property because there are better alternatives to 
the 11 acre Park-and-Ride facility. 

Figure 2-42 shows a 43-acre vacant adjacent to the Leeward 
Community College (LCC site). The DEIS states that this 43 acre LCC 
site is reserved for potential use for a Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Area (VMSA). Since only one VMSA is needed for the rail project, there 
are three alternative sites for the VASA: 

1) At the Honolulu Airport east end, some 40 acres could be acquired 
along Lagoon Drive and Adele Street to include portions of Keehi 
Lagoon Park, Airport vacant areas and commercial businesses including 
Budget Car Rental 
2) Portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking lot can be used for the VMSA. 

Multi-story vehicular parking structures could be built to accommodate 
the loss in sports events parking. 
3) A 41-acre site for VMSA is identified in Kapolei (DEIS figure 2-41). 

A further alternative is to reduce the size of the VMSA at the 43-acre 
LCC site by splitting the VMSA facility between the LCC site and one of 
the other alternative sites mentioned above.. This area reduction will 
allow the reservation of 10 to 15 acres for a park and ride facility on the 
LCC site. 

The best alternative is to dedicate the entire vacant 43-acre LCC site for 
a 23-acre Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and a 20-acre Park-
and-ride facility for 3,000 vehicles for rail commuters. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: mnA.v.honalulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336615 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DES) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: 
Displacement of Homes and Churches should be minimized]: 

As discussed in Section 4.7.6 of the Final EIS, the City has been coordinating with 
residents of the Banana Patch community since October 2008. Every household has been 
visited by City staff, right-of-way staff, and engineering staff to discuss the Project, as well as 
special needs and relocation assistance for residents who will be displaced. Strategic outreach 
was conducted for this neighborhood, and it was found the residents were mostly interested in 
learning more about the right-of-way acquisition process. Residents asked when acquisition 
might occur, how their property would be appraised, and how soon they might receive 
compensation. Residents of the community did not object to being relocated to decent, safe, 
and sanitary housing in compliance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act. Nor was there concern expressed about keeping the 
community intact for relocation purposes. 
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Very tr4i yours, 

WAYNE'YOSFfIOKA-
Director 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

Leeward Community College was evaluated as a site for the park-and-ride facility to 
avoid displacement of families living in the area of the Pearl Highlands Station. This alternative 
was evaluated in the Draft EIS as an avoidance alternative in Chapter 5. The analysis 
concluded that this alternative was not feasible. "Under this alternative, the 1-1-2 Freeway access 
ramp would need to be re-designed from a one-way ramp to a two-way ramp. This would cost 
approximately $50 million more than the ramps that would serve the Pearl Highlands Station. 
For this location, the access road for Leeward Community College would also require 
improvement, which would cost approximately $25 million In addition, the guideway's crossing 
of the H-1 Freeway would need to be realigned, costing an additional $5 million." 

In addition to the $80 million of roadway and guideway improvements discussed above, it 
would cost an additional $1 million to acquire right-of-way from the Hawaii Laborers Training 
Program site Koko Head and makai of the ramp connecting Farrington Highway to 
Kamehameha Highway, as well as loss of parking for Leeward Community College, which would 
cost $30 million to replace. These costs would be offset by approximately $20 million since the 
Pearl Highlands Station would not be constructed under this avoidance alternative. 

Your letter suggested three alternative sites for the maintenance and storage facility. As 
stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the site near Leeward Community College has been 
identified as the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility. Your suggestion for 
sites along Lagoon Drive and Aloha Stadium cannot be used as both Keehi Lagoon Park and 
Aioha Stadium are recreational facilities that may not be converted to transportation use per 
Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966. In addition, splitting the maintenance and storage 
functions between multiple sites would make the rail operations less efficient, increase both 
construction and operating costs, and would require more property acquisitions. Your final 
suggestion to use a 43-acre site near L CC for park-and-ride and transit-oriented development 
would be difficult to implement due to poor highway access. Furthermore, this site is a potential 
location for the maintenance and storage facility. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Fin& EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DES) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief 

Fact: 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 2-44 as follows: 

- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase) 
- Middte Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (Fourth and final 
Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term. The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H- 11i-12 
merge. Construction phases for the rail should be prioritized to reduce 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) 
- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The hiliddle Street to Ala Mona Shopping Center first phase will 
provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck. 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term slumping economy. The 
taxpayer will not tolerate any increase in properly tax or GET to fund any 
rail fund shortfall. 
c) The funding amount from the Federal Transit Authority is not 
guaranteed. 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 

bottlenecks on H-1 will be delayed. 
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e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapolei to 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Used Car Lots. At least 10 
acres for park and ride can be acquired in the airport area alongside 
Aoie(e Street and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 
lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pear' Highlands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 

Community College is available (DEIS figure 2-42)_ 
0) A 41-acre site is identified for me Kapolei phase (DEIS figure 2-41). 

Conclusfon: 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first priority is 
consistent with providing near-term traffic relief, will initially serve the 
most number of commuters, will be completely useable and cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
additional rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DES should reverse the construction protect phasing as discussed 
above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Seretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-5011 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: v.ww.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336616 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. RameIb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft 85, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal dated December 29, 2008 with subject line [Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) "Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue-
Project Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief]: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, of the Final EIS, to support phased 
opening of the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, this facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project. Accordingly, the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed 
without access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available 
land to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between 
East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 
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V ry rulyyours, 

WAYNBI YOS IOKA 
Director 

•"). 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
Page 2 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Anal EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Jayson Re' aldo 7,7  

/14  
oanalutt High School Student) 

3221 Ala Ilinaa St. Apt.6 

Nov25 2008 

Mr. Mufi Harmemann 
Hon.oluln Hale 
530 S. King Street 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Mufi Hannernann 

Hi my name is Jayson and I go to Moanalua High School I am doing a project for a book 
called Fahrenheit 451, which asks us to identify an issue and take a public stance on it. 
chose the public rail transit issue that we have here in Oahu. Our morning and afternoon 
traffic is a problem here in Oahu, and with the rail it is said to reduce the amount of 
traffic. 

Even though it was agreed to continue on with the project and build the rail transit, there 
are many people who opposed this decision. also disagree with the project of building a 
rail transit here in Oahu. I agree that the transit system would help alleviate the morning 
and afternoon traffic we have, and the money saving because of the gas prices, but I am 
skeptical of the amount of people who will actually ride the rail. It was said that the rail 
Will only improve traffic congestion by 3 percent. That is not a big number. You are an 
excellent mayor of this state, but I believe you are going to fast into this project. First of 
all, this project is very costly. In 2006 the price was three billion dollars. Now this year it 
has rose to five. Five billion dollars is a lot of money to spend; why not spend it on our 
education? With a tax created to pay off the rail transit, it creates more weight on our 
shoulders financially especially for people who are in bad situations right now. Oahu is a 
very small island. The rail would make things much more crowded and the fact that 
businesses and houses will have to move doesn't sound fair. With a transit system here on 
Oahu, it would ruin the view of Oahu. It would be less considered a paradise. I believe we 
should stop this project and look more into it. 

Maybe this project will help our traffic problem in the future but I am agaOst transit 
system here on Oahu There are many reasons why it's a bad idea but is ,etnir decision 
and! hope you make the right one. Thank you for taking a part of youi .0'me to read my 
letter. 

-)0..sov% \25tt,,qL6 

H-bL„Db-, 01 76rici 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPC)C .  FATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (8081768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY D1REC IOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-292237R 

Mr. Jayson Reginald° 
3221 Ala Ilima Street 
Apartment 6 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Reginaldo: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for not building the Project has been noted: however, the No Build 
Alternative does not address the Project's needs or meet its purpose as established in 
Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the EIS. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO), which was 
calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information and then validated against 
recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the transportation system 
(Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was completed in December 2005 
and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was 
incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is updated 
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approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socioeconomic conditions, and 
transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical 
Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding 
land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-
of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key 
input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use the rapid transit 
system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand 
model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining 
more realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not 
originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Regarding traffic congestion, a travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast 
traffic conditions at six screenlines during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The model showed that 
in 2030, the Project will reduce congestion up to 11 percent during the a.m. peak hour and up to 
10 percent during the p.m. peak hour over the No Build Alternative at selected screenlines, as 
shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS. In addition, roadway congestion, as measured 
by vehicle hours of delay, will decrease by 18 percent with the Project in 2030 compared to the 
No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 

Concerning your comment about the cost of the Project, the State Legislature authorized 
the City and County of Honolulu to enact a 0.5 percent surcharge to the General Excise and Use 
Tax surcharge for the specific purpose of providing operating and capital costs for a Locally 
Preferred Alternative for a mass transit project. The revenues from this tax surcharge are not 
available to the City for another use, such as education. 

Lastly, those from whom property is to be acquired will be treated according to the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act. The Act provides for purchase at fair market value and includes relocation 
assistance to those affected. It also requires that those in need of relocation be placed in 
comparable quarters. The City and County of Honolulu will continue its efforts to reduce impacts 
to residents and businesses whenever possible. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in .Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans for 
new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and streetscape 
improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, 
architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

VIA REGULAR AND CERTIFIED MAIL,  
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St., 3d Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
96813 

Re: Comment on Honolulu Rail Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

r am Vice President-Pacific Region, for Reit Management & Researoh, LLC, the property 
manager for HRPT Properties Trust ('HRPT"). Through its affiliated companies, HRPT owns 
the Mapunapuna Industrial Subdivision, including the property bounded by Ahua Street, Nimitz 
Highway, Puuloa Road, and Pukoloa Street, shown on Figure 2-7 of the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental rmpact Statement ("Draft EIS"). HRPT 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. 

HRPT understands that on January 28, 2009, the Honolulu City Council by resolution 
voted to change the route of the initial segment of the Honolulu rail transit project ftom the Salt 
Lake Alternative to the Airport Alternative. HRPT strongly supports the rail transit project, and 
is not advocating any specific route at this time. Based upon the Draft ES and the City 
Council's action, HRPT understands that the City Council in its discretion may in the future add 
a Salt Lake "spur" to the project or otherwise amend the route to include Salt Lake and 
Mapunapuna. Should the route be changed to pass through Mapunapuna, HRPT believes a 
transit station in Mapunapuna would increase system ridership and provide substantial benefits 
and development opportunities for the surrounding community, businesses and their employees 
and customers, and the landowners of the property. HRPT therefore respectfully requests that at 
the appropriate time the City Department of Transportation Services ("DTS") study, place, and 
construct a transit station in Mapunapuna, if the route is subsequently amended to include a spur 
or other alignment through Mapurtapuna. In that regard. HRPT respectfully requests that DTS 
consider the following: 

I. 	Technical Feasibility of Transit Station in_Mapunaptol—IIRPT  understands that 
initially there were some questions as to whether a transit station in Mapunapuna was technically 
feasible, and that was one of the reasons why a Mapunapuna station was not proposed in the 

Office La eariOnS: 

Albuquerque, NM • Ausiin, 7X • Kansas CIN KS • Les Angeles, CA • Minneapolis, MN • fiteturon, MA • P flodelpinn, PA • San Plage, CA • Syracuse. NY • Washington. DC 
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Draft EIS for the Salt Lake Alternative. To address those questions, HRPT retained URS Corp. 
("URS") to analyze the feasibility of a Mapunapuna transit station. URS has been involved in 
the design and engineering for numerous transit projects around the country, including systems 
in Portland. Seattle, and San Diego. for their analysis, engineers from MS' Portland office 
reviewed conceptual engineering level track plans, profile drawings, and background information 
for the Honolulu project, and communicated with the Honolulu project lead engineer. 

Attached as Exhibit I please see a December 24, 2008 opinion letter from Bob Post, 
senior transit engineer and vice president of URS. Mr. Post writes in relevant part: 

Based upon (our) reviews and our own work on similar projects utilizing similar transit 
technology it is our conclusion that a station could be added to the alignment in the 
vicinity of Pukoloa and Ahua Streets in the Mapunapuna area. We do not believe making 
the suggested design changes would result in a negative impact on the project operations 
or ride quality. Although the addition of a station in this area would add some time to the 
overall travel time, the impact is lessened in this particular case due to the grades and 
curves in this segment of the corridor that would already result in reduced speeds. 

Based on industry standards, URS concluded that with relatively minor adjustments to the 
proposed track alignment there are at least three viable options for a transit station in 
Mapunapuna. As shown on the alignment plans prepared by URS and attached as Exhibit 2, the 
three potential locations are (I) Option A: Intersection of Pukoloa and Alma streets, ewa-makai 
side, flat grade; (2) Option B: intersection of Pukoloa and Ahua streets, ewa-makai side, 1 
percent grade; and (3) Option C: Intersection of Pukoloa and Ahua streets, diamond head-mauka 
side. Of the three options, Option C is particularly promising, as it is immediately adjacent to a 
large lot that will become vacant and available in the near future, and would be ideal for transit-
oriented development and other amenities to enhance transit ridership. 

Option A: Intersection of Puk Ion and Ahua streets,.ewa-makai side, flat arade: 
In this option, the -4% proposed grade for the track profile would be changed to -5%, which 
URS considers a reasonable grade for a modern transit vehicle. The -5% grade would transition 
through a 500 foot vertical curve (beginning at station 1117+33) to a 0% grade, and then back to 
the originally proposed 4% grade on the diamond head side of Moanalua Stream. The modified 
profile would allow a station platform to he located on the ewa side of the intersection of 
Pukuioa Street and Ahua Street, on a zero percent grade and horizontal tangent. The top of rail 
elevation would be about 37 feet above existing ground. Since this option would not modify the 
horizontal alignment, the general structure footprint would be unchanged except for widening in 
the station area. 

ti jthtersection QfPukuloa and Alma streets ewa-makai side 1 ercent 
wade: This option would use the seine horizontal alignment and station location as Option A, 
but rather than a flat grade a I% grade would be introduced, which would match back into the 
original profile sooner and help shorten the transit station structure. Shortening the structure 
would likely result in some cost savings. URS does not believe the proposed I% longitudinal 
slope would be a problem for construction, operations or passenger loading. 

Option C: Intersection of Rulculoa and Ahua streets, diamond head-mauka side: 
This option could use either of the previous two vertical alignments. The difference would be to 
reduce the radius of the horizontal curve at Ahua Street to 810 feet, effectively lengthening the 
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adjacent tangents and enabling a station location approximately 150 to 2.00 feet further to the 
east. The elevated transit station would span over Ahua Street and allow access from ground 
level on both sides of the street, the diamond head side being the existing 7.75-acre "auto 
auction" lot site. The proposed smaller curve radius would match the original radius proposed at 
the next curve to the south. Although the smaller radius would slightly lower the potential 
operating speed through the curve, the presence of a platform would likely be the limiting factor 
in terms of speed on this section of track in any event. 

2. 	Potential Benefits of_a. Transit Station in IviaPunalmiria —Toda-Y, rnanY eniPloYeas 
of Maptinapuna businesses have to park on the street, sometimes blocks away from where they 
work. Potential customers are discouraged from even coming to Mapunapuna, because of the 
congestion and lack of parking. Having a transit station in Mapunapuna would provide a 
convenient and inexpensive way for both employees and customers to get to and from 
Mapunapuna, and make Mapunapuna a better place to work and do business. 

Furthermore, a transit stop in Mapunapuna would draw riders from nearby residential 
communities in Moanalua, Tripler, and east Salt Lake, who otherwise would not have convenient 
access to the transit system with the stations proposed in the Draft MS. The aerial view of 
Figure 2-7 of the Draft BIS shows the substantial geographical "gap" between the proposed Ala 
Lilikoi and Middle Street stations on the Salt Lake Alternative, and all of the additional homes 
that would be served by a Mapunapuna station. Given the thousands of residents in those 
communities; the approximately 21,000 people who work at approximately 1,100 businesses in 
or around Mapurtapuna; and the hundreds if not thousands of business customers who visit 
Mapunapuna every day, HRPT believes that a transit station in lvlapunapuna would additionally 
draw at least if not more than the 1,500 or so daily riders projected for the Ma Lilikoi and 
Middle Street stations on Figure 3-12 of the Draft EIS. 

Firtaity, a transit station in Mapurtapuna would provide exciting opportunities for transit 
oriented development, particularly on the 7.75-acre lot near the corner of Ahua and Pu.koloa 
streets that will become open and available for development in the next few years. Transit 
oriented development would bring new amenities, services, and vitality to lvfapunapuna, 
benefiting not only existing but also future businesses and residents in the area. 

We look forward to the possibility of working with and assisting the City to develop a 
transit station in Mapunapuna, should the transit route be amended to include a spur or other 
aliment through Salt Lake and Mapunapuna in the future. 

Mahal°, 

Brad Leach 
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December 24, 2008 

Mr. Bradford C. T rh  
Vice ?resident — Pacific Region 
Reit Management & Research LW 
733 Bishop Street, Suite 1320 
Honolulu, Ill 96813 

RE: Station Feasibility lu Mapunnpuna 

Dear Mr. Leach, 

As we have communicated previously, URS has conducted a review of the Honolulu High 
Capacity Transit Corridor in the Mapunapuna area to detemrine the technical feasibility of 
adding a station to the planned Honolulu High-Capacity Transit project. We have reviewed the 
project design documents provided to us by Reit Management & Research. We have also 
reviewed the generally accepted industry design standards for horizontal and vertical curves and 
track grades in station areas for similar projects. Based on the above reviews and our own work 
on similar projects utilizing similar transit technology it is ow -  conclusion that a station could be 
added to the alignment in the vicinity of the intersection of Pukoloa and Ah 'la Streets in the 
Mapunapuria area, We do not believe making the suggested design changes would result in a 
negative impact on the project operations or ride quality. Although the addition of a station in 
this area would add some time to the overall corridor travel time, the impact is lessened in this 
particular case due to the grades and curves in this segment of the corridor that would already 
result in reduced operating speeds. 

While the drawings previously provided by LIRS illustrate options that would allow for the 
addition of &station in the Mapunapuna area and meet generally applied industry standards, we 
do acknowledge that individual jurisdictions implementing rail transit projects can establish 
criteria that are more restrictive than the general industry practices. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Post 
Vice President 

LIRS Corp velar; 
111 SW CrAlrObla, Suite 1500 
Portland, OR 572015850 
MI: 505.222.7200 
Fasu 503.222.4222 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299172R 

Mr. Brad Leach 
Reit Management & Research LLC 
Pacific Guardian Center — Makai Tower 
733 Bishop Street, Suite 1820 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Leach: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
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specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trqly yours, ._ p 
WAYNE Y. Y SHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Michael P. Rethman 
47-140 Heno Place 

Kaneohe, Hamra 96744-5608 

December 28, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, 
Director, Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Aloha Mr. Yoshioka: 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for proposed Oahu train 
transit system 

Please include my comments/questions among those regarding the EIS 
now underway. 

Alth.ough I believe that there are a few good reasons to build an elevated 
rail transit system on Oahu as well as plenty of good economic, cultural 
and esthetic reasons not to build it, please consider and answer the 
following questions: 

1) What happens when the electricity faits island-wide for 10-20 hours 
as has happened twice in the past two years? Will hundreds or 
thousands of folks find themselves trapped on trains? Will there be 
a police or other quick-response force devoted specifically devoted 
to the transit system crime or mechanical failures as exist 
elsewhere? Is this need budgeted? 

2) If the system has backup power capabilities, have these been 
included in the budget and are these facilities part of the EIS? 

3) Even with no blackouts, how/where/when will Oahu generate the 
additional electricity needed to power the trains? (It's my 
understanding that Oahu already faces problems associated with 
meeting its peak-load electrical demands.) 

Mit 
Thanks for considering and answering these pertinent quest 

Pi 	eft 
Cai) 

Sincerely, th 

/)1(-cite,e P iaritrm 	 re, 3 
etz  

e,  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: wrAv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-293444R 

Mr. Michael P. Rethman 
47-140 Heno Place 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Rethman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route, so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power 
is lost system-wide, train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power. Lights 
will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. The 
train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom and provide guidance. 

If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the 
operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency 
walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be 
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Page 2 

provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will be met at the train station 
by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city transportation workers. 

The system will not have back-up generating capability; however, communications and 
power systems shall be redundant and shall have sufficient reserve capacity to accommodate 
the abnormal operating conditions anticipated in the operational contingency plans. 

Lastly, the transit system will require approximately 17.9 MW of electrical power to 
operate the system. This represents one percent of the existing combined electrical generating 
capacity on Oahu by Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) and independent power producers. 
HECO is currently soliciting proposals for non-firm renewable-energy generating capacity up to 
100 MW that would commence operation within the 2010 to 2014 timeframe. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE YOSF1IO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Page I of I 

Agcaoili, Jennifer 

From: Mary Reuter FroaryrrQhawaii.edul 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 8:29 AM 
To: 	Mayor Mufi Hannernann 

Subject: Transportation, Rail and Bike 

Dear Mayor Hannernann, 

I am a citizen of 	an elementary school teacher, and a journalism student at UH interested in 
writing an article about the bike situation here in Honolulu. 

I read a quote where you said " The experience of other cities demonstrates that transit systems spur growth, 
particularly in the areas surrounding the transit SWIMS. We hope that new housing, particularlyaffordabie housing, 
will spring up along the transit route. We want businesses and leisure activities to be attracted to these hubs. We want 
to create an environment that supports open space and stimulates walldng and bicyoling, rather than driving. We want 
to create neighborhoods where people can live, work, and raise their families." 

I support rail, mainly because I horn in Washington DC where I used the metro daily. Now that I live in 
Honolulu, f bike everywhere. 

When I read this quote, and that you want to create an environment that supports open spaces and 
stimulates walking and bicycling rather than driving. As a bicyclist I find it very difficult to navigate 
outside of the designated bike routes, lanes, and paths. I can get to the University of Hawaii at Manoa 
from my home with ease (at least once I cross Kapiolani and get on University aye) but I can't go down 
Kapiolarti Boulevard or to Ala Wane with out riding on the sidewalk. I don't even see big strong guys 
ridinig their bikes on the street down Kapioiani Boulevard. 

read recently about a proposed Bike Share program by Momentum in the Honolulu Advertiser. If a 
Bike Share program is installed around the TOE) areas, will more designated bike routes be established? 
How do you feel about more designated bike routes, especially in areas such as Kapiolani Boulevard and 
Waikiki, where currently I can think of only the Ala Wai and the area around the zoo? 

Bicycling is certainly among the most sustainable ways to travel, and a fantastic way to enjoy the 
beautiful weather of our Hawaii. 

I would hate to see tourist fatalities increase because they're being hit by cars while riding their bikes. 
What do you think about this issue? 

Concerned Citizen, 
Mary Renee Reuter 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-295107R 

Ms. Mary Renee Reuter 
marvrrphawaii.edu  

Dear Ms. Reuter: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. The Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated by the 
City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services, and is scheduled to be 
adopted in 2010. The Draft Master Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed 
using criteria that include access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or 
future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the Draft Master Plan. Each fixed 
guideway station will have facilities for parking bicycles, and trains will be designed to 
accommodate bicycles. Use of bicycles on trains will be governed by a bicycle policy that has 
not yet been developed. The Project is coordinating with City and State agencies 
to encourage development of enhanced bicycle facilities near the stations, but the actual 
construction of such facilities is beyond the scope of the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
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Very trul '7 yours, 

t 

Ms. Mary Renee Reuter 
Page 2 

website at www.honoIulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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	Original Message 	 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov  [maillo:Ted.Matiey@dot.govj 
Sent: Sunday, February 08, 20094:14 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for Honolulu HCTP 

From: WCOASTJOHN©act.com  [maitto:WCOASTJOHN@aol.com ] 
Sent: Fri 2/6/2009 5:06 PM 
To: wyosiokaghonolulu.gov  
Cc: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for Honolulu FICTP 

The Draft Environment impact Statement lot the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written soley for a 
steel wheel on steel rail system. 
There are other forms of tixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel wheels. Please rewrite the EIS to 
cover the other technologies, such as monorail and magiev, to ensure that the city can and will obtain the best and latest 
technology at the best price. Unlike the continental US States we don't have a rail system to add to we are starling from 
scratch, so why not try and get the best for the buck? 

Very respectfully, 
John Ridings 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (SOS) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT10/09-336313 

Mr. John Ridings 
wcoastjohn@aol.com   

Dear Mr. Ridings: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

In parallel with the alignment analysis, a five-member panel appointed by the City 
Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the five proposed 
technologies for the fixed guideway system. The panel twice accepted public comment as part 
of the review By a four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating on steel rail as the 
technology for the Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The four panel members selected steel- 
wheel technology because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary technology also 
would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project 
costs. 

AR000031 08 



Mr. John Ridings 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.oro.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : COMMENTS ON HONOLULU'S MASS TRANSIT DRAFT EIS 
February 6, 2009 

The Draft EIS has several glaring deficiencies. Some of them are: 
A. Too many stations, many at them amateurishly placed two or less 
blocks from each other. 
B. No public restrooms are shown in the proposed station drawings nor 
are there any shown cost provisions in the budget section to adequately 
maintain the necessary public restrooms. 
C. Lack of any mention of security provisions and costs at stations. 
D. No provision in the stations for a by-pass line for EXPRESS trains. 
E. Noise levels of steel wheeled technology in upper floors of towers 
missing. 
F. Noise levels and properties impacted along the Project Corridor in 
Convention Center, Waikiki and UH areas is missing. 
G. Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 
deceptive and unacceptable. 
H. Park and Ride facilities are too small and missing for Ala Moana Area. 
I. Dillingham Blvd Project Corridor unworkable as it fails to consider 
equipment space needed by HECO to maintain very tali HECO 
Transmission Power lines. 
J. EIS fails to consider the possibility of using the large room in the area 
of the track's support structure-bridge as a revenue producing area to 
place urban utilities. 
K. Locations of Potential Impacts to Ongoing Hazardous Materials 
Operations missing discussion of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH 
areas. 
L. Historic Properties in areas of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH not 
covered. 
M. Alternative Routings to avoid Historic Properties does not cover areas 
around Convention Center, Waikiki and UH. 

A. TOO MANY STATIONS, MANY OF THEM AMATEURISHLY PLACED 
FOUR OR LESS BLOCKS FROM EACH OTHER. 

The stations are placed too close together. Professionally designed 
mass transit systems locate their stations 1.5 to 3 to 4 miles apart. For 
example, the proposed Chinatown and Downtown and Civic Center 
Stations are all located within 6 blocks, all three of them! This is absurd. 
One MAJOR Station for this compact area will be more than sufficient (at 
least initially — until more funds become available for all the un-
necessary extra stations_ People will walk blocks if they know that they 
are going to get a fast ride home. This might get some of those very 
obese people to start walking a short distance everyday and improve 
their health. 

Station construction costs are the highest cost items per unit in the 
project. 

Honolulu needs the entire system built including Waikiki and Uti to gain 
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any relief from gridlock on the freeway, and if the number of stations — 
initially — are limited to 10 MAJOR Stations, there will be enough in the 
proposed budget to build the entire line. 
Page 2-24 in the Draft EIS discusses the bus system "modifified to 
coordinate with fixed Guideway System ... certain local routes would be 
rerouted ... as feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest fixed guideway station." 

And, continues on page 2-36, "Enhanced bus service between the 
Terminal Stations.' 

Eliminate the 'nice to have' proposed stations and build the 10 'must 
have' stations, at least initially. 

B. No public restrooms shown in the proposed stations nor cost 
provisions to adequately maintain them_ 

Draft EIS, page 2-22, Figure 2-11 and Figure 2-12 show platform station 
configurations with a concourse. No restroom facilities are shown. 
Restrooms in each station are a must for the numbers of people using 
this system. There seems to be no consideration in the financial section 
for the professional maintenance and up keep of these many public 
restrooms. 

C. Lack of any mention of security provisions and costs at stations. 

There is no mention of the security needs for each station, nor the costs 
of maintaining security at each station (another reason to limit the 
number of stations). 

D. No provision in the stations for a by-pass line for EXPRESS trains. 

Figures 2-11 and 2-12 show no provision for a center 'by-pass' track for 
EXPRESS trains. 

E. Noise levels of steel wheeled technology in upper floors of towers 
missing. 

There is no discussion on how much the three foot high barriers are 
going to AMPLIFY the noise of the steel wheels of the trains and reflect 
this AMPLIFIED noise upwards to thousands of residents in towers the 
Glideway passes. This is needed. 

F. Noise levels and properties impacted along the Project Corridor in 
Convention Center, Waikiki and UH areas is missing. 

Noise levels in the areas of the Convention Center, Waikiki and UH are 
totally missing. These must be added to the EIS. See Table 4-16 on 
page 4-100. 

G_ Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 
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deceptive and unacceptable. 
Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 
deceptive and unacceptable, see Figure 4-16. 

H. Park and Ride facilities are too small and missing for Ala Moana Area. 

Park and Ride facilities along the entire proposed Corridor are too small 
or are missing altogether — Ala Moana, Convention Center, Waikiki, UH 
area stations. 

I. Dillingham Blvd Project Corridor unworkable as it fails to consider 
equipment space needed by HECO to maintain very tall HECO 
Transmission Power lines. 

On page 4-63, Table 4-10, HECO's high power transmission lines along 
Dillingham Blvd are mentioned but there is no discussion there or any 
where else in the Draft EIS on the problem HECO will have servicing 
those lines as the Projects Guideway is in the way of the mechanical lifts 
HECO uses to lift workers up to maintain these very tall poles and power 
lines. 

This Table 4-10 also fails to show the potential Visual Effects of View 
lines at Ala Moana, Convention Center, Waikiki and Uhl. These areas 
must be shown too. 

J. EIS fails to consider the possibility of using the large room in the area 
of the track's support structure-bridge as a revenue producing area to 
place urban utilities. 

Page 2-20, Figures 2-11, and 2-12 show cross sections of the proposed 
Guideway structure and station configurations. Under the top of the 
guideways support structure, as shown in the drawings, which top 
supports the train tracks, is a room inside the support structure - which 
room could easily be divided up lengthwise and leased. The leases 
could be to: 

? HECO for High Power Transmission Lines into Waikiki, 
? Honolulu Department of Environmental Services for back-up force 
mains, and also 
? phone and 
? Cable transmission lines. 

These leases would provide extra income to build and maintain the 
Guideway System. 

Pufting the community's utilities in the Guideway's support room would 
save the utilities huge construction costs of digging up our streets for 
years to put all these new and necessary utilities underground. Those 
savings could be put into the building costs of the Guideway System. 

By doing this the community would greatly benefit by not having our 
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streets and roads dug up for years to lay all these new under ground 
utilities. 

K. Locations of Potential Impacts to Ongoing Hazardous Materials 
Operations missing discussion of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH 
areas. 

Figure 4-43 doesn't show any discussion for the Convention Center, 
Waikiki and UH areas. This must be included. 

L. Historic Properties in areas of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH not 
covered. 

These areas must be included in this discussion. 

M. Alternative Routings to avoid Historic Properties does not cover areas 
around Convention Center, Waikiki and UH. 

These areas must be included in this discussion in the Draft EIS. 

Thank you for your consideration of these important topics and 
omissions in the proposed Draft EES for this Project. If you have any 
questions please call me at 949-2497. 

Robert Rodman 
Reply Requested : 	 Yes 
Submission Type : 	 Draft EIS Comment 
FOIA (Freedom of 
Information Request) 
Request : 
FOIA Referral Date : 
FOIA Response Date : 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 08813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wthw.honalulu.gov  

MUM HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-334603 

Mr. Robert Rodman 
1867 Kaioo Drive, #306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr_ Rodman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Our response will address your comments in the same bulleted order as submitted. 

A. Commuter rail stations are typically spaced farther apart. However, most urban 
systems, such as the one being constructed in Honolulu, have stations that are 
spaced between M mile to 1 mile apart, especially in Downtown areas. 

I. The number of stations affects riders in two ways: If stations are too far apart, the 
system would not be convenient because the distance users must walk would be 
too long. 

2. If stations are too close, the average travel speed is reduced, which also 
discourages ridership. 
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Mr. Robert Rodman 
Page 2 

To balance these concerns, the average distance between stations is approximately 
1 mile, with shorter distances in dense areas that have greater transit demand—for 
example, in Downtown Honolulu. 

As shown in Table 6-1 in the Final EIS, station costs are comparable to the cost of 
vehicles and systems, which is substantially less than guideway construction. 
City Council Resolution 07-039 directed that the first construction project be fiscally 
constrained by anticipated funding sources and to extend the guideway from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. Building only 10 stations could not generate the 
funding needed to construct the extensions to Waikiki and UH Manoa. 

B. Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will need to ask the station 
attendant to access the restroom. The cost for maintaining restrooms is included in 
the operating costs and is based on similar costs from other systems. 

C. As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4, Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance 
with FTA requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for 
identifying, evaluating, and resolving potential safety hazards and security 
vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes responsibility and accountability for safety 
and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, construction, testing, 
and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police Department, the Honolulu 
Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency Management, and the 
Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in preparing and will 
be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and security 
concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues 
that were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural 
details to enhance safety. 

In more detail also discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS, all stations, park-and-
ride facilities, and vehicles will include security cameras that are monitored at all 
times of operation, will have audible and visual messaging systems, and an intercom 
link to the system operations center. Security personnel will also patrol the system; 
however, security personnel may not be physically located at all stations and on all 
trains at all times. Interior and safety lighting will be provided at all stations and park-
and-ride facilities. As shown in Table 2-7 of the Final EIS, the system will operate 
between 4:00 a. m. and midnight. The Project's operating cost estimate includes the 
cost of security for stations and park-and-ride facilities. The cost and financial 
analysis for the Project is provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

D. All trains are planned to stop at all stations. There is no plan to implement express 
service, but if future operations indicate that it would be beneficial, the system could 
operate in skip-stop service. Such service could decrease travel time by a few 
minutes. The system will be capable of fully automated operation. However, 
Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS shows that the fixed guideway system will provide travel-
time benefits without express service. This figure represents travel times from origin 
to destination. Station-to-station travel time is provided in Table 3-16 in the Final EIS. 
Trains will operate every three minutes in each direction during peak periods. Once 
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Mr. Robert Rodman 
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on the system, it will take 42 minutes to travel from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center. 

E. As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at three areas on the fifth through ninth floors 
of buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended 
mitigation in place, the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by the 
rapid transit system will be lower than existing noise levels in most places. 

The Project includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail and a system 
specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. The parapet wall will substantially reduce 
ground-level noise and will not amplify noise for areas above the guideway. Wheel 
skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the elevation 
of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the 3 areas 
that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project's noise levels 
from upper floors to below the impact level. 

F. The noise analysis summarized in Section 4.9 of the Draft BS and Section 4.10 of 
the Final EIS presents the results for the East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center segment 
of the study corridor (Le., the Project). The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei 
and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. The proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake 
Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections 
of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of this 
Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required 
when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the 
Project studied in the Final BS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) 
because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If 
the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. When the Project is extended to the Convention Center, Waikiki, UH Manoa, 
and Salt Lake Boulevard, additional noise analyses will be conducted and presented 
in a separate environmental document. 

G. The visual and aesthetic analysis presented in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS and 
Section 4.8 of the Final EIS covers the Project, which is from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. As stated previously, proposed extensions are anticipated to the 
Convention Center, Waikiki, UH Manoa, and Salt Lake Boulevard; however, they are 
not presented in the Final EIS. The impacts associated with the future extensions will 
be analyzed in separate environmental documentation when those extensions are 
proposed for implementation and funding has been identified. 

The viewpoints analyzed in this Final EIS Section 4.8 are intended to incorporate a 
variety of perspectives (e.g., vehicular pedestrian, and elevated) and a wide range of 
views. Visual simulations of the Project were developed to represent the range of 
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scale and spatial relationships of project elements to other objects. Some of the 
simulations are also intended to represent view corridors identified as protected 
resources in pertinent policy documents. The simulations serve several purposes: 
they were used to evaluate visual and aesthetic consequences of the Project, 
demonstrate the potential for mitigation, and provide a means of communicating the 
findings of the analysis. Generally, simulations were prepared for viewpoints where 
the Project would have a comparatively greater visual effect. A greater emphasis 
was placed on identifying views and preparing view simulations toward the Project, 
because this best represents what most viewers would see and the greater variety of 
views that would be experienced. 

H. As stated in Section 2,5.7 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots will be constructed at 
stations with the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. The Project will include 
construction of 4,100 parking spaces at four different stations. Sizing and location 
of parking facilities are based on results of the travel demand forecasting model for 
the year 2030. Other stations may experience a demand for commuter parking, 
but factors such as the existing urban environment, space constraints, and roadway 
network limitations prevent the inclusion of parking at many locations. These factors 
prevent the construction of a park-and-ride facility at the Ala Moana Center Station 
and, accordingly, this station will be primarily accessed by other modes, including 
passenger drop-offs, bus, bicycle, and walking. The Final EIS discusses the impacts 
and benefits associated with implementing the Project from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. The Convention Center, Waikiki, UH Manoa, and Salt Lake 
Boulevard Stations are part of proposed extensions, and mode of access information 
will be analyzed as part of future studies. 

I. As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, "Communication and coordination 
have been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue 
throughout design and construction." Further, "Design criteria will govern all new 
utility construction outside of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, 
relocation, and restoration of utilities encountered and affected by construction of the 
fixed guideway." In addition, "Along several roadway corridors, most existing 
overhead utilities in conflict with the guideway and safety clearance requirements will 
be relocated underground. Existing overhead electrical and communication utilities 
not in conflict with the aerial guideway and safety clearance requirements will remain 
overhead. Coordination will occur with emergency services and utility companies to 
ensure that utility relocations meet their needs and that sufficient clearance is 
provided. The City will evaluate relocation of utilities that are in conflict with the fixed 
guideway during preliminary design," Again, the Project terminus is Ala Moana 
Center. Therefore, the Convention Center, Waikiki, UH Manoa, and Salt Lake 
Boulevard areas are not discussed. The impacts associated with the future 
extensions will be analyzed in separate environmental documentation when those 
extensions are proposed for implementation. 

J. The concept of using the inside of the guideway has been considered. The open 
portion of the guideway structure contains tensioning cables and is not available for 
utilities. In addition, future maintenance access for the utilities would require 
openings in the structure, which would weaken it. The access would either have to 
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Very truW  yours, 

V 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Robert Rodman 
Page 5 

be provided from below with a lift-truck or require closure of the transit operations 
from above. 

To address your points K, L, and M, as stated above, the Project terminus is Ala Moana 
Center. Therefore, the Convention Center, Waikiki, UH Manoa, and Salt Lake Boulevard 
areas are not discussed. The impacts associated with the future extensions will be 
analyzed in separate environmental documentation when those extensions are proposed 
for implementation. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : RE: Draft EIS for Honolulu Transit Corridor Project 

Missing in the section about ridership is any data about ridership if 
Waikiki and UH are included in the initial phase of the project. This data 
needs to be included so we can compare the various build options. 
If the number of staficns are limited to the top 8 ridership stations with 
one station at each end with a total of 10 MAJOR stations initially, I think 
there is enough in the budget to build the entire proposed Glideway 
System, including Waikiki and UH. 

Also missing from the Proposed Draft EIS are alternate Glideway 
routings for the Convention Center, Waikiki, UN areas. 

Historical properties, such as the Ala Wai Canal Kalakaua Avenue 
Bridge and the Kalakaua Avenue median (with its beautiful line of 
Mahogany Trees) just Diamond Head of the Ala Wai Canal make the 
proposed alignment of the Waikiki Glideway unworkable. 

The Draft EIS should also show this alternate routing through Waikiki to 
UH: 

WAIKIKI ROUTING ALTERNATIVE ONE 
from the Ala Moana Station: 
Diamond Head on Kona Street, then Diamond Head across Atkanson St 
and along the towers, across the Ala Wai Canal, transiting Lapeepee 
Street and Hobron Lane, over HECO's power station and low-rise, 
across Ala Moana Blvd., across Fort DeRussy and Kalakaua Avenue 
and down Kuhio Avenue, across the Beach Walk Pumping Station and 
down either the two small streets that pass through Waikiki between 
Kaiakaua and Kuhio Avenues (going through building which are built 
over these streets - via condemnation for the right-of-way), then down 
Liliuokulani Avenue, across the Aia Wai Canal, across the Golf Course 
and up University Avenue to UH. 

Because there is one line from UN to Waikiki (instead of two ends - one 
starting at UN and one starting in Waikiki which would cut the start trains 
to every 12 to 15 minutes), this routing has the advantage of a train 
leaving the stations at both UH and Waikiki every 6 minutes instead of 
every 12-15 minutes (people are encouraged to take the train if they 
don't have to wait and wait at the station every time they want to use it 
and UH and Waikiki will be the heavest used stations on the System). 

WAIKIKI ROUTING ALTERNATIVE TWO 
Another alternative routing through Waikiki could ba from Kona Street, 
cross Atkinson Street, pass the towers, and turn along the Convention 
Center side of the Ala Wei Canal and follow it up to Olohana Street, and 
cross the Ala Wai Canal and pass into Waikiki on wide Olohana, cross 
Kuhio Avenue, proceed up Duke's Lane to the International Market 
Place and curve over and pass through the International Market Place 
and behind the Kaiulani Hotel and on up Prince Edward Street and then 
turn Malka on Lilluokulani Avenue, cross the Ala Wai Canal, over the 
Golf Course and up University to the UH. 
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Please include these alternative routing options in the Draft EIS. 

If there are questions please call me at 949-2497. I've lived in Waikiki 
for 38 years and the traffic gridlock we experience here is tremendous. 
20,000 Waikiki workers spend hours every day caught in traffic due to 
the gridlock and are not able to spend time with their children as a result. 
Waikiki needs to be on the initial build of this system. 

robert rodman 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
659 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768 - 4730 • Internet: www.honolule.gov  

MLIFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334795 

Mr. Robert Rodman 
1867 Kaioo Drive, #306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Rodman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
ES. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airpon` Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft BS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu international Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft BS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
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Mr. Robert Rodman 
Page 2 

Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, 
and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of the Project; thus, they are not required 
to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a federal agency. 
Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, environmental analysis of the 
extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. As shown in Table 3-29, 
ridership would be 28 percent higher with construction of the four extensions compared to the 
Project (from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport). 

The number of stations affects riders in two ways: (1) if stations are too far apart, the 
system is not convenient because the distance users must walk will be too long; and (2) if 
stations are too close, the average travel speed is reduced, which also discourages ridership. 
To balance these concerns, the average distance between stations is approximately 1 mile, with 
shorter distances in dense areas that have greater transit demand. 

City Council Resolution 07-039 directed that the first construction project be fiscally 
constrained by anticipated funding sources and to extend from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center. Building only 10 stations could not generate the funding needed to construct the 
extensions to Waikiki and UH Manoa. Bus service will be enhanced between Ala Moana Center 
and Waikiki, UN Manoa, and West Kapolei and East Kapolei until the planned extensions are 
built. 

Your ideas for alternative routes through Waikiki have been noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truI yours,(.0  

la-  17 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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02/06/2009 
The number of stations should be cut to the bare minimum because they 
will become another abode of the homeless mentally ill which now 
inhabit our bus stops. Daily we see such individuals who sit on the bus 
stop benches while a stream of urine runs down to the concrete under 
them while they sit above. These Same individuals - who - it is easy for 
anyone to see - live in the same garments for months or years, are seen 
sitting on the cloth seats on the buses we ride (which cloth seats 
obviously have never been wet washed since the buses were delivered 
new to the city). 

With this in mind, I can find no mention of scrubable seals planned for 
the trains in this system in the EIS. 

Further, I can find no mention of any plans to keep the station 
concourses and platforms described starting on page 2-20 and shown in 
Figures 2-11 & 2-12 clear of homeless campers, or businesses and 
portable travel desks and chairs which daily now are allowed to block 
Waikiki's sidewalks near the Market Place. 

These issues need to be addressed in the Draft EIS for this Transit 
Project. 

AR00003125 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
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MUFi HANNEMANN 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2C10 	 RT9/09-3348C7 

Mr. Robert Rodman 
1867 Kaioo Drive, #306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

De& Mr. Rodman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft 85, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final 85 also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The number of stations affects riders in two ways: (1) if stations are too far apart, the 
system is not convenient because the distance users must walk will be too long; and (2) if 
stations are too close, the average travel speed is reduced, which also discourages ridership. 
To balance these concerns, the average distance between stations is approximately 1 mile, with 
shorter distances in dense areas that have greater transit demand. 

Your comment regarding the homeless is noted. At this time in project planning, the seat 
covers have not been selected. Selection of seat covers will consider all variables and 
associated costs. in addition, stations will be patrolled and will be closed at night. Security will 
be provided in all stations and on all trains; however, security personnel may not be physically 
located in all locations at all times. 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Rodman 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Date : 	 12/13/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : Dear Friends, 

We are very much in favor of adding the airport connection immediately 
and to start phase one of building from Pearl City to Honolulu proper. 

Thank you for receiving our input. 

Much aloha, 

Nancy and Errol Rubin 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331953 

Ms. Nancy Rubin 
Mr. Errol Rubin 
594 Alihi Place 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Rubin and Mr. Rubin: 

Subject Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported 
one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
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Very trui yours, 

WAYNE Y. YICAHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Nancy Rubin 
Mr. Errol Rubin 
Page 2 

Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : I don't think the rail system will be widely used, because it will take us 
too long to get to get where we want to go, and because of the problems 
with graffiti and vehicle break-ins at the stations. 

Time: 

If we have to take a bus to get to a station, then take another bus when 
we get off the train, and the train will make 19 or 21 stops in 20 miles, all 
that will consume too much time. 

Break-ins at the stations: 

Oahu is famous for vehicle break-ins and grafitti. Costly security 
measures will be needed at each of the 19 or 21 stations and on each 
train. 

The total cost for building and maintaining and providing for security for 
rail is way too much for the benefits gained. 

I watched the debates. 

Prof. Prevadouros was right. There are other mass transit systems 
which are better, less costly, and will get us where we want to go fasted, 
than rail. 

Mahalo 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332262 

Mr. Bill Russell 
94-309 Puuwepa Place 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Russell: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your concerns about the Project have been noted. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS, travel time by rail, including transfers to bus, will be the same as today or less. Under 
current conditions, travel times via bus or car can vary considerably due to traffic congestion and 
unpredictability. Future travel times with rail will be highly reliable, in large part because the 
guideway will be completely separated from roads and highways. Because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service (every three minutes during peak periods and every six 
minutes during mid-day periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will 
experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will also 
benefit from improved frequencies on existing bus routes serving stations. In addition, several 
new routes with high frequencies will be provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since 
these routes will primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus 
routes operating along congested arterials. Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS shows that transit travel 
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Mr. Bill Russell 
Page 2 

times with the Project will be significantly better than travel times without the Project. Travel 
times are shown from origin to destination and include transfers. 

Security, as discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5,4, Safety and Security Measures, a 
project-specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with 
FTA requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, 
evaluating, and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It 
establishes responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary 
Engineering, Final Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The 
Honolulu Police Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of 
Emergency Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been 
involved in preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety 
and security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues 
that were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
enhance safety. 

Security will be provided during all operating hours. Also discussed in Section 2.5.4 of 
the Final EIS, all stations, park-and-ride facilities, and vehicles will include security cameras that 
are monitored at all times of operation, will have audible and visual messaging systems, and an 
intercom link to the system operations center. Security personnel will also patrol the system; 
however, security personnel may not be physically located at all stations and on all trains at all 
times. Interior and safety lighting will be provided at all stations and park-and-ride facilities. As 
shown in Table 2-7 of the Final EIS, the system will operate between 4:00 a.m. and midnight. 
The Project's operating cost estimate includes the cost of security for stations and park-and-ride 
facilities. You can find the cost and financial analysis for the Project in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS. 

Lastly, Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection 
process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives 
identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of 
current population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology 
modes, ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
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connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours, 

WAYN Y. YO 1-110KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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02/02/2009 
: Public Storage owns the property at 989 Kamehameha Hwy in Pearl City 

(the Property). 
It is Public Storage's understanding, as of February 2, 2009, that no 
portion of the Property at will be acquired for this project. 
Provided no portion of the Property is taking and the project 
improvements do not negatively affect the Property, Public Storage has 
no objections to a project that will improve traffic flow in the area. 
Negative impacts would include, but are not limited to, over-steepening 
of the Property's driveway slope, interference with proper drainage from 
the Property, decreasing turning radii such that truck access is restricted 
or difficult, or impeding visibility of the Property. 

Carolynn Ruth 
Real Estate Paralegal 
Public Storage 
701 Western Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91201-2349 
Tel: 818.244.8080 x1410 
Fax: 818.543.7341 
Email: cruth@publicstorage.com  

Initial Action Needed 
2/2/2009 

Carolynn 
Ruth 
Public Storage 
701 Western Avenue 

Glendale 
CA 
91201 
cruth publicstorage.com  

None 
Website 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MUFi HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN TI-IOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-334415 

Ms. Carolynn Ruth 
701 Western Avenue 
Glendale, California 91201 

Dear Ms. Ruth: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Public Storage is currently listed as a partial take as a result of widening of the highway 
in this location. Project coordination with Public Storage will be ongoing. Access constraints will 
be evaluated by the design team during Final Design. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/26/2009 

Gerald 
Sakamura 
resident 
99-844 Hulumanu St. 

Aiea 
HI 
96701 
sakinancy@hawaii.rr.com  
488-9569 

Both 
Website 

01/26/2009 
I think that the most benefit we can achieve would be to start from 
downtown out to the Airport and beyond Pearlridge and UH west. If 
there comes a time where cost might stop or long delay the project, we 
could use whatever is made and start service from wherever the project 
is stalled. It would be the optimum way to gain usage of whatever is 
already made, whatever the delayed portion would be. And at the same 
time, be an example of what the completion would be like. Thank you for 
the opportunity to input my opinion. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-334300 

Mr. Gerald Sakamura 
99-844 Hulumanu Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Sakamura: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Mr. Gerald Sakamura 
Page 2 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction, Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr y yours, 

i ------ 
WAYNp Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	01/1312009 

Submission Content/Notes: I understand taxes wilt increase. By what amount? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-333692 

Mr. Stanley Sakuma 
45-757 Hilinai Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Sakuma: 

Subject Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (85) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final 85 also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses funding sources for the capital costs and the 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the alternatives. City funding for the capital cost of 
implementing the Project is expected to come from the 0.5 percent County Genera/ Excise and 
Use Tax Surcharge. This surcharge has been in place since January 1, 2007, and will expire 
December 31, 2022. City subsidy for transit operating and maintenance costs comes from the 
General Fund and Highway Fund, which receive revenue from a variety of currently existing 
taxes. Whether any of these taxes will be raised at some time in the future will be decided as 
part of the City's annual budget process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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Mr. Stanley Sakuma 
Page 2 

letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve trul yours, 

i 41'  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/12/2008 
Keith 
Sasaki 
Dependable Hawaiian Express 
1130 N.Nimitz Highway 
C-105 
Honolulu 
HI 
96817 
keith.sasaki@dhx.corn 
387-0040 

Both 
Website 

: I would like like to know if you have already decided on how to bring in 
the necessary freight to build this project. I work for a major freight 
forwarder and would be interested in assisting in this venture. 
Keith Sasaki 

AR00003144 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-330432 

Mr. Keith Sasaki 
1130 North Nimitz Highway, 0-105 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Fin& EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Fin& EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The selected construction contractors will be responsible for supplying materials to the 
Project worksite. These contractors have not been decided upon at this time. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/7/2009 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 
Submission Content/Notes : The plan for a Rail Transit is the best thing will ever happen to Oahu 
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DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333006 

Mr. Andrew Sataraka 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resoiution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

6,71e 

Mr. Andrew Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section Z4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included In the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Elizabeth 
Last Name : 	 Sataraka 

Business/Organization : 	Good Samaritan 
Address : 	 99-545 Opukea St. 

Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 	 Aiea 
State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96701 
Email : 	 liz@hawaiifoodbank.org  

Telephone 	 808-561-5695 
Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 

Submission Content/Notes : This is a great idea that the Rail Transit is planned to be build. Honolulu 
needs it now 
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Status : 	 initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 4/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Epaferoli 
Last Name : 	 Sataraka 
Business/Organization: 	Good Samaritan Church 
Address : 	 P.O Box 31029 

Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No. : 

City : 	 Honolulu 

State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Standard 
Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 

Submission Content/Notes : Rail Transit is the way to go_ Our people need to save time and money 
from sitting in traffic end buying gas sitting in traffic 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolure.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333558 

Epaferoti Sataraka 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Epaferoti Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final ES identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly y urs, 

WAYNE Y YOS 'OKA 
Director 

Epaferoti Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 

Creation Date : 	 117/2009 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 	 Isaicara 

Last Name : 	 Sataraka 

Business/Organization : 	Good Samaritan Church 

Address : 	 94-027 Waipahu Depot St 

Alternative Preference : 
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City : 	 Waipahu 

State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96707 

Email : 	 satarakafamily@yahoo.com  
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Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List : 	Both 

Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 

Submission Content/Notes; I believe our city definitely need the Rail Transit now and for the future. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332975 

Mr. Isakara Sataraka 
94-027 Waipahu Depot Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The PTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is inciuded in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly y urs, 

WAYNE Y. OSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332988 

Mr. lsakara Nathan Sataraka 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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67r-V ( 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOK 
Director 

Mr. Isakara Nathan Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft ES and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

AR000031 58 



Status : 	 Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 	 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation: 

First Name : 	 Kaiserlyn 
Last Name : 	 Sataraka 
Business/Organization : 

Address : 	 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No. : 

City : 	 Aiea 
State : 	 HI 

Zip Code : 	 96701 

Email : 	 gsc_hawaii@yahoo.com  

Telephone : 	 808-953-8907 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 	Both 
Submission Method : 	Website 
Other Submission Method 

Submission Date : 	 01/07/2009 

Submission Content/Notes: I fully support the Mayor and the Rail Transit 

AR00003159 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DiRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
!DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332987 

Ms. Kaiserlyn Sataraka 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Ms. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This seiection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittai: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly/ 'lours, 
.. 

WAYNE YO 10 
Director 

LQ 

Ms. Kaisedyn Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft DS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft DS and agency coordination. The Final HS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333005 

Mr. Samuel Sataraka 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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WAYNE Y. YOSr IOKA 
Director 

Very tru yours, 

< / 

Mr. Samuel Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honorulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-332982 

Ms. Tracie Sataraka 
99-545 Opukea Street 
Aiea, Hawaii! 96701 

Dear Ms. Sataraka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu international Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Ms. Trace Sataraka 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Lane 0. Sato 
607 North King Street #126A 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 
Phone: 808-220-1108 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3"1 Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank whoever for wasting more of our tax dollars by sending out this piece of garbage of a 
plan. Maybe this letter will convince whoever is behind this project that someone is making a 
big mistake with this proposed rail system project. This is not going to totally solve the 
immediate traffic problem on this island, in fact, it is going to make it worse_ Please take into 
consideration the following, which it seems, no one wants to address, which makes me believe 
that this whole rail thing is just to line a segment of the populations pockets with a lot of money. 

The simple solution to this problem is to understand what is truly at stake here. Take into 
account the following aspects that are being grossly and negligently under looked: 

1. The bus system really works fine. The real problem is too many cars on the island congesting 
limited major East-West thoroughfares, not lack of mass transit. 

2. If the rail project begins, you think you got gridlock now, just wait until construction hits the 
inner city. People will be cursing the project every day they spend an extra two plus hours 
creeping inch by inch in traffic, burning gas and this will not be just a one or two year project. 
And what about when there is a major traffic incident on 11-I, the rail does not offer any 
solutions to that. 

3. The tracks will not be extended into the upper lying areas so, you would have to plan for an 
extra hour or two just to get to and from the stations, which means you will not or hardly ever 
use it. And, even if it is decided to extend to upper lying areas, can you imagine the gridlock 
during construction then? 

4. Like the poll says, this will only benefit a handful of people, mainly the one's who are to 
profit. 

5. A more advantageous solution is to build a causeway from Waiariae to Waimanalo over the 
water spanning the entire Southern Coast and later, if necessary, continue around the island, or, 
constructing a freeway along the mountain ranges. After pitching this idea with engineers at the 
town hall meeting at the Blaisdell, they said "no problem, in engineering we can build anything". 
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The major consideration for this idea is that H-1 desperately needs a major East-West alternate 
route. For those of you thinking this would be an eye sore to the coastline or the mountain 
ranges consider this: If built properly, it would probably enhance the view and in reality is one 
of two sensible solutions. We need to give up something and giving up the causeWay or freeway 
project to rail would tragically be the wrong choice for the majority if not all of Oahu 
inhabitants. We must not allow the Offices of the Mayor and their constituents to perpetrate this 
masochistic behavior on the future of this State. 

6. The Offices of the Mayor and their constituents have jumped into this project without careful 
consideration of all practical/reasonable solutions and are drooling at the potential for lining their 
pockets with a very hasty and ill thought out plan. Look at it this way, they can still line their 
pockets with the causeway/freeway project which is the smarter solution. 

So, to recap, the math problem is too many cars on the island with no alternate East-West  
freeway relief, not lack of mass transit. This is the major point here. The bus system would .  
work fine with fewer cars jamming limited traffic signaled East-West thoroughfares. As a fellow 
taxpayer, please be sensible and come to this realization. If built with a well planned scheme, 
this would benefit Oahu and relieve major traffic stress for years to come. Any other idea would 
be inviting seriously dire 'economic, political and social consequences for the future of our keiki 
and the State. 

I hope you can convince the Mayor and his constituents to re-evaluate. I personally prefer the 
mountain range solution as this would allow cutoffs to service both sides of the island. Either the 
causeway or the mountain range construction solutions would not severely irnpair the day to day 
business operations of the island as the rail project will, Please take this into strong 
consideration and at least present this to whoever is trying to ram this down our throats. If you 
cannot provide a favorable response to this issue then do not bother responding. I will assume 
that you also sold out. 

Mr. Matley, if it is within your power, please find a way to save the people of Oahu's future 
by overturning/disapproving this stupendously horrific project. You are one of the last 
and probably only resorts left to stop this hastily irrational and ill conceived project. 

Cc: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region a 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-335130 

Mr. Lane a Sato 
607 North King Street, #126A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Sato: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

This letter will address your comments in the same manner presented. 

Concerning your first paragraph, traffic congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of 
delay (VHD)) will decrease 18 percent with this Project compared to No Build conditions. The 
No Build Alternative includes all the highway projects identified for implementation by the City 
and State by 2030. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS, traffic on roadways will 
improve with this Project compared to No Build conditions. 

1. As indicated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, bus transit speeds have been 
decreasing (Figure 3-1) while bus service reliability (Figure 3-2) has deteriorated. 
In 2006, 30 percent of bus system arrivals were more than five minutes late. As 

a result of longer bus travel times, approximately 128,592 additional revenue 
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Mr. Lane O. Sato 
Page 2 

hours of bus service were needed in 2007 to deliver the same amount of service 
TheBus provided in 1984. This inefficiency consumed about $13.5 million in 
additional annual operating budget expenses in 2007 (in 2007 dollars) without 
adding new service. 

2. Of all the alternatives examined, the fixed guideway system is the most effective 
at reducing congestion on roadways. As shown in Table 2-2 of the Final EIS, a 
Managed Lane Alternative would reduce VHD by 4 percent and increasing bus 
service would decrease VHD by 2 percent. As shown in Table 3-14 of the Final 
EIS, the fixed guideway system will reduce VHD by 18 percent. 

While there is usually some inconvenience during major construction projects, as 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will 
identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on 
transportation. The contractor will develop the MOT with approval from the City 
and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will address 
roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. Temporary 
lane closures will occur during non-peak hours so that effects on heavy commuter 
traffic will be minimized. 

In addition, the fixed guideway system does provide an alternative if there is an 
accident on the H-1 Freeway. The fixed guideway system will be a parallel facility 
and will not be affected by roadway conditions. Thus, if the H-1 Freeway is shut 
down due to an accident, the fixed guideway system will continue to operate. 

3. It is not clear what is meant by "upper lying areas." For purpose of this response, 
it is assumed to mean Central Oahu. Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS represents the 
time required to complete a trip from origin to destination and assumes that at 
least a portion of the trip will be made on the fixed guideway system. As shown in 
this figure, trips from Mililani, which is not along the alignment, to Downtown will 
decrease from nearly 100 minutes under 2030 No Build conditions to 
approximately 55 minutes with the fixed guideway system. Since the fixed 
guideway system is in an exclusive right-of-way, travel times will always be 
consistent, regardless of roadway conditions. In addition, the fixed guideway 
system is expandable. A park-and-ride facility will be provided at the Pearl 
Highlands Station, thereby allowing individuals to drive to access the fixed 
guideway system, and bus service will be enhanced to coordinate with the 
system. 

4. The fixed guideway system is designed to serve major destinations in the most 
heavily travelled corridor on Oahu, plus the area with the greatest expected 
growth. In 2000, 63 percent of Oahu's population and 80 percent of its jobs were 
located within the study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 
percent of the population and 83 percent of the employment. As a result, it is 
anticipated that the rail transit system will be used by a wide cross-section of the 
local population. Under the Project, transit travel-time benefits will occur for 
several communities with high concentrations of transit-dependent households 
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Mr. Lane 0. Sato 
Page 3 

(see Figure 3-5 in the Final EIS). There will be substantial travel-time benefits for 
transit-dependent communities such as Waipahu, West Loch, Waikiki, 
Chinatown, and Maka kilo. 

5. Your preference for a causeway along the southern coast or mountain range 
solution is noted. As described in Section 1.1 of the Final EIS, a makai freeway 
was considered during the 1960s and rejected. One of the concepts would have 
connected from Hawaii Kai to Honolulu Harbor as an offshore freeway. The 
project was rejected by the Hawaii Department of Transportation around 1970. 
Any interest in reviving the concept for such a project should be directed to the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. Construction of the transit project will not 
preclude the construction of a causeway. 

6. Your opposition to the Project is noted. Various highway improvements have 
been considered for Oahu. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is 
responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system 
and identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at reducing 
congestion on Oahu. The projects are listed in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS and 
included in the analysis for all project alternatives. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and 
selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process 
considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review 
of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for 
the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, ongoing work 
completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) 
(0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal 
Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). 
Three scoping meetings were held during the screening process in December 
2005, which included a presentation of initial alternatives to the public, interested 
agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, 
alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis, Refinements were made to 
the alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following 
alternatives were studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane 
Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives 
Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council identified 
a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UN Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, 
which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further 
consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. The NEPA 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE YO 10 
Director 

Mr. Lane 0. Sato 
Page 4 

process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent with the identified 
Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause 
that would satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, 
or less environmental or community impact. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Action Pending 

11/2/2008 

Charles 
Scott 
Citizen 
566 Ahina Street 

Honolulu 
HI 
96816 
csoott@aloha.com  
734-3028 

Both 
Website 

11/02/2008 
I think it is ridiculous for a city the size of Honolulu to attempt this 
project- it is too costly for the size of our city. Already, annual property 
tax collections for the past several years have increased several 
hundred per cent greater than ability of people to pay (cost of living 
increase). For example, r.p. tax collections for fiscal year 2007-08 
increased 23.4% while cost of living went up 4.9%!il The three previous 
years the increases were similar. (Tax Foundation of Hawaii figures). 
How can we possibly take on the high coast of building & maintaining 
the rail system???? It is all about City politics and satisfying the 
unionsilli 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT8/09-330320 

Mr. Charles Scott 
566 Ahina Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 of the Final EIS describe the funding sources anticipated to be 
used to pay for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 and 5309 New Starts Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and use Tax (GET) 
surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. As discussed in Section 6.4.2, the City's contribution 
to transit operation and maintenance is currently provided through federal funding, fare 
revenues, and the City's General and Highway Funds. This funding will be used to fund transit 
operation and maintenance of the Project. The General Fund includes property tax revenues 
and other taxes and fees. Property tax revenues are not expected to be used to fund 
construction of the Project. 
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Very truly urs, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Charles Scott 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 

Department of Transportation Services 

City and County of Honolulu 

January 30, 2009 

1=) 
C.C:1 

650 So. King St., 3'd  Floor 1: 
L.1 

Honolulu, HI 96813 
7.7 
C.
7 

7: 
! , 1 rTT 

C.) 

Mr. Ted Matley -u 
171 

U.S. Department of Transportation :ty rrZ 
Federal Transit Administration - Region IX c. 17,1 

201 Mission 5t., 3r d  Floor CJI 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Mass Transit 

Messrs. YOslifoka and Matley; 

As an owner of p'roperty and 	 l.212 fariti St: in Centra - KcikoakaOtis.;1.:. 

apparent that the Honolulu High Capacity Transit will have a very direct and 

substantial impact on our immediate area, and greatly influence our ability to 

continue operating at this location. There are fourareas where the GELS has 

insufficient information regarding the impact to our business and the Kakaako 

community: 

1. The impact of Mass Transit on the narrow streets in Central Kakaako, 

specifically Halekauwila St. and Kona St. 

2_ The design flaw which is referred to in the DEIS as the "third rail", 

which will 'eventually' .  go oVerAla . Maano-Shcrpping -Centerand , connect-to -  the..- - 

University of Hawaii Manoa and Waikiki. 

3. Mass Transit displacing many Small light industrial businesses in Kakaako 

that ultimately will not be able ta find a replacement location to service. 

their current customer base. 

4. The cost of the Honolulu High Capacity Transit and the City and County 

of Honolulu's ability ta properly fund and pay for building and operations in 

'the currentlinancial sitaotiOn. 	- 	• .-  

1. 'kana st, dt 410Wide betWeen'PiikaPand PensacOla St, and HalakauWi'llV5*..at 50' 

wide, will be dramatically impacted during construction and after completion of the 

HonoluldHigh CaPacity Trahsit. None of this is addressed completely in the DEIS. 

RowN11 Office: !212 Komi Street. Harioluiu, HI 96614 • ief: (&Qe) 591-2921 • Fax: (6508) 597-e101 
Califerria Office: 720 Oirrhinehorh Drive. Suite 250 0, Cardiff the ane. CA 92007 • TO: (760) 634-7624 

ihfogbacotthawnfi.corn weo5it.e:. kww.scotthalsvaii cam 
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There will be a loss of parking, especially on Kona St., to accommodate the bridge 

supports rather than a center column, and access to our building will be blocked. 

Kona St. between Piikoi and Pensacola, will also be adversely affected by the 

possible 'third rail" that will need to be planned far with wider column supports 

during the initial construction, necessitating a wider footprint and additional 

property acquisitions. This was not made public until after the election to approve 

Mass Transit. 

Kona St. is the main access for cars to go from Ala Moona to the Ward area, 

and building the rail down Kona St. would make on already stressed situation even 

worse. What will the City do to alleviate this problem during and after 

construction? Access to our building and others on Kona St. is already a problem 

with the current level of traffic on one of Kakaako's narrowest streets, a problem 

that has not been addressed in the DEIS. Relocating the route to Kapiolani Blvd. 

would clean up what is now a circuitous route through a highly dense Central 

Kakaaka and lessen the impact to an already stressed infrastructure. 

2. Prior to the election in 2008, the City and County of Honolulu proudly proclaimed 

that the Honolulu High Capacity Transit would go from Kapolei to the University of 

Hawaii Manoa and with a spur to Waikiki_ There was never a mention of the line 

stopping at the Ala Moano Shopping Center with a station 40' high, and a single 

third roil eventually being built to do .a flyover of the Nordstrom extension at the 

Mall at 100' high, continuing past the center. The DEI5 does not address how the 

city plans on accomplishing this with a station at 40' and another at 100'. Haw will 

riders make the transfer? How will the rail cars wind their way past the shopping 

center through the various high rise buildings past Nordstrom toward Waikiki? Is 

the 5% grade the train will have to climb from Pensacola to the station at 

Nordstrom too steep? What will be the effect regarding noise for those 

businesses and condos in the immediate area? 

This is a fatal design flaw that could be addressed with a route change to 

Kapiolani Blvd. if the City and County of Honolulu truly wanted to go to the 

University of Hawaii Manoa and Waikiki, something the voters thought they would 

be getting with a vote for rail. 

3. Kakaako is the last light industrial area in Central Honolulu, home to thousands 

of small businesses serving the main population center of the City and County of 

Honolulu. This is where most of the displaced properties will came from if rail is 

built and if there is no route change. What will be the steps the City takes to 

mitigate the effect on those businesses to relocate elsewhere? Where will the 

customers that frequent these businesses go if rail goes through Central Kakaako? 

Is the current infrastructure adequate to accommodate the proposed transit 

oriented development the. City wants to implement should rail become a reality? 
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Who will pay for the improvements to the infrastructure when Kakaako is currently 

mostly unimproved? What is the position of the City and County of Honolulu vis a 

vis the HCOA, which controls Kakaako Mauka for the State when it comes to 

improvements and zoning? This should be spelled out in the DET5 and is not. A 

change of route to Kapiolani Blvd. or King St. would make more sense, preserving 

the Central Kakaako area to serve the residents of Honolulu. 

4. Considering the current economic situation the City and County of Honolulu is in 

with a shrinking property tax base and declining revenue from the General Excise 

Tax, how will this Honolulu 1--ligh Capacity Transit be paid for and operated? There 

will never be sufficient passengers of rail to pay for its operation, as well as 

continuing to operate the bus that would be required as a feeder for the rail line. 

Can the City and County of Fronolulu depend on the federal government to continue 

to cover any shortage in operating costs? Has the City been open about the 

necessity for a property tax increase to pay for the added costs, and how accurate 

are the City's projections to operate rail? The General Excise Tax income is set to 

run out in 2022, and the revenue stream is currently under projections and 

shrinking each month with the economic downturn in Hawaii, where will the City 

makeup this shortage? Was this economic downturn anticipated in the Da5, and 

shouldn't the City be required to address this in a supplemental DEIS prior to 

startup? 

• Will the State of Hawaii's new plans for traffic mitigation on the H1 freeway 

going east to reduce the bottleneck at Middle Street, and the plans to have a 

flyover on 1\limitz Hwy affect rider ship for the Honolulu 1-figh Capacity Transit and 

thus impact toll box revenue? Will this make obsolete the figures on usage the City 

used in the current DEIS, and thus change the feasibility of Mass Transit for 

Honolulu? 

The only solution is to have a supplemental draft environmental impact statement 

that would address these and many other concerns and questions regarding the 

feasibility of Mass Transit for Honolulu. The current DEIS is so vague on so many 

issues, and the City's lack of timely disclosures makes it difficult to understand the 

feasibility for a project of this magnitude in the City and County of Honolulu. Also, 

it is disingenuous for the City to place any credence in the vote to approve rail when 

it was not open about the specifics of the rail plan until after the election. Had the 

voters known about these four issues and others would it still have been approved? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336289 

Mr. Steven Scott 
Scott Hawaii 
1212 Kona Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

1) As discussed in Section 3.4,7 of the Final EIS, mitigation strategies to offset lost 
parking will be coordinated with appropriate stakeholders. 

The third track in the segment along Kona Street between Piikoi Street and 
Pensacola Street is not part of the Project but will be constructed as part of a 
future extension. However, the properties needed for the third track are shown as 
part of the Project's impact. As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, 
ongoing coordination efforts with the public will help develop design measures 
that will enhance the interface between the transit system and the surrounding 
community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measure will be 
determined through these coordination efforts. 
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Mr. Steven Scott 
Page 2 

With regard to traffic at stations, future conditions at all stations were examined 
as part of the transportation analysis conducted for the Draft and Final EISs. As 
indicated in Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS, the analysis identified potential effects 
of the Project on local traffic near stations, including an analysis of the effects of 
column placements on traffic. In addition, intersection analyses were conducted 
near stations with park-and-ride facilities, kiss-and-ride drop off, stations with 
anticipated high volumes of local bus access, and near the maintenance and 
storage facility for guideway vehicles. The analysis considered future traffic 
volumes and planned transportation facility improvements. The assessment 
indicated that, with the Project, traffic conditions will operate at acceptable levels-
of-service on Kona Street except at the intersection of Kona and Keeaumoku 
Streets. Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS identified potential mitigation strategies 
that would address potential effects. 

As indicated in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 
Plan will be prepared by the contractor with approval from the City and/or the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation, as appropriate. The MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation. 
Table 3-27 in the Final EIS identifies roadways that will be affected during 
construction. 

In the future, a revision to traffic flow planned by others in the area will open 
Waimanu Street to Ewa-bound traffic, which will provide a direct link to the Ward 
area along Queen Street and remove a major demand from Kona Street, thereby 
making it better able to accommodate the fixed guideway and local needs. This 
was evaluated in the assessment of traffic conditions resulting from the 
placement of a station at Ala Moana Center. This finding is included in 
Section 3.4.3 of the Final BS. 

DTS has considered the complexities and interdependencies of the Kakaako 
district and, overall, the Project is expected to strengthen the district's function as 
an employment center. The Project also could bring in new customers for 
businesses and services because of the increased mobility and access the new 
transit mode will bring to a wider region. An alignment on Kapiolani Boulevard 
would have substantial adverse effects to the transportation system. 

2) The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any extensions that 
may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt 
Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part 
of the Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of 
the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is 
only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, 
because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time 
they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to 
undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation at 
some time in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 

AR000031 81 



Mr. Steven Scott 
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alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Connection to UN Manoa and Waikiki 
will be served by busses integrated with the system. 

The Project terminates at Ala Moana Center with a station platform approximately 
40 feet above ground level. If a future extension is constructed beyond Ala 
Moana Center, service that terminates at Ala Moana Center would use the lower 
platform, while through service would use an upper platform. Riders traveling to 
UN Manoa or Waikiki would use the upper platform, while those traveling Ewa 
could use either platform. Detailed design has not been completed for extension 
beyond this location, but planning-level design would have the guideway continue 
to follow Kona Street, then transition to kapiolani Boulevard prior to Mahukona 
Street. 

Between Pensacola Street and the terminal station, the Project's grade will be 
less than 1 percent. Any future extensions would be built to project 
specifications. In addition, the grade has no effect on noise from vehicles. 

3) As presented in Section 4.4.3 of the Final BS, the City will assist all affected 
persons in locating suitable replacement housing and business sites within an 
individual's or business's financial means in compliance with the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, "Kakaako has been 
designated a redevelopment area, which may result in a change in character 
along the Project alignment" This section of the Final EIS also notes that 
"...substantial development has recently occurred in the neighborhood; several 
high-rise condominiums have been built, and additional residential and 
commercial developments are planned" so it would appear that the necessary 
infrastructure is either in place or would be constructed by the City to support 
transit-oriented development (TOD). Necessary infrastructure improvements will 
be made as needed by the responsible city agency or private developer. 

DTS began coordinating with the Hawaii Community Development Authority 
(HCDA) during the Alternatives Analysis process. HCDA has planning 
responsibilities within Kakaako. Section 4.21 of the Final EIS identifies approvals 
that will be required from HCDA. 

The alignment through the Ala Moana-Kakaako neighborhood was selected to 
provide a direct connection with Ala Moana Center, as this is one of The highest 
traffic generators within the project corridor. An alignment on either Kapiolani 
Boulevard or King Street would result in additional length to the transit system in 
order to make the connections between the Downtown area and Ala Moana 
Center. 

4) Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses funding sources for capital costs and the 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the alternatives. City funding for the 
capital costs of implementing the Project is expected to come from the 
0.5 percent County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge. This surcharge has 
been in place since January 1, 2007, and will expire December 31, 2022. The 
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current economic downturn has been taken into account in the Final EIS. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal 
government and the GET surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 
on Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same 
sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and City 
revenues from the General and Highway Funds. City funding for transit operating 
and maintenance costs comes from the General Fund and Highway Fund, which 
receive revenue from a variety of currently existing taxes. Whether any of these 
taxes will be raised in the future 	be decided as part of the City's annual 
budget process and would most likely be decided on a variety of issues, not just 
transit costs. Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 
3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. As noted in Chapter 6, City 
policy states that the transit system as a whole must recover between 27 and 
33 percent of operating costs from farebox revenue. 

A travel demand forecasting model was used to determine fixed guideway 
ridership in 2030. This model considers all roadway projects listed in the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), including a Nimitz Flyover and mitigation 
measures on the H-1 Freeway near Middle Street. Table 2-4 in the Final EIS lists 
committed projects from the ORTP that were included in modeling results. As 
a result, ridership numbers presented in the Draft and Final EISs reflect these 
projects. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 5, 2009 

Via Email: wyoshioka@honoluiti.gov  and Regular Mail 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3' Floor 
T-Ionolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(t) Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Serve° Pacific Inc. ("Seruco") is the landowner of the following parcels of real 
property (in Waipaliu and Kakaako): 

Waipahu: 	TMK: (1) 9-4-015-014 
(1) 9-4-015-015 
(i) 9-4-015-022 
(1) 9-4-019-055 
(1) 9-4-019-061 (1/11th ownership interest) 

Kakaako: 	TMK: (1) 2-1-031-030 

which are located adjacent to the contemplated Honolulu High Capacity Transit route 
(the "Project"). Servco has for many years operated automotive facilities at both 
locations. in addition, the current Conceptual Right of Way Plans show that a portion of 
one of the Waipahu parcels (TMK: 1-9-4-019-061) and the Kakaako parcel are both 
designated for partial acquisition as part of the Project. 

Consequently, the planned Project has an immediate, direct, and material impact 
on Servco. Therefore we submit the following comments based an our review of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project dated November 2008. 

In general, we are concerned about the adverse impact on our customers, 
employees, business activities, and automotive facilities which will be caused by the 
planned construction activities, noise, dust, realigned traffic flow, and modified vehicular 
access into the Servco properties as work progresses along the Project route in the 

Hawaii • Guam • Catornia 
Automotive Products • Insurance Services 

Consumer Products • investments 
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Mr, Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
February 5, 2009 
Page 2 

vicinity of the Servco properties. The Draft EIS states that prior to commencement of 
construction, the contractor will be required to develop a plan to reduce • economic 
hardship for existing businesses along the project alignment during construction 
activities. However, the draft BIS does not address whether the neighborhood businesses 
will be informed by the City or the Contractor on construction activities near their 
properties and if these businesses would be afforded an opportunity to participate and 
provide input into that plan prior to its adoption into the construction contract. Servco 
also understands that the Project will likely be constructed in multiple phases and 
therefore feels that plan to address and reduce economic hardship along the Project 
alignment should be developed, reviewed and commented on by the neighborhood 
businesses in phases matched up to the actual construction schedule. Servo° feels it is 
vital for both the Contractor and City to effectively communicate the Project's ongoing 
construction work and schedule on a regular and weekly basis in order to mitigate and 
minimize hardships to these neighborhood businesses so unanticipated problems can be 
addressed promptly and effectively, In our view, the opportunity to submit our input and 
comments to the Contractor and City on how our operations may be affected by the 
Project's construction work and the Contractor's mitigation plan is essential. This will 
allow us a reasonable opportunity to plan our business activities on the Serve° properties 
in anticipation of the construction period and the disruption it will inevitably create. 

The Servco properties which will be impacted by the Project are (a) Serve° Auto 
Leeward ("SAL"), which includes an automotive showrootn, service and parts facility, 
fronting Farrington Highway at Waipahu Depot Street, and an open parking lot (TMK: 1- 
9-4-019-061) (the "Waipahu Property"), and (b) Motor Imports ("All"), a service and 
parts facility located in Kakaako on the corner of South Street and Halekauwila Street 
(the "South Street Properly"). The Project will run by Serveo's SAL dealership along 
Farrington Highway, and the Waipahu Transit Station will be located on one of the 
Waipahu parcel that Serve° has an ownership interest, Motor Imports in Kakaako will be 
affected by the construction of the Civic Center Station near and on a portion of the South 
Street Property. Our comments regarding these specific properties are provided below. 

A. 	Waipahu Property: 

Due to the 30-feet high fixed guideways in the vicinity of the Waipahu 
Transit Station the visibility of our SAL dealership will be greatly 
reduced, Automotive dealerships value high visibility, street frontage, and 
convenient street access tb attract customers for its vehicles for sale and to 
provide convenient access to service area for vehicles and parts for its 
customers. 

2. 	The planned Waipahu Transit Station on Farrington Highway is in close 
proximity to our SAL operation, and construction activities will impact 
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Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depaitment of Transportation Services 
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traffic flow in both directions. In addition, there is The Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030 which includes the Farrington Highway 
widening project to relieve traffic congestion between Goff .  Course Road 
and Fort Weaver Road. What is the schedule for these projects? Will 
construction be phased in such a manner that these projects will not 
overlap? Will the City be coordinating the Farrington Highway work with 
the State? Will the City be retaining a consultant for a traffic study for the 
impact of the Project on the Project's routes? 

3. The water table in the Waipahu area is high. What is the potential impact 
on the surrounding structures due to displacement of groundwater during 
drilling and installation of the foundation for the light rail system and 
associated transit stations? 

4. There are overhead and underground utility lines along Farrington 
Highway and the cross streets. Will SAL's utility service be disrupted 
when these utility lines along Farrington Hwy are relocated'? 

5.. 	As noted above, Servco has a. one-eleventh (I/11 th) ownership in TMK: I - 
9-4-019-061 in Waipahu. The City has plans for partial acquisition of this 
property. if traffic is rerouted to the cross streets of Awatu and 
Mokukaua, this will increase the vehicle traffic to the back of TMK: 
1-9-4-019-0'55 which is wholly owned by Serve°. As a landowner and 
business operator, how will we be kept informed of changes and activities 
affecting both parcels? 

13. 	South Street Property: 

Serve° operates a parts and service facility on the South Street Property 
(TMK: 1-2-1-031-030). Automotive service operations are very land 
intensive. Pursuant to the Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans the City plans 
to acquire a portion of the South Street Properly from Servco for the Civic 
Center Station. According to the Draft EIS, a land area of approximately 
40 feet in width by 300 feet in length will be acquired. The proposed 
acquisition would involve the taking of the land and building housing our 
existing service bays and facilities, reduce the existing paved area for 
customer parking and adversely affect the existing South Street entry and 
exit into the South Street Property. The Draft Ers does not adequately 
consider a possible added cost to the City's acquisition uf a portion of the 
South Street Property associated with coordinating the relocation of the 
service bays and facilities and reconfiguration of the South Street Property 
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so as to minimize disruption with the ongoing business activities on the 
South Street Property. 

2. The Draft EIS does not adequately consider whether it is feasible for the 
Servco automotive business to continue in a reconfigured set up on the 
South Street Property after the taking of a portion of the South Street 
Property, and thus whether the City would have to acquire the entirety of 
the South Street Property and not just a portion thereof as currently 
contemplated in the Conceptual Right-of-Way Plan. 

3. The Draft 1315 does not appear to adequately consider the alternative of 
designing and building the Civic Center Transit Station on the vacant 
parcel of land located on the makai side or Halekauwila Street. Such an 
alternative could greatly minimize and mitigate the adverse impact on the 
existing Servco automotive facilities on South Street discussed in B.1 
above. 

4. The existing buildings on the property are older. We are concerned with 
how pile driving may affect the structural integrity of the buildings and the 
calibrated readings of automotive equipment used in Servco's automotive 
service business. Has consideration been given to alternatives that may be 
available to mitigate such impact? 

5. Similar to the Waipahu Property, the water table in Kakaako is also very 
high. The Draft EIS does not indicate or adequately address how water 
displacement will be handled so as to protect and preserve the structural 
integrity of the structures on the South Street Property. 

6. Street parking in the Kakaako area is inadequate at present. We are 
concerned that the influx of construction workers into the area during the 
course of the Project will make a bad situation even worse, as Servo() 
employees, construction workers, and customers of neighborhood business 
will all be vying to use the already limited number of parking stalis in 
KAaako. This problem will be compounded by lane closures and traffic 
circulation changes. The Draft EIS does not address how these problems 
will be mitigated or addressed? Will there be a traffic study on the impact 
of the Project for the Civic Center Transit Station and Halekauwila Street 
route? 

As noted above partial land acquisition is planned for two Servo° parcels, TMKs 
1-9-4-019-061 (Waipahu) and 1-2-1-031-030 (Kakaako). The Draft EIS provides 
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insufficient information on the acquisition process and procedure, including without 
limitation, its timing and manner of determining compensation to affected landowner. 

In the process of finalizing its Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, we ask that the City & County of Honolulu 
prudently address and respond to our questions and concerns. 

Sincerely, 

SERVCO PACIFIC INC. 

ar.esei 
Carol K. Lam (B) 
Senior Vice President 

cc: 	Ms. Katherine Puana Kealoha, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
235 South Beretania Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Via Email: oeqc@dolthawaii.gov  and Regular Mail 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region. IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Via Email: tc(i.matleyfta.dot.gov  and Regular Mail 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299122R 

Ms. Carol K. Lam, Senior Vice President 
Servo° Pacific Inc. 
2850 Pukoloa Street, Suite 300 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96819 

Dear Ms. Lam: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

General Comments 

The comment about the impact of construction is acknowledged. As indicated in 
Sections 3.5.7 and 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MO?) Plan will be 
developed by the contractor prior to construction and will address temporary effects on 
access to businesses during construction. Residents and businesses will be informed in 
advance of construction activities and the times and durations of such activities. 
Contractors will be required to work with businesses to reduce the impact on their 
operations. Proposed mitigation to reduce adverse economic hardships for existing 
businesses along the project alignment during construction activities will include the 
following: 
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• Maintaining access to businesses during construction. 

• Developing a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform 
business owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

• Initiating public information campaigns to reassure people that businesses 
are open during construction and to encourage their continued patronage. 

• Minimizing the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access 
affected during construction. 

• Coordinating the timing of temporary facility closures in cooperation with 
affected businesses to minimize impacts to business activities—especially 
those related to seasonal or high sales periods—to the extent practicable. 

• Minimizing the duration of modified or lost access to businesses—as 
practicable. 

• Providing signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that 
businesses are open. 

• Providing public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) 
regarding construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio. 

• Phasing construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during 
business hours and important business seasons. 

• Providing advance notice if utilities will be disrupted. 

• Scheduling major utility shut-offs during non-business hours. 

The contractor will select appropriate measures to comply with fugitive dust 
requirements. The following control measures can substantially reduce fugitive dust: 

• 	Minimize land disturbance 

• 	Use watering trucks to moisten disturbed soil 

• 	Use low emission equipment when feasible 

• Cover loads when hauling dirt 

Cover soil stock piles if exposed for long periods of time 

Use windbreaks to prevent accidental dust pollution 

• 	Limit the number of vehicular paths and stabilize temporary roads 
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• Maintain stabilized construction area ingress/egress areas 

• Wash or clean trucks prior to leaving construction sites 

• Minimize unnecessary vehicular activities 

Noise permits will be obtained prior to the construction of each phase of the 
Project. The permits will regulate construction times and activities and include mitigation 
commitments. The following measures are examples of what could be included in the 
permits: 

• Develop a monitoring plan with noise limits 

• Construct temporary noise barriers or curtains 

• Equip construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers and intake 
silencers 

• Strategically place stationary equipment, such as compressors and 
generators 

Public information teams will be established for each construction segment 
consisting of individuals familiar with that project segment. Team members will work with 
local businesses to inform them of the Project's construction status and upcoming 
construction activities, as well as address concerns that local businesses may have. 
Team members will consider establishment of regularly scheduled meetings with 
individual businesses to provide these updates and address concerns of affected 
businesses. 

A. 	Waipahu Property 

1. Between Waipahu Depot Road and Mokuola Street, the guideway height 
would vary from 30 to 45 feet above the Farrington Highway median. Column spacing 
will be about 150 feet on average, allowing for substantial space between supports. As 
acknowledged in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, "...the guideway...will obstruct some 
makai and mauka views across the highway..." However, because the alignment is in 
the roadway median, views of businesses from vehicles traveling on the highway will not 
be significantly affected and access will not be impaired. 

2. As discussed earlier, an MOT Plan will identify measures to mitigate temporary 
construction-related effects on transportation. The contractor will develop the MOT Plan 
with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT). The 
MOT Plan will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final 
EIS. The detailed schedule of activities will be part of the contractor's construction 
planning. 

As stated in Section 4.18.1 of Chapter 4 of the Final EIS and discussed above, 
access to businesses will be maintained during construction and a public involvement 
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plan will be developed prior to construction to inform business owners of the construction 
schedule and activities. 

The schedule for the Farrington Highway widening project has not yet been 
established by HDOT. Construction coordination is underway between the City and the 
State as it relates to the Project and the planned widening of Farrington Highway. 
Schedules will be coordinated between the City and the State to minimize overall 
construction disturbance. The City has traffic consultants that have been part of the 
development of the MOT Plan. Furthermore, both the City and contractors will provide 
traffic engineering support and will continue to be part of the Project through the 
construction phase. 

The City will also coordinate construction of the Project with other construction 
projects in the area. A summary of project-related transportation effects, including 
temporary construction effects, is also included in Section 3.5.3 of Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIS. Effects could include lane closures and replaced or re-timed traffic signals. As 
discussed in Section 3.5.7of the Final EIS, the construction contractors will develop a 
MOT Plan to address temporary construction-related effects on the transportation 
network. 

3. As discussed in Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will not result in 
any long-term changes to groundwater levels. 

Any ground stabilization methods used during construction will be performed in a 
manner that protects and maintains existing conditions. Induced settlement or 
movement of nearby facilities will not be permitted. 

4. Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS explains that construction effects on utilities will 
be temporary and limited. Businesses, including Servco Pacific, will be provided with 
advance notice if utilities are to be disrupted. Major utility shut-offs will be scheduled to 
occur during non-business hours to the extent feasible and will be coordinated with all 
local businesses. 

5. Continued coordination and public outreach will keep business owners 
informed throughout the project process regarding right-of-way acquisition and project 
construction. The Project team (City and contractor) has a public information program 
and public involvement staff that will be in contact with the local community during 
construction. They will conduct meetings with groups and individual businesses, 
distribute newsletters about the Project status and progress, distribute fliers to notify 
businesses of anticipated construction activity, establish a hot line to hear and address 
concerns as they develop, and sponsor a website to maintain the latest information 
available to any interested parties. 

B. 	South Street Property 

1. As presented in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS: "where relocation will occur, 
compensation will be provided to property owners, businesses, or residents in 
compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform 
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Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (49 CFR 24). The City 
will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing and business 
sites within an individual's or business's financial means. The City will provide relocation 
advisory services to businesses where acquisition of adjacent property may substantially 
reduce clientele, limit accessibility, or affect a business in other substantial ways." The 
City will coordinate with the property owner to review access and business activity 
constraints associated with right-of-way acquisition and construction impacts. Regarding 
the South Street Servco property, there is no expectation that the business will need to 
change as a result of the Project. If there are other considerations to the affected 
business such as an impact to service bays, those will also be part of the discussions 
between the City and the property owner. Final design will determine the ultimate impact 
and proper course of action related to each business 

2. There is no expectation that Servco will have to revise its operations on the 
site as a result of the Project. Further engineering work has occurred since the Draft 
EIS. The current requirement is for a land area of 20 feet by 200 feet and is not expected 
to impact existing buildings on the Servco property, as reflected in the Final EIS. This 
revised property impact is not expected to affect the current site configuration. 

3. As shown in Figure 2-35 of the Draft and Final EISs, the Civic Center Station 
will have entrances on both the mauka and makai sides of Halekauwila Street. The 
makai side of the street is currently a parking lot. This station design was used in all 
analyses conducted for the Draft and Final EISs, including right-of-way acquisitions and 
cost, and is reflected throughout the documents. The two entrances are provided to 
improve access and safety at the station. The City has substantially reduced the size of 
the property acquisition requirement on the mauka property in the latest design. The 
current requirement is for a land area of 20 feet by 200 feet and is not expected to impact 
existing buildings on the Servco property, as reflected in the Final EIS. 

4. Construction is anticipated to be completed using drilled-shaft foundations. 
This method is discussed in Appendix E to the Final EIS. It will not create substantial 
vibration levels as shown in the analysis of noise and vibration impacts of construction in 
Section 4.18.5 of the Final EIS. The planned activities are not anticipated to create 
vibration levels that would affect calibration; however, the City and contractor will work 
with Servco to address any unanticipated effects. 

5. As explained in Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will not result in 
any long-term changes to groundwater levels. Permanent Best Management Practices 
will be installed to direct runoff back into the ground to recharge the system. 

As stated above regarding the Waipahu area, any ground stabilization method 
used will be performed in a manner that protects existing conditions. Induced settlement 
or movement of nearby facilities will not be permitted. 

6. Due to the limited amount of parking available to residents and businesses in 
and around construction sites, construction workers will not be allowed to park their 
personal vehicles in the public right-of-way. Construction workers will not be allowed to 
use commercial parking facilities if doing so reduces available parking for customers or 
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employees of that business. Approval is needed from the business owner before a 
private lot can be used for construction worker parking. 

On-street parking by construction workers will not be permitted near a work site. 
During the actual hours of work, only those vehicles absolutely necessary for 
construction will be allowed within the safety zone or allowed to stop or park on the 
shoulder of the roadway. 

Temporary lane closures are identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. As 
previously discussed, the MOT Plan created by the construction contractor with approval 
from the City and/or HDOT, will identify treatment and management of construction-
related effects on the local transportation system. The long-term effects on the 
transportation system (e.g., Halekauwila Street) are part of the traffic analysis discussed 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

Additional traffic studies are not anticipated as part of the MO T Plan. However, 
as stated in Section 3.5.6 of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, access to businesses will be 
maintained during construction and a public involvement plan will be developed prior to 
construction to inform business owners of the construction schedule and activities. 

Regarding the property acquisition comment, Servco Pacific will be contacted by 
the City regarding the acquisition of any property required for the Project. All potentially 
affected property owners have been notified by letter and will be contacted in person to 
discuss the acquisition process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

tr ly yours, zy 

e 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : I submit the following comments: 

The Salt Lake route should be used because: 
1. It will get more working citizens off the road since it will run through a 
high density population, 
2. The airport track can be added later. Residents will not use the 
transit to the airport since they have so much to carry. 
3. Tourists from the airport won't even use the transit until the Waikiki 
track is constructed. 
4. Rush hour traffic M-F are mostly single person vehicles. Tour buses 
and taxis are insignificant. 
5. Rush hour traffic on Sat are mostly residents. Tour buses and taxis 
are insignificant. 

The route should run East from Kapolei to Fort Weaver Rd and up to 
Farrington Hwy because: 
1. Again the route would run through a high populated area. 
2. With the transit running past LCC, HOC, and UH Manoa there is no 
need to build a West Oahu College. If West Oahu College is built, then 
they can provide their own shuttles like UH. 

More Stops from Ewa to Kalihi Should be Built because: 
1. it will promote more ridership (closer walking/biking distance to 
stations). 
2. There Are a lot of businesses in Waipanu, Pearl City, and 
Mapunapuna where citizens will go to work. 

Construction Schedule need to be fast tracked (build outwards from 
stations) because: 
1. If cost is an issue, then it should be built asap. 
2. Ridership won't be significant until the downtown tracks are 
completed. 
3. The economy needs help now. Not 10 years from now. 
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650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAINAlt 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wnw.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332258 

Mr. Corey Shibata 
1304 Naulu Place 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Shibata: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Airport Alternative serves major employment destinations. Visitor ridership accounts 
for a small percentage of overall ridership. As discussed in Section 3.4.2, 9,900 visitors will use 
the fixed guideway daily, of which 1,800 will be to or from the airport. Bus service will be 
enhanced between Ala Moana Center and Waikiki until the planned extension is built. 

A Fort Weaver Road alignment was evaluated and rejected in the Alternatives Analysis. 
It would have been the most expensive option for serving the Ewa area, and no space would 
have been available to provide park-and-ride and bus transfer facilities. 

Regarding your comments about stations, the location of fixed guideway stations was 
based on land use development plans, bus access, room for the station, and expected modes of 
access to the station. Many fixed guideway stations are located within a mile of each other. 
Typically, an individual will walk one-half mile to reach a high-capacity transit station. 
Accordingly, fixed guideway stations are close enough to each other to promote walking and 
biking access. The average travel speed of the rail line would be reduced if stations were 
located closer together. 

Lastly, the Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Figure 2-42 of The Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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Phone: 008) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSH(OKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-293935R 

Ms. Karen Shimamura 
94-453 Mulehu Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Shimamura: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The system specifications, like those developed for many modern steel wheel on steel 
rail systems operating in tropical marine environments around the world, will consider the 
operating environment. 

Corrosion control measures will be applied to the Project's fixed steel facilities and 
neighboring utility structures to provide proper operation over their lifetime. These measures 
include: 

1. Protective coating specification for steel aerial structures 

2. Coating specification for stations 
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3. Preventive measures against stray current corrosion 

4. Corrosion control design of transit underground utilities and neighboring utilities 
owned by others 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however, the future extensions are not part of this 
Project. Thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Bus 
service between Ala Moana Center and these destinations will be enhanced until those 
extensions are built. The Project is anticipated to remove a greater number of automobile trips 
from the roadway system than the number of UN Manoa-related automobile trips that occur 
when UN is in session. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very rult yours, 

WAYNE 	

) 

YOS !OKA" 

ler"— 1  

Director 

Enclosure 

AR00003201 



SIERRA CLUB 
Oahu Group 

.tse P.O. Box 2577, Honolulu, 1-11 96803 
411  KOP 	tel: 808.537.9019 

February 6, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Acting Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3fd Floor 
Honolulu, 141 96813 

Mr. Brennen Morioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 

650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Mr, Ted Mailey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Ms. Katherine Puana Kealoha, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Department of Health 
State of Hawaii 
235 South Beretatda Stteet, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawail 96813 

Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comments 

Aloha: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment Sierra Club Oahu Group is in general favor of the 
proposed transit project, but offers the following questions and comments that we feel would 
strengthen the EIS and, ultimately, provide a better project for Oahu's citizens, 

Co nneC tivity 

The figures in Chapter 2 do a nice job of illustrating station layouts and entry points. The City 
and County need to provide maps that illustrate how people get to those entrances. These maps 
should consider a radius of 4-mile from the station. They should clearly indicate sid'Ewalk 

0 Render' Content 
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and bikelane connectivity to the stations. Infrastructure improvements to provide this 
connectivity should be part of the project, or at the very least a high priority of the City and 
County. The City and County has a mandate to improve waLkability and hikeability in the city. 
Providing good connections to this transit system would go a long way to achieving that. 

Will bikes, surfboards and luxage be allowed on the train? Will there be any restrictions on time 
of day (i.e. not allowed during commute hours)? What is the size limitation? 

What pedestrian and bicycle. amenities will be designed and built In or near transit stations? 

Ae.sthetics and Viewplane_s 

The DEIS provides a thorough discussion on the visual impacts of the project, but provides little 
in the way of mitigating measures. Many other states utilize attractive concrete art to soften the 
impact of large highway structures. In addition to softening the visual impact, this strategy also 
appears to greatly inhibit grafitti, Walls in Arizona and Colorado are effective. In many locales, 
local artists design motifs that are incorporated in concrete surfaces. See the following link for 
examples: h tcp /RIALAv.c,Dricxem nem (rk c otplauc,-. 1)1o$1t)/cno cr ere u.c111._ s lItM  

Why is the entire transit route elevated? Where geography permits, the transit route should be 
placed at ground level to reduce cost of construction, energy consumption during construction, 
and impacts to view planes. 

Agricultural land 

Prime, unique, and statewide important lands are, by definition, of agricultural importance. Land 
with such classification is significant, not negligible, regardless of acreage. To trivialize the 
conversion of such lands on the grounds that only a small amount of it will be sacrificed is not 
acceptable. Conversion of such lauds is, accord/rig to the ALISH system that defines these 
classifications, irreversible and therefore not a decision that should he taken Lightly or 'trivialized 
because of scale. 

Once the rail transit route is in place, it is expected that development will occur along the route, 
and this Transit-Oriented Development will almost certainly affect important agricultural lands. In 
order for the final EIS for rail transit to accurately and completely examine the environmental 
impacts to agricultural lands, the project must include agricultural lands adjacent to project 
construction boundades. The Final EIS should include a detailed discussion and mitigation plan 
for negative environmental impacts to agricultural land affected by this project including an 
analysis of alternative routes to preserve prime, unique, and/or statewide important agricultural 
land. If these agricultural lands are part of a planned development corridor, the EIS should 
describe how City and County planning and zoning measures assure that important agricultural 
lands outside the planned development Corridor are preserved. 

The transit system should have a terminus in Waipahu, rather than East Kapolei, and extend into 
Waikiki and/or up to al-I Minna instead of extending to East Kapolei where the majority of 
agricultural lands exist 
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Air Quality 

According to the DEIS, the methodology for projecting future air quality as a result of the various 
project alternatives is based on anticipated vehicle miles traveled. (VM1) and average network 
speed for each alternative. The data given in the DEIS indicates that all Build Alternatives yield 
better air quality than the No Build alternative, which may not be true. Better air quality would 
only occur if the proposed rail transit system replaces enough cars on the road such that its 
emissions are less than the collective emissions of the cars it replaces. 'Yhe EIS should discuss the 
possibility that the offset may not occur, and discuss measures of mitigation. 

Energy 

The Project should make every effort to to 	operating efflciency. The final EIS should also 
give more consideration as to the feasibility of integradng alternative energy technologies into the 
project as well as an analysis of potential energy conservation measures such as opting to build 
sections of the route at ground level rather than elevated where feasible. 

What are the plans (if any) to run rail on renewable sources of energy (pains oil not included)? 

What assumptions regarding ridership, VMT, etc. were made in determining the energy savings of 
each Build Alternative relative to the No Build Alternative? 

Errors 

Margins of error for all data, as well as a list of assumptions made, should be provided for clarity. 

Cost 

Will fares be subsidized to encourage ridership? If so, what is the target group for those 
subsidized fares? 

What percent of the cost of rail (construction, maintenance and interest paid on bonds) is 
expected to be paid with fares? What if fares do not meet this percentage? Will fares and/or 
taxes be raised? 13y how much? 
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Please send comment responses to: 

Sierra Club, CYahu Group 
ATTN: Randy Ching 
t040 Richards St, Room 306 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Sincerely, 

Kim Kid o 
behar of the Sierra Club, O'alut GrotO 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 - Internet: www,hanolulu.gov  

MLIFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299024R 

Ms. Kim Kido 
Sierra Club, Oahu Group 
P.O. Box 2577 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96803 

Dear Ms. Kido: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Connectivity 

Regarding station access, as indicated in the Final EIS Table 3-20 overall access to 
public transit will be enhanced with the Project. A substantial portion of project riders will access 
the system by local bus and by walking and biking to the station. Bus, walk, and bike access to 
stations will account for approximately 90 percent of total trips in the a.m. peak period, 6 a.m. to 
8 a. m. Several stations will be located near existing or planned bicycle facilities. As stated in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5, the Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated and is scheduled to be 
adopted in 2010. Maps that show sidewalk and bicycle facilities within a half mile of each fixed 
guideway station are under development and will be used as part of the station planning 
process. The draft update includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed using criteria 
that includes access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or future bicycle 
facilities to rail transit stations are included in the draft update. Additionally, the City will provide 
parking facilities at four stations (East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha 
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Stadium). These stations were selected based on results from the travel demand forecasting 
model, which showed these stations had high drive-to-transit demand. 

As shown in Table 3-20 in the Final BS, 90 percent of fixed guideway riders will walk, 
bike, or take a bus to reach the stations, while the remaining 10 percent of riders will drive to 
park-and-ride facilities or be dropped off. 

As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS design criteria developed for stations piece the 
highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. The Design Criteria provide specific direction for 
pedestrian and bicycle access features at stations. For example, the criteria state that adequate 
pedestrian circulation routes shall be provided with an emphasis on avoiding pedestrian and 
vehicular conflicts and enabling good visibility to each station entrance. This emphasis will be 
complemented by distinct and clear graphic signage. For bicycle access, the criteria include 
language stating that racks shall be placed at the station plaza near the station entrance where 
public visual surveillance is possible and/or where closed circuit television monitoring is present. 

As indicated in the Final EIS Section 4.6.3 ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures that will enhance the interface between the transit system 
and the surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will 
be determined through these coordination efforts and as part of the station planning and design 
process. The figures in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS identify the location of new pedestrian 
facilities, such as the pedestrian bridges at Pearl Highlands shown on Figure 2-23. DTS is 
working with other City Departments and the Hawaii Department of Transportation to provide 
adequate facilities for all access modes and to encourage the development of pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements near stations to coincide with the Project. 

Bicycles, luggage, and surfboards will be allowed on trains and regulated by policy to 
address high demand periods or special conditions. This policy is in development. Several 
stations will be located near existing or planned bicycle facilities. As stated in Chapter 3, Section 
3.4.5, the Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated and is scheduled to be adopted in 2010. 
The draft update of the Oahu Bike Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed 
using criteria that includes access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or 
future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the draft update. Additionally, the 
City will provide parking facilities at four stations (East Kapolei, UN West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, 
and Aloha Stadium). These stations were selected based on results from the travel demand 
forecasting model which showed these stations had high drive to transit demand. 

Several stations will be at or near existing or planned bicycle facilities. The Final EIS 
Section 3.42 states that each station will have facilities for parking bikes, and each guideway 
vehicle will be designed to accommodate bicycles. Sidewalks and crosswalks are currently 
available at stations or will become available as streets and sidewalks are built in developing 
areas. At many stations, the Project will add new sidewalks or widen or otherwise improve 
existing ones. While the Project is coordinating with City and State agencies to encourage 
development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities near stations, the actual construction 
of such faculties is beyond the scope of the Project. 

In addition, at the Pearl Highlands Station, pedestrian bridges will connect station 
entrances with nearby residential and commercial areas. The East Kapolei Station will include 
an enhanced pedestrian link between the park-and-ride facility and station entrances. For the 
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Honolulu International Airport Station, pedestrian walkways will connect the station to the 
Interisland and Overseas Terminals. 

Aesthetics and Viewpianes 

In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, architectural, and landscape 
design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. The City will 
implement the following measures to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual 
and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context; examples include: 

o Landscaping will be used to screen the traction power substations from 
sensitive adjacent land uses, such as residential areas. 

o Site-specific designs will be created to provide station identity and 
respond to individual site conditions, including views, trees, sun and wind 
patterns. Landscaping materials will soften views and help integrate 
project elements into the urban fabric of the communities it serves. 
Specialty stations will be treated with historic context and careful design to 
reinforce the uniqueness of context or use. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Conduct public involvement workshops to consult with the communities 
surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during Final Design when plans 
for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

As stated in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, prior to selecting an elevated fixed guideway 
system, a variety of high-capacity transit options were evaluated during the Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project (1998-2002) and Alternatives Analysis. Options evaluated and rejected 
included an exclusively at-grade fixed-guideway system using light-rail or bus rapid transit (BRT) 
vehicles, as well as a mix of options consisting of both at-grade and grade-separated segments. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 
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The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
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The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 
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Agricultural Land 

The detailed discussion of zoning as the key implementing tool to turn land use planning 
policies into development is presented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Land Use Technical Report (RTD 2008b) and summarized in Section 4.2.3 in the Final BS. The 
technical report can be reviewed at the City and County of Honolulu DTS office or on the Project 
website (www.honolulutransit.org). The Project's focus is the construction and implementation of 
rail transit service, and that is what is covered in the Final EIS. However, as mentioned in 
Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (Top) is expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility 
that the Project may provide will also increase the desirability and value of properties near the 
stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). In March 
2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 (2008) (Ordinance 
09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOD around fixed guideway stations. New zoning 

regulations will address parking standards, new density provisions, open space, and affordable 
housing. Financial incentives could include public-private partnerships, real property tax credits, 
and infrastructure financing. While the Project includes coordination with City and State 
agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other land 
use changes near stations, the actual construction of such facilities and zoning changes are 
beyond the scope of the Project. The special districts also encourage public input into the 
design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3 of this Final EIS, the only farmlands that will be acquired for 
the Project are in the Ewa Plain. The Ewa Development Plan designates areas for dense 
development while preserving other areas for agriculture. A maximum of 80 acres of prime 
farmland and 8 acres of statewide-important farmlands will be acquired by the Project, of which 
70 acres are actively cultivated. All of the affected properties designated as prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance and/or actively farmed are owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies 
that plan to develop them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan. 

The 88 acres of agricultural impacts include land for a maintenance and storage facility. 
One of the two alternatives for a maintenance and storage facility is in agricultural-related use 
(Noun Farms). The other potential maintenance and storage facility is located near Leeward 
Community College and is the site of a former Navy fuel storage and delivery facility. The 
Leeward Community College location is the preferred location for the maintenance and storage 
facility, and the City has been working with the Navy to acquire it. If the Project can acquire this 
site, only about 47 acres of agricultural land designated prime or of statewide importance will be 
used for the Project. 

As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS the 2002 Census of Agriculture (USDA 2004) 
reported that there are more than 70,000 acres of agricultural land in cultivation on Oahu, 
including those designated as prime, unique, or of statewide importance. The displacement of 
agricultural lands as a result of the Project represents less than one-tenth of one percent of 
available agricultural land. Considering that the amount of affected farmland is such a small 
proportion of all agricultural lands on Oahu, including those designated as prime, unique, or of 
statewide importance, the effect will not be substantial and no mitigation is proposed. 

The Waipahu area does not provide an available location for park-and-ride facilities to 
serve Ewa and Waianae traffic. Also, buses would be required to access the terminal station 
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through congested traffic on Farrington Highway. The savings from shortening the Ewa limit of 
the project corridor would not be sufficient to connect UN Manoa and Waikiki and would result in 
substantial traffic impacts in the Waipahu area. The Project serves areas within the Urban 
Growth Boundary defined by the Ewa Development Plan. By supporting development within the 
Urban Growth Boundary, further development pressure outside of the boundary will be reduced. 

Air Quality 

The regional pollutant burdens estimated in Table 4-15 of the Final EIS are based on 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) estimates throughout the study 
area. These estimates are based on regional planning models adopted by the OahuMPO. 
Emission rates were developed through the use of EPA's MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor program 
which takes into account vehicle mix, speed, meteorological conditions of the study area, and 
vehicular registration information. The Regional VMT model is reviewed by the State agencies 
for accuracy. Additional detail is available in the Transportation and Air Quality Technical 
Reports for the Project. The reports can be reviewed at the City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Transportation (D TS) Services office or on the Project website 
(www.honoluiutransit.orq).  The analysis conducted for the EIS is based on the available 
information and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) methodology. Since the analysis found 
there is no impact to air quality as a result of the Project, no mitigation is proposed. 

The results shown in Table 4-15 of the Final EIS reflect mobile source emission burdens. 
As stated in the text, additional emissions will be generated due to the power requirements of 
the fixed guideway system. Table 4-21 in the Final EIS indicates that the Project will require 3 
percent less overall energy as compared to the No Build Alternative. The Project is expected to 
result in decreased emissions generated on the roadways along with an increase in power 
source emissions resulting from fixed guideway energy consumption. However, the overall 
emission level for the Project is expected to be lower than the No Build Alternative because of 
anticipated reduced traffic congestion compared to the No Build Alternative (see Section 3.4.1 of 
the Final EIS). 

As summarized in Table 4-21 in the Final EIS, operation of the Project is anticipated to 
reduce daily transportation energy demand by approximately 3 percent compared to the No 
Build Alternative. This decrease in energy demand is due to the reduction in VMT that occurs as 
a result of people switching from automobiles to the fixed guideway system and includes 
electrical energy required to operate the fixed guideway system. 

VMT is the sum of the length of highway segments multiplied by the number of 
vehicles that travel on them over the course of a day. The travel forecasting model performs 
that calculation each time the model is run. The differences in VMT between alternatives in the 
analyses are based on the differences in the numbers generated by the model. The same is 
generally true for VHT and VHD. VMT, VHT, and VHD forecasts have been developed using the 
travel demand model, which was calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership 
information and then validated against current counts to be sure it properly represents travel 
activity in the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey 
was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 
2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes, such as updates to population and employment patterns that reflect 
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planned development on Oahu, between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-
service on both the highway and public transit system. 

Energy 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy Data Book, for the 
year 2006, passenger cars require 3,512 BTUs per passenger mile while transit trains require 
2,784 BTUs per passenger mile, and transit buses require 4 7 235 BTUs per passenger mile. 
Based upon these figures, transit trains are a more energy efficient mode of transportation 
compared to passenger cars or transit buses. These figures are influenced by the load factor 
(persons per vehicle). The Honolulu system currently has the fourth highest load factor of any 
transit system in the United States and the highest load factor for any transit system without a 
rail transit system (Table 3-8 in the Final EIS). 

Vehicle efficiency is factored into energy calculations based on overall fleet performance. 
In general, performance is assumed to improve over time consistent with fleet requirements 
imposed by federal law or set by individual states. 

The Project will rely on Hawaiian Electric Company's (FiEco) existing grid to provide 
propulsion for the trains and system operations for the trains. HECO is moving toward 
renewable energy generation. As that happens, the fixed guideway will also benefit from such 
new sources of energy. The 21 proposed stations and maintenance and storage facility will 
incorporate energy efficiency, alternative energy technologies, and other sustainable features 
into the design to the extent possible. This is being accomplished by including sustainability 
design criteria into the construction contract documents for the Project. Combined with the 
State's commitment to renewable electricity production, the system will substantially reduce the 
consumption of petroleum. Transportation energy use is evaluated in Section 4.11 of the Final 
EIS. 

As shown in Section 4.11 of this Final EIS, the Project will result in reduced 
transportation energy consumption on Oahu. As stated previously, for at-grade operation, the 
system would require a fenced right-of-way with no crossings. It is not possible to construct 
such a system in many parts of the corridor, such as in the Downtown area. 

Margins of Error 

The preparation of the Draft and Final EISs follows the requirements of the Federal 
process established by NEPA, as applied by the FTA, and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes. Further detail, including data assumptions, is available in the supporting technical 
reports for each of the discipline areas. The FTA -approved forecasting methodology is not a 
probabilistic analysis and does not inherently provide margins of error. 

Cost 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS notes that fares are already subsidized for TheBus and are 
assumed to be for the Project. This is a typical practice for most transit systems throughout the 
country. The City Council's current policy is to recover between 27 and 33 percent of the annual 
cost of operations and maintenance from fares. It applies to all users, although reduced-cost 
fare categories are available to select groups, such as seniors and students. 
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Chapter 6 of the Final EIS notes that the capital costs of the Project will be paid for using 
the County General Excise Tax Surcharge authorized by the State Legislature and approved by 
the City Council, and Federal funding from the Federal Transit Administration. Farebox 
revenues are generally used to pay for ongoing operating and maintenance of the system. 

The City Council's current policy is that 27 to 33 percent of operating and maintenance 
costs be recovered from farebox collections. As costs change, the City Council will adjust fares 
to meet that requirement. That means fares could rise or fall depending on conditions. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vy tr ly you 

WAYN'S'. '/6SHIdKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331314 

Mr. Charles W. Smith 
4476 Kolohala Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (ES) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
indentify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Section 6.5 of the Final EIS presents the financing for the Project. The analysis concludes that 
construction of the Project is financially feasible. Sufficient funds are expected from the County's General 
Excise and Use Tax (GET) Surcharge and Federal funds to cover the capital cost of these alternatives, 
including finance charges. Al! General Obligation debt is assumed to mature in FY 2023, corresponding to 
the last fiscal year of receipt of GET surcharge revenues. Throughout this period, the City is expected to 
maintain its current high credit rating. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very ruly Iours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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01/24/2009 
I have reviewed the Draft EIS. Although I am neither a transportation 
expert nor environmental expert, the Draft EIS makes sense. The costs 
and benefits -- economic and social -- look to be realistically stated. 
I have experienced the mass transit systems in New York, Atlanta, 

Paris, Sydney and the San Francisco Bay Area where I grew up. in 
those areas is clear that efficient mass transit contributes greatly to good 
quality of life. 

While I am disappointed that the Honolulu rail system will not initially go 
to Waikiki, UH Mance and more places in the Eva Plain, the system is a 
good start. I applaud the political leadership that recognized that the 
perfect is the enemy of the good. It appears to me that the big risk in 
new mass transit is not being ambitious enough. Witness the cost of the 
BART extension to the San Francisco Airport versus the cost had it been 
in the original plan. 
lain pleased that the Honolulu Airport route appears to be on the way 

to adoption. I say that not just because I work at the airport, but 
especially because the airport route will also better serve the airport 
industrial area and Pearl Harbor which as inportant Industry." 
Lets get on with it! 

Reply Requested : 
	

Yes 
Submission Type : 
	

Draft EIS Comment 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-334288 

Mr. Daniel C. Smith 
1816 Dole Street, B203 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft BS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. it will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft BS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Mr. Daniel C. Smith 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final DS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final ES 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
Utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final BS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. Additional extensions could be planned or considered over time. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve t u 	

( 

yours, ?,7 

/ 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Garry P. Smith 
91-321 Pupu Place 
Ewa Beach, Hi 96706 

Dec. 7, 2008 

City Dept. of Transportation 
Attn: DEIS Comments 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street Third Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 95813 

Dear Sir, 

Please accept this as a comment concerning the DEiS on the proposed Rail Transit System being 
considered by the City and County of Honolulu. 

1. The DEIS shows that the proposed system bypasses the most heavily congested area on the 
Leeward Coast-Ewa Beach. The purported purpose of the entire rail system is to provide an 
alternative for commuters coming from congested areas. The beginning of the rail system is 
more than 3.7 miles from Ewa Beach requiring us to drive or bus over heavily congested Ft. 
Weaver Rd. or the yet to be built North/South road. During peak traffic hours it can take 45 
minutes to drive from Ewa Beach to HI Freeway, even with the widening of Ft. Weaver Rd. and 
building of North/South Rd_ it will take 30 minutes from Ewa Beach (end of Ft. Weaver Rd.) to 
the train station. Development in Ewa Beach will be far greater than in Kapalei or Waipahu yet 
these communities have their own station. Why does the DES not make provisions for 
including a station in the heart of the traffic congestion making us wait 1S-20 years for a Phase II 
that might not ever be built? 

2. The DEIS discloses that a train station is being built in a vacant field that has been bought by 
developer 0 R Horton to develop an 11,000 home community called Hoopili. The station is 
expected to provide significant enhancements to this developers project at great cost to the city 
and federal governments_ Why is the city giving preference to a developer lassigninatation 
to this location while ignoring developments all ready built or in immediate rited`2:  of do 
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transportation services? 

Thank you for your response to my comments. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax -  (808) 768-4730•Internet: www.honolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290818R 

Mr. Garry P. Smith 
91-321 Pupu Place 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Several fixed guideway alignments were studied during the Alternatives Analysis, 
including an alignment along Fort Weaver Road. However, on December 22, 2006. the City 
Council selected an alignment that extends from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a branch to Waikiki 
as the Locally Preferred Alternative. Ordinance 07-001 made the City Councils selection law on 
January 6, 2007, City Council Resolution 07-039 defined the financially feasible Project as 
extending from East Kapolei to Ala Moana via Salt Lake Boulevard. By Resolution 08-261, 
the City Council altered a segment of the alignment to serve the Airport rather than Salt Lake 
Boulevard. While there may still be interest in an extension to Ewa Beach in the future, it is not 
included in the current project. The most direct access to the project would be to stations in East 
Kapolei or UH West Oahu along Kualaka7 Road (North-South Road), which will still provide an 
advantage to Ewa Beach residents by avoiding the severecongestion between the Waiawa 
interchange and downtown Honolulu.. 
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WAYN YO 
Director 

Mr. Garry P. Smith 
Page 2 

According to the current plan, a station is located in the future Ho'opili project. The intent 
of this decision is to support the development of the Kapolei second city as the primary future 
growth area on the island. This is consistent with the Purpose and Need of the Project 
described in Section 1.8.3 of the Final EIS, to Improve Access to Planned Development to 
Support City Policy to Develop a Second Urban Center. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332005 

Mr. Kenny Smith 
3178 T Street 
Sacramento, California 95816 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To answer your question, yes, experience from a broad range of transit systems 
worldwide, including BART in the San Francisco Bay Area, has been used in the development of 
this Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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i just wish you can be a little bit more open with me when it comes to the 
service you are trying to start up on oahu hi. 
Yes 
Draft EIS Comment 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-334010 

Mr. Kenny Smith 
3178 T Street 
Sacramento, California 95816 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The foilowing paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project is described in Chapter 2 of Final EIS, which is available on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitoro. The Project has also continually provided information to the 
public. As new information about the project arises, this information will also be made available. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

VeryA

ruly ours, 

- 6--"P--  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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i just looked at the honolulu advertiser paper did not have much in it 
about the plan. so  what is going on over there? any way. so  is The air 
port route is a go?. see the paper did not say much about it. so what is 
going on. is the salt lake route on hold?, do get back to me with some 
answer and you could send me your paper on the rail please_ i like it. 
Yes 
Draft EIS Comment 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-334332 

Mr. Kenny Smith 
3178 T Street 
Sacramento, California 95816 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

In answer to your comments, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA 
regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 
771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
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Ve trially yours, p 

Mr. Kenny Smith 
Page 2 

access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. A copy of the Final EIS has been included with this letter. In addition, copies are available 
on the project website at www.honolulutransit.orci. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Last Name : 

Business/Organization : 
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Alternative Preference : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
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Submission Content/Notes; 

Initial Action Needed 
1/2/2009 

MIKE 
smith 

103 kahako street 

B 
kailua 
HI 
96734 
poolguy@hawaii.rr.com  
262-4226 

None 
Website 

01/02/2009 
I read, a few weeks ago, of a suggestion to start the rail system in Pearl 
City and develop it to down town. This would give the fastest traffic relief 
and return on the investment. Believe this idear was nixed because the 
maintenance yard will be located at the west end of the track in Kapolei. 
A thaught would be to still start and fully develop the system, Pearl City 
to down town, while symultaneously develop the yard and track only 
from Kapolei to Pearl City. Have cake and eat it tool 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Rhone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-332356 

Mr. Mike Smith 
103 Kahako Street 
Apartment B 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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Mr. Mike Smith 
Page 2 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. Your suggestion to build the full system is appealing, but not within the financial 
range of the Project's current revenue sources. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly ours, 

1 

WAYNE YYOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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December 5, 2008 

To: Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, City director of transportation 

From: Pam Smith, 91-321 Pupu Place, ewa beach 96706 

I want to make a comment on the Draft environmental impact 
statement up for public review at this time. I would like this 
comment to be answered. 

Ol t  
My comment is that with the.* State and national economy 

sputtering and tax revenues being reduced dramatically the 
original funding for the rail system won't be enough to now build 

it. Property taxes are going to go down so the city can't tap into 
that. The state won't raise the Get another 1/2% so where is the 
city going to get the difference between the original GET revenue 
and the new forecasted lower revenue? 

In this same area, if property taxes go down because valuations 
have gone down how will the city pay for the operating and 

maintenance expenses on this system which will be substantial? 

Please respond with your answers: 

Pam Smith •

P.O. Box 2242 

Ewa Beach, Hi 96706 

392-5559 

' cc- I-avow-I 4e, 

rri 

••••• 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.hondulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-333916 

Ms. Pam Smith 
P.O. Box 2242 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Smith: 

Subject Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination 
of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 through 
2022 on Oahu. The analysis takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.4 of 
the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operations and maintenance 
costs associated with maintaining the transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and 
maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal 
funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Section 4.19 
of the Final BS discusses the potential indirect economic effects of new development and 
redevelopment near the Project alignment and around stations. 
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Ms. Pam Smith 
Page 2 

The FTA arid DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Rev. & Mrs. Samuel M. Smith and Family 
P. 0. Sox 1015 
Kailua, HI 96734-1015 
808-230-8683 or cel 351-2753 

November 27, 2008 

URGENT URGENT URGENT 

Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
Honnfulu Hale 
530 S. King St 
Hondolu,I4I 96813 

.IMOLIILLI COMM SENSE TRAielY 
;Rev &Mrs Samuel Id: 5`ra1th-& Family 

O. Box io15 
'Kailua, HI 9674 U. S. A. 

WEB: httplivowstfollowersalle wadi:IA.0N 
emelt: InfoOup-way•pubric Eton s.org  

Dear Mayor I4annemann: 

This is to certiufy to you that EMINENT DOMAIN SUITS ARE UNNECESSARY, 
A MAJOR WASTE OF TIME AND TAXPAYER MONEY. 

I SHALL volunteer to assist every homeowner and business affected by the proposed EMINENT 
DOMAIN to provide right-of-way for your elevated rail system and to testify in court to STOP plans 
for such an elevated system. 

You know that I have been urging MASS TRANSIT NOW since 1983 and did all 1 could to help 
influence voters to vote FOR the steel-on-steel rail system. Now, I will work TVVICE AS HARD 
to get you, Mayor Mufl, and City Council to reconsider the ONLY LOGICAL AND 
COMMON SENSE SYSTEM for the 21st Century — 100 % UNDERGROUND steel 
on steel RAIL. I will also be bringing pressure to bear from the State Legislature and 
from Washington. I have already contacted Senator Inouye who, I am sure doubtless 
voted for funding for the Washington DC UNDERGROUND metro system, and I am 
urging him to tie Federal funding to UNDERGROUND construction similar to that of the 
Chunnel. (Please visit 	• 
htiviiww wafforclableworidtravelandtours. com/h  ono! u I ucommonsensara nsi tition t ui CQ momns_etta O. 

L hurti.) 

I am told, the State.  of Hawaii may already have used such equipment as was used in the Chunnei in 
building the 1.1-3 tunnels and may 5611 own it. 

In past correspondence, 1 have already given you well over 20 SOLID, Valid reasons why 
UNDERGROUND will be Tess expensive and because only Environmental Impact studies/statements, 
which would need little modification from your already existing one, and the signing of right-of-way 
agreements with the State and construction contractors, construction could begin even by the end of this 
December. If you insist on present elevated routing, Eminent Domain lawsuits and related court 
injunctions can delay even the signing of contracts for at least many months and possibly several years. 
This, of course, will cost hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional costs between attorney fees and 
increased /and value, to say nothing of the cost to commuters who will have yet a longer wait for 
significant traffic congestion relief. 

Every argument AGAINST UND13RGROUND RAIL can easily he answered by citing the 
many instances in which mass transit and even Major rail tunnels are beneath the water table, in more 
earthquake prone zones than Oahu, bored through even granite rock (which is MUCH harder than lava!) 
Ss well as through clay and softer rock. 

The technology of a huge machine like bored the Chunnei makes arguments about the constniction 
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problems of the local sewer system, which uses surface construction methods and is relatively shallow 
totally nonsense. Likewise, reference to the "Big Dig" fiasco in Boston, where surface dig and refill 
methods were used is not an option. At the VERY BUSIEST TRAFFIC HOUR, the Chunnetype 
boring/tunnel building equipment could be boring 40 or 50 feet below the highway or street and nobody 
would even know that their stop and go surface traffic was immediately above the actively boring 
equipment 

I do agree that although your proposed elevated rail system doesn't look too bad as an eyesore, and 
would certainly get people from Point A to Point B far faster and cheaper than by their own cars, even 
factoring in the taxes to build the system. I would love to show you my copy of the History Channel's 
Modern Marvels: The Chumtel thup././st_ore.aetv cornibtml/product/indexjhtml?id=427391  DVD so 
you can see for yourself how practical the underground system would b& 

will not here take the time to revisit the many reasonsiQEMERGAQUID AS AGAINST 
ELEVATED OR SURFACE, NOR THE REASONS WE URGENTLY NEED MASS TRANSIT NOW. 
I am leaving most of those reasons as previously mailed to you below. twill also be mailing copies of 
this letter to you to all possible news media in an effort to raise public consciousness of how many delays 
and how much additional costs the elevated or surface routing would cause and the total practicality of 
building entirely underground, as well as several safety factors in which UNDERGROUND is safer. 

For a better Honolulu for everyone, 

'Sam,uei M. Smith 

June 15, 2008 letter is below and includes most of October 25, 2006 letter. 

On October 25, 2006, I wrote the below letter to you and you responded and even sent me and my family 
a Thanksgiving greeting. You also had the Transit Study people send me a great and well-done DVD 
about the urgency of the need for Mass Transit ASAP. I therefore invested in a copy of the History 
Channel's Modem Marvels: The Channel Lbap:11.store,itetv ,comIhtmflpioductlinglexjli tml?id=427391 
DVD which I had intended to get into the hands of then Transportation Chair Nestor Garcia, but 
somehow never seemed to be able to get it to him. 

However, I would rather fight AGAINST the above ground rail than see the city make that major 
mistake. I HAVE SIGNED THE STOP RAIL NOW petition BUT I WILL DO ALL I CAN TO GFf a 
YES vote co BUTLD,ao UNDERGR_OUND  rail system. 

And I call your attention to the MAJOR money being spent by someone to advertise AGAINST ANY 
rail and ask WHO WOULD SPEND THAT KIND OF MONEY TO STOP R AIL? Now who will 
benefit from stopping Rail? Petroleum interests, Automobile dealers, Parking lot onerators, Garage 
Mechanics. Now Insurance companies will of course seem neutral in the matter, but because higher 
accident rates will justify higher premiums, they might also benefit by stopping rail. 

Please look at the advantages I have already listed in my October 25, 2006 letter below and factor in one 
more thing that 1 had not thought about before. IF A 100 PERCENT UNDERGROUNI) SYSTEM 
WERE TO BE BUILT THERE WOULD BE MANY THOUSA.NDS OF CUBIC YARD!..4 OF KIX 
TO SAFELY EXTEN-rrHE s HOR BUNT. IN A PLANNED LocAT foN ANT) THAT LAND 
COULD THEN BE SOLD AS wATERFRONT PROPERTY TO OFFSET MUCH OF THE COST 
(W BUILDING THE RAIL SYSTEM. 

And again, in June 2008, 1 remind you that the construction tie-ups of an above ground system would 
make present traffic tie-ups look like nothing. 

I also remind you of land acquisition costs if yon do not build beneath existing roadways using 
EXISTING equipment that can operate there with NO DISRUPTION of the traffic above. You will have 
costly and divisive eminent domain suits to file for above ground rights of way, court delays and again, 
who will benefit? Petroleum interests, Automobile dealers, Varking lot operators, so of coursre they 
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are willing to spend BIG MONEY to stop rail and if YOU, Mayor, do not 'use my arguments linked 
to those showing the necessity of Mass Transit that were on the DV]) you had the Transit Study 
people send me, the MISINFORMATION people will both get the issue on the Ballot, but will also get 
rail voted down. What a tragedy for EVERYONE! 

Please, Mayor, I beg of you, reconsider and reevaluate 100 percent UNDERGROUND steel on steel tall. 
If you persist in the above ground FOOLISHNESS. I will SADLY be adding my voice to the ANTI Rail 
voices. I believe that at the rate it is now going, the petition will get more than enough signatures to get 
the issue on the ballot and with the misinformation already being promoted, it will lose. Who is paying 
the "volunteers" to stand outside Post Offices and other public places with petitions? I believe it is 
the Petroleum interests, Automobile clealers. Parking lot operators, etc. 

October letter follows: 

On the 8:00 AM news on KHON TV2, a member of the Kakaako Neighborhood Board correctly and 
wisely spoke to the issue of the horrendous traffic tie-ups on Kapiolani Boulevard as a result of sewer 
work and lane closures. I wonder that neither you nor others involved in planning the URGENTLY 
NEEDED Mass Transit System have glibly overlooked this aspect of building an above ground metro 
system. Equipment is already in storage that has been tested and very successfully used to build the 
"Channel" between England and France and the BART in California's San Francisco Bay Area. The 
BART in particular has also already been tested by earthquake, so the evidence is clear that above ground 
Metro proponents' argument about water, rock and earthquake hazards to the undergrouund system is a 
smokescreen. 

I have previously contacted you on this subject and gave 17 good, valid, common-sense reasons for 
MASS TRANSIT NOW. If! repeat a few from this new angle please forgive me. (I would welcome a 
face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media.) 

While I URGENTLY support Mass Transit, I equally or with even greater emphasis OPPOSE an above 
ground system for the following reasons in order of importance: 

L MASSIVE traffic tie-ups during construction that are unavoidable for this type of construction. 

2. Delays caused by battles over eminent domain rights and causes to acquire the necessary rights-of 
way. 

3. Cost of right of way acquisition. 

4. The already protested blockage of portions of Oahu scenery by the additional structures. 

Benefits of the UNDERGROUND system are: 

1. Construction machinery is available capable of boring the tunnels, creating a keel-reinforced concrete 
tunnel tube with 	 OF SURFACE 	or buildings above. Spoil dirt is 
hauled out at the ends and concrete, steel and other materials needed by the machine are hauled in from 
the ends. 

2. AND 3. No long court battles over Eminent Domain rights because virtually all needed right of way 
already exists beneath present highways, streets and roads. Only terminals or stations might require 
acquisition of land. Costs for hiring professional tunnel builders and their machinery easily offset by 
LACK OF LAND ACQUISITION COST. 

4. No permanent above ground structures obstructing tourist (or our) view of our Native Oahu beauty. 
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Rev. amuel M. Smith 

Please do not overlook the URGENT need folks in the entire Leeward area have for MASS TRANSIT 
NOW!!! But at the same time, please don't overlook the awful gridlock of traffic that bidding an above 
ground system will unavoidably create. As I have pointed out before, EVERY taxpayer in Leeward Oahu 
has ALREADY paid FAR more in fuel costs, lost time and vehicle repair and vehicle replacement than 
the relatively small proposed tax increase that would have already had Mass Transit in place if 
misguided voters had not rejected the option several years ago. 

Finally, our State and Oahu leaders are coming close to agreement that we really DO need MASS 
TRANSIT NOW. The widening of existing highways and addition of zipper lanes is almost counter 
productive as more land is gobbled and the fuel consumption and lost time situation is only slightly 
affected. What about the High Speed Ferry proposal to zoom people from Barbers Point or wherever else 
in that area that such a landing is decided upon. That is still subject to closing if storm conditions arise, 
making an even more problematic situation for Leeward residents on such days as people planning to use 
the ferry suddenly discover at the last minute that they will either have to drive, call a cab or catch a bus. 
This, I think, is something those pushing for the ferry beat idea seem to forget. 

And if a Disneyland style monorail is built, consideration must be given to the disruption of traffic during 
the construction phase. This, in addition to the fact that it cannot help but at least partially block scenic 
views. And, since the VAST majority of those most urgeutly needing MASS TRANSIT NOW are 
residents needing to get to work on time, they have seen the sights and simply want to leave home as late 
as possible to arrive at work on time and return home or whatever else they must do with the least lost 
time conunuting from their workplace to home, the UNDERGROUND rail system makes the MOST 
SENSE With modem technology, tunnel boring machines such as built the England to France alumna 
and other similar equipment now in storage awaiting a time and place to be used again can easily build 
earthquake resistant and waterproof systems with only minimal surface support, minimal traffic 
disruption, no need for additional land, since they can be built beneath existing freeways and other 
rights-of-way. 

For any who question the practicality of and the advantages to the UNDERGROUND mass transit 
systems for the unique conditions and needs of Oahu and Honolulu, I suggest you secure copies of the 
titles, Modern Marvels: Tunnels fhttp:1/s_t_ore,aelv,cornibrailiprodtzetiincle2c,ilitml?id=122 11  or Modern 
Marvels: The Chunnel DaL1gi/stomaetv.con-rihtmliproductiindexjhErniTLI=427 91  and Modern Marvels: 
The City Beneath Our Feet ErIttp://armaayssathipai/prod sj_221a1. These in order 
of their significance to Honolulu. Or, I can loan you my copy. 

I would welcome a face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media_ 

copy to All News Media, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12108-289472R 

Mr. Samuel M. Smith 
P.O. Box 1015 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734-1015 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. Tunnel options were evaluated and eliminated during 
the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project because they would not have been financially 
feasible. Tunnel costs are two to three higher than elevated systems and the funding is not 
available for the additional cost. 

Section 3.5 of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS discusses the effects of construction on the 
community and proposes mitigation to help reduce those effects. While there is likely to be 
some inconvenience during construction of such a major project, maintenance of traffic (MOT) 
and transit mitigation (TMP) plans are required of all contractors to ensure roadways are 
accessible and usable during construction and that buses can continue to operate. Property 
Acquisition, Visual and noise effects of the alternatives are discussed in Sections 4.4, 4.9 and 
4.10, respectively, of Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. 
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Mr. Samuel M. Smith 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE YOSI-1 OKA 
Director 
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Rev. S uel M.. S 

It0:1101.1i1A MAW :52.NEA..".riterit-or 
REV. & MRS. SAMUEL K. SMITM & FAMILY 

P.O Sox MIS 

ligiLUA, HI 96734-101S (.1-. S. A. 

( 803) 230-Esesa PI-ION OR FAX 

December 5, 2008 

City Councilman Charles D'jou 
Honolulu Hale 
530 S. King St. 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813, 

RECEiVED 

2g0I3 DEC —8 A ct- 26 

CITY C0UNCiL 
HONOLULU. HAINAil 

Dear Councilman D'Jou: 

I watched your comments on the rail system start point being more sensible from down-
town outward and if they insist on the DUMOB elevated system, you are completely right. 
More from the standpoint of baffle being heaviest in the downtown and outward area and 
daily getting worse on average, though than from having it available for use because until 
a certain length of trackage is in place there is no real value to puttingtrains on the tractk 
and running them., 

But, since you have public exposure, maye I can show you the common sense that the en-
tire system should be underground. I have between 20 and 25 good, strong, valid reasons 
why it MUST be built entirely or almost entirely UNDERGROUND. 

I am too busy to take the time at the moment to separate and reorganize the letters with 
the facts into a more concise form, but if you will read the reasons that follow and which I 
have already been pushing for since 1983, you will see that a great deal of both time and 
money can be saved and a much better, more safe and secure system achieved. Please note 
on the envelope and on my web page the Washington DC underground rail system.. 

Before you begin to make excuses why UNDERGROUND won't work for Honolulu, be 
aware that I answer EVERY objection to underground and show they are based on misin-
formation. A totally Modern Marvel technology which has already been used and for which 
the equipment is available, would begin at the outer ends and work toward the middle BE-
NEATH existing City and State rights of way and could be actively working 50 or so feet 
below the busiest freeway at the busiest hour without traffic above having any idea what 
was below them., 

It will be to your own benefit and the benefit of every resident of Oahu who commutes fre-
quently, whether from Windward of Leeward, because traffic con.gestion costs everyone on 
the island time, fuel and wages, to say nothing of time at home with families or just "kick-
ing back," 

Plain common sense will tell you what I am pointing out is correct and the only sensible 
way to really solve the problem. 

For abjer latin for all of us, 
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Rev. & Mrs. Samuel M. Smith and Family 
P. O. Box 1015 
Kathie, HI 96734-1015 
808-2304683 or cel 351-2753 

November 27, 2008 

URGENT URGENT URGENT 
Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
Honolulu Hale 
530 S. King St_ 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mayor Hannemann: 

This is to certinfy to you that EMINENT DOMAIN SUITS ARE UNNECESSARY, 
A MAJOR WASTE OF TIME AND TAXPAYER MONEY. 

1 SHALL volunteer to assist every homeowner and business affected by the proposed EMINENT 

DOMAIN to provide right-of-way for your elevated Jail system and to testify in court to STOP  plans 
for such an elevated system. 

You know that I have been urging MASS TRANSIT NOW since 1983 and did all I could to help 
influence voters to vote FOR the steel-on-steel rail system., Now, I will work TWICE AS HARD 
to get you Mayor Mull, and City Council to reconsider the ONLY LOGICAL AND 
COMMON SENSE SYSTEM for the 21st Century — 190 % UNDERGROUND steel 
on steel RAIL. I will also be bringing pressure to bear from the State Legislature and 
from Washington. I have already contacted Senator Inouye who, I am sure doubtless 
voted for funding for the Washington DC UNDERGROUND metro system, and I am 
urging him to tie Federal funding to UNDERGROUND construction similar to that of the 
Chunriel. (Please visit 
tatp://www.afforriablzworicitravelaricItgiir3.com/honokilucommortsernioaduiucommonsensetran   
sithtrul.) 

am told, the State of Hawaii may already have used such equipment as was used in the Chunnel in 
building the H-3 tunnels and may still own it 

In past con-espondence, I have already given you well over 20 SOLID, Valid reasons why 
UNDERGROUND will be less expensive and because only Environmental Impact studies/statements, 
which would need little modification from your already existing one, and the signing of tight-of-way 
agreements with the State and construction contractors, construction could begin even by tire end of this 
December. If you insist on present elevated routing, Eminent Domain lawsuits and related court 
injunctions can delay even the signing of contracts for at least many months and possibly several years. 
This, of course, wilt cost hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional costs between attorney fees and 
increased land value, to say nothing of the cost to commuters who will have yet a longer wait for 
significant traffic congestion relief. 

Every argument AGAINST UNDERGROUND RAIL can easily be answered by citing the 
many instances in which mass transit and even major rail tunnels are beneath the water table, in more 
earthquake prone zones than Oabu, bored through even granite rock (which is MUCH harder than lava!) 
as well as through clay and softer rock_ 

The technology of a huge machine like bored the Chunnel makes arguments about the construction 
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problems of the local sewer system, which uses surface construction methods and is relatively shallow 
totally nonsense. Likewise, reference to the "Big Dig" fiasco in Boston, where surface dig and refill 
methods were used is not an option. At the VERY BUSIEST TRAFFIC HOUR, the Chunrref-type 
boring/tunnel building equipment could be boring 40 or 50 feet below the highway or street and nobody 
would even know that their stop and go surface traffic was immediately above the actively boring 
equipment. 

I do agree that although your proposed elevated rail system doesn't look too bad as an eyesore, and 
would certainly get people from Point A to Point B far faster and cheaper than by their own cars, even 
factoring in the taxes to build the system. I would love to show you my copy of the History Channel's 
Modern Marvels: The Chunnd [hap://store.aetv.com/hin-6/prpductiiildexjhtoir/W=42739.]  DVD so 
you can see for yourself how practical the underground system would be. 

I will not here take the time to revisit the many reasons  for UNDERGROUND  AS AGAINST 
ELEVATED OR SURFACE, NOR THE REASONS WE URGENTLY NEED MASS TRANSIT NOW 
I am leaving most of those reasons as previously mailed to you below. I will also be mailing copies of 
this letter to you to all possible news media in an effort to raise public consciousness of how many delays 
and how much additional costs the elevated or surface routing would cause and the total practicality of 
building entirely underground, as well as several safety factors in which UNDERGROUND is safer. 

For a better Honolulu for everyone, 

Samuel M_ Smith 

June 15, 2008 letter is below and includes most of October 25, 2006 letter_ 

On October 25, 2006, I wrote the below letter to you and you responded and even sent me and my family 
a Thanksgiving greeting. You also had the Transit Study people send me a great and well-done DVD 
about the urgency of the need for Mass Transit ASAP. I therefore invested in a copy of the History 
Channel's Modern Marvels: The Chunnel [http:ifsto  
DVD which I had intended to get into the hands of then Transportation Chair' Nestor Garcia, but 
somehow never seemed to be able to get it to him. 

However, f would rather fight AGAINST the above ground rail than see the city make that major 
mistake. I HAVE SIGNED THE STOP RAIL NOW petition BUT I WILL DO ALL I CAN TO GET a 
YES vote to BUILD an UNDERGROUND  tail system. 

And I call your attention to the MAJOR money being spent by someone to advertise AGAINST ANY 
rail and ask WHO WOULD SPEND THAT KIND OF MONEY TO STOP RAIL? Now who will 
benefit from stopping Rail? Petroleum interests, Automobile dealers, Parking lot operators, Garage 
Mechanics. Now Insurance companies will of course seem neutral in the matter, but because higher 
accident rates will justify higher premiums, they might also benefit by stopping rail. 

Please look at the advantages I have already listed in my October 25,2006 letter below and factor in one 
more thing that I had not thought about before. IF A 100 PERCENT UNDERGROUND SYSTEM 
WERE TO BE BUILT THERE WOULD BE MANY THOUSANDS OF CUBIC YARDS OF FILL 
TO SAFELY EXTENT THE SHORELINE IN A PLANNED LOCATION AND THAT LAND 
COULD THEN BE SOLD AS WATERFRONT PROPERTY TO OFFSET MUCH OF THE COST 
OF BUILDING THE RAIL SYSTEM. 

And again, in June 2008, I remind you that the consuuction tie-ups of an above ground system would 
make present traffic tie-ups look like nothing. 

I also remind you of land acquisition costs if you do not build beneath existing roadways rasing 
EXISTING equipment that can operate there with NO DISRUPTION of the traffic above, You will have 
costly and divisive eminent domain suits to file for above ground rights of way, court delays and again, 
who will benefit? Petroletun interests. Automobile dealers. Parking lot operators, so of coursre they 
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are willing to spend BIG MONEY to stop rail and if YOU, Mayor, do not use my arguments linked 
to those showing the necessity of Mass Transit that were on the DVD you had the Transit Study 
people send me, the MISINFORMATION people will both get the issue on the Ballot, but will also get 
r ail voted down. What a tragedy for EVERYONE! 

Please, Mayor,! beg of you, reconsider and reevaluate 100 percent UNDERGROUND steel on steel rail. 
If you persist in the above ground FOOLISHNESS, I will SADLY be adding my voice to the ANTI Rail 
voices.. I believe that at the rate it is now going, the petition will get more than enough signatures to get 
the issue on the ballot and with the misinformation already being promoted, it will lose. Who is paying 
the "volunteers" to stand outside Post Offices and other public plates with petitions? I believe it is 
the Petroleum interests, Automobile dealers, Parking lot operators, etc 

Sincerely, 

Rev. Samuel M, Smith 

October letter follows: 

On the 8:00 AM news on KTION TV2, a member of the Kakaako Neighborhood Board correctly and 
wisely spoke to the issue of the horrendous traffic tie-ups on Kapiolani Boulevard as a result of sewer 
work and lane closures. 1 wonder that neither you nor others involved in planning the URGENTLY 
NEEDED Mass Transit System have glibly overlooked this aspect of building an above ground metro 
system. Equipment is alteady in storage that has been tested and very successfully used to build the 
"Chunnel" between England and France and the BART in California's San Francisco Bay Area. The 
BART in particular has also already been tested by earthquake, so the evidence is clear that above ground 
Metro proponents' argument about water, rock and earthquake hazards to the undergrouuncl system is a 
smokescreen. 

I have previously contacted you on this subject and gave 17 good, valid, common-sense reasons for 
MASS TRANSIT NOW. If I repeat a few from this new angle please forgive me. (I would welcome a 
face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media.) 

Wbite I URGENTLY support Mass Transit, I equally or with even greater emphasis OPPOSE an above 
ground system for the following reasons in order of importance: 

I. MASSIVE traffic tie-ups during construction that are unavoidable for this type of construction 

2. Delays caused by battles over eminent domain rights and causes to acquire the necessary rights-of 
way. 

3. Cost of right of way acquisition 

4. The already protested blockage of portions of Oahu scenery by the additional structures. 

Benefits of the UNDERGROUND system are: 

I. Construction machinery is available capable of boring the tunnels, creating a steel-reinforced concrete 
tunnel tube with NQDjSRumQ:&QF_SEREAEETRAFFIC  or buildings above.. Spoil dirt is 
hauled out at the ends and concrete, steel and other materials needed by the machine are hauled in from 
the ends. 

2. AND 3. No long court battles over Eminent Domain rights because virtually all needed right of way 
already exists beneath present higbways, streets and roads. Only terminals or stations might require 
acquisition of land. Costs for hiring professional tunnel builders and their machinery easily offset by 
LACK OF LAND ACQUISITION COST. 

4 No permanent above ground structures obstructing tourist (or ow) view of our Native Oahu beauty. 
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Please do not overlook the URGENT need folks in the entire Leeward area have for MASS TRANS 
NO Will But at the same time, please don't overlook the awful gridlock of traffic that binding an above 
ground system will unavoidably create.. As I have pointed out before, EVERY taxpayer in Leeward Oahu 
has ALREADY paid FAR more in fuel costs, lost time and vehicle repair and vehicle replacement than 
the relatively small proposed tax increase that would have already had Mass Transit in place if 
misguided voters had not rejected the option several years ago 

Finally, Our State and Oahu leaders are corning close to agreement that we really DO need MASS 
TRANSIT NOW. The widening of existing highways and addition of zipper lanes is almost counter 
productive as more land is gobbled and the fuel consumption and lost time situation is only slightly 
affected,. What about the High Speed Ferry proposal to zoom people from Barbers Point or wherever else 
in that area that such a landing is decided upon. That is still subject to closing if storm conditions arise, 
making an even more problematic situation for Leeward residents on such days as people planning to use 
the ferry suddenly discover at the fast minute that they will either have to drive, call a cab or catch a bus. 
This, I think, is something those pushing for the ferry boat idea seem to forget. 

And if a Disneyland style monorail is built, consideration must be given to the disruption of traffic during 
the construction phase. This, in addition to the fact that it cannot help but at least partially block scenic 
views. And, since the VAST majority of those most urgently needing MASS TRANSIT NOW are 
residents needing to get to work on time, they have seen the sights and simply want to leave home as late 
as possible to arrive at work on time and return home or whatever else they must do with the least lost 
time commuting from their workplace to home, the UNDERGROUND rail system makes the MOST 
SENSE. With modern technology, runnel boring macbines such as bulk the England to France Chunnel 
and other similar equipment now in storage awaiting a time and place to be used again can easily build 
earthquake resistant and waterproof systems with only minimal surface support, minimal traffic 
disruption, no need for additional land, since they can be built beneath existing freeways and other 
rights-of-way. 

For any who question the practicality of and the advantages to the UNDERGROUND mass transit 
systems for the unique conditions and needs of Oahu and Honolulu, I suggest you secure copies of the 
tides, Modem Marvels: Tunnels (bttp://stoie.etv.com  h m I /prod UCtiiil dex.jiaj ml?id=12211) or Modem 
Marvels: The Chunnel Vittrkstoi e.aer_w_ca.n5acutijaaduct/index,jiitml?id42739) and Modern Marvels: 
The City Beneath Our Feet [lati;stoi e.aetv,COM/biThitproducitiadsa_j_ • . 'Irtml2i(37=427381 These in order 
of their significance to Honolulu Or, I can loan you my copy 

I would welcome a face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media. 

Rev. Samuel M. Smith 

copy to A]I News Media, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-290874R 

Reverend Samuel M. Smith 
P.O. Box 1015 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734-1015 

Dear Reverend Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown, with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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Very tru y yours, 

Reverend Samuel M. Smith 
Page 2 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall Project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/7/2008 

Linda 
Soil 

606 Hunakai St 

Honolulu 
HI 
96816 
lsoll@hawaii.rr.com  

None 
VVebsite 

12/07/2008 
Please build the Pearl City to downtown rail first. That segment will 
actually be used. If the Kapolei to Pearl City segment is built first, and 
we don't have funds to complete the downtown route, we would be left 
with a RAIL TO NOWHERE that no one would use. 
Thank you, 
Linda Soli 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWA /I 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: pm 768-4730 • Internet w.w.r.honorulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASLI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331307 

Ms. Linda Soli 
606 Hunakai Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Ms. Soil: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6,2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shail indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final ES. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

▪ Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Ms. Linda Soil 
Page 2 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ndry çZiy yo 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/19/2008 

Christian 
Sorli 

P 0 Box 1083 

Kailua 
HI 
96734 
christiansorli@gmail.com  
808-262-2262 

Email 
Website 

12/1912008 
: I feel that the Honolulu Transit is one of the best transit projects for 

Oahu. We are only 20 years too late. We need to move forward quickly 
to make up for all the lost time. We need to meet with other large cities 
(ex: Portland) to discuss their pros and cons during their development 
and operations. 

We need to focus on moving the masses of people that overflow the H1 
and H2. That is our purpose. 

Keeping in mind that any mistakes we make today will cost much more 
to correct tomorrow. So let's petition input from other cities to make sure 
we limit any possible mistakes during planning and development. 

Christian Sorii 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu,gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332027 

Mr. Christian Sorii 
P.O. Box 1083 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Sorli: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environment& Impact Statement  

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Fin& 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moan a has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft BS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Ms. Christian Sorli  
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Your concern for moving traffic on the H-1 and H-2 Freeways is noted. The purpose of 
the Project is to provide high-capacity rapid transit service in the highly congested Ewa-Koko 
Head transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH Manoa. The fixed guideway system will 
reduce traffic congestion on numerous roadways on Oahu, including the H-1 and H-2 Freeways, 
as shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final BS. Experience from a broad range of transit 
systems worldwide has been used in the development of this Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve2 truj yours, 

WAYNE. YOS !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/2812008 

Marilyn 
Stassen-McLaughlin 
Retired teacher 
4300 Waialae Ave. 
Airport 
203-B 
Honolulu 
HI 
96816 
macnnel@lava.net  
808732-7605 

Both 
Website 

11/28/2008 
I support "Rail," but I feel strongly the route should be along Nimitz to the 
airport, via Pearl Harbor. Its senseless to go through Salt Lake. The 
airport route would be a convenience residents and tourists alike. We 
must plan for therail to UH, also.1 see little sense with Salt Lake. Even if 
it's more expensive, please select the airport route. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • internet: swnv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-330919 

Ms. Marilyn Stassen-McLaughlin 
4300 Walelae Avenue, 203-B 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Ms. Stassen-McLaughlin: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very tr/Iy yours, 

ee,,C 

Ms. Marilyn Stassen-McLaughlin 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: Draft EIS comments regarding Honolulu Rail Transit 
Submitted Feb. 6, 2009 by Dennis Callan, co-chair, Stop Rail Now 
1011 Prospect St., #702, Honolulu, HI 96822 
phone 528-4411 email callan@hawaii.rr.com  
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

At the beginning, let me explain that the following document represents 
a listing of most of the major objections our organization has raised 
about Honolulu's proposed rail system. While our statements may not 
specifically refer to particular sections of the EIS, they are all relevant to 
the big picture of rail, its supposed advantages, its true problems, and 
the alternatives, and are thus relevant to EIS considerations. 
Our concerns have now taken on even greater urgency considering the 
nation's economic crisis. How has your financial projection changed as 
a result of these events which transpired subsequent to your initial 
planning? How can we pay for rail, upwards of $5 billion of local money, 
when the state and county are running deficits and the public has lost 
uncounted billions in home equity and personal savings? Are there not 
pressing social needs we must fund? Will the state's new highway 
improvement plan provide a larger, more effective solution than rail? 
Was the state's new highway improvement plan considered in your 
studies? if the state's plan were fully implemented how would it affect 
your numbers about traffic congestion projections? Is it more important 
to build rail or should state workers be forced to work an additional 10 
years before retirement as has just been suggested by the Speaker of 
the House? 
Most grievous of all the many EIS deficiencies listed below is your lack 
of proper study of the HOT lane alternative. Why was your AA study so 
superficial and biased? 
Because the following issues are so major and have not been properly 
addressed in your draft EIS, we ask that a supplement EIS be created 
that will fully deal with these issues. Merely revising your draft is not 
sufficient. We need a major new study. 
In the days before the Nov. 4 election the city made claims that the draft 
EIS showed that traffic would be reduced by up to 30% by rail, giving the 
public the misleading impression there would be a reduction from today's 
levels. Is this what you meant? If not, how could you be so flagrant in 
trying to mislead and misdirect the voters days before the election? 
Where in the draft EIS is there any substantiation for those claims? 
SECTION 1: 
Why rail transit never improves traffic congestion and why relief must 
come from highway options, such as HOT lanes 
1. Since the advent of the Model-7, followed by the first suburban 
shopping center in 1923, and then the incredible expansion of suburbs 
after World War II, we have radically changed our means of getting to 
work. Not only getting there, Out also what we do on the way there - and 
on the way back. We take our children to school, go for exercise, or go 
shopping and we no longer shop downtown. 
2. Nor do we shop at the small local store, but in supermarkets, and 
lately, even more distant big box stores like Costco. Our children are in 
larger, more distant, schools whether public or private, and most of us 
drive them there. 
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3. As we move to the suburbs from town, say, Kaimuki to Mililani, we 
find that bus service is now every hour instead of every few minutes, and 
so we use it less. 
4. We have always valued our time but now, because of increasing 
incomes, our time is more valuable than it used to be. Accordingly, it 
plays a bigger role in the decision about how we commute. 
5. These are some of the factors that have altered the way we live, and 
why the percentage of commuters using public transportation has 
declined every decade since the U.S. Census began measuring it in 
1960. 
6. It is not that we are in love with our automobiles; it is that we value our 
time. 
7. This is the principal reason that public transportation's share of 
commuters is declining on Oahu, the mainland, Europe and virtually 
everywhere else. This share is critical. 
8. To hold rush hour traffic congestion on Oahu in 2012 at year 2000 
levels we would have to keep the number of those commuters who are 
driving to work in 2012 the same as the year 2000. Given the state's 
forecast of a 10 percent increase in all commuters for 2000-2012, we 
would have the result shown in the lower table. As you can see, it tells 
us that, all else being equal; we would have to double the percentage of 
commuters using public transportation. How likely is that? 
9. Before we go on, lets get our terms straight. We must use 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA's or metro areas) rather than cities. 
It is useless to discuss the city of San Francisco without including 
Oakland and all the other cities that are contiguous to it. And that is why 
the federal government's data is usually about metro areas, for example, 
the San Francisco MSA. Similariy, the city of Portland does not run its 
public transportation but rather Trimet, the three county contiguous area. 
San Diego's transit is run by SANDAG, the San Diego Association of 
Governments. 
10. Further, we must discuss combined bus and nail transit use because 
we cannot, in any sensible way, separate them; the use of one without 
the other is not reliable. For example, Vancouver, Canada, and many 
other cities offer passes for bus and rail combined and so there is no 
accurate data about who is using what. In discussing commuting, the 
most relevant statistics are those of the U.S. Census and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation and that is what we use here. We also use 
the nationally recognized Texas Transportation Institute studies on traffic 
congestion. 
11. U.S. metro areas essentially stopped building rail lines around 1920 
as rail transit ridership peaked and the first serious and reliable bus 
service appeared. From that point on until the 1970s, hundreds of U.S. 
cities removed their streetcar lines and substituted motor buses because 
it was so much less expensive. 
12. Then starting in the 1970s, U.S. transit agencies projected significant 
increases in public transportation commuting by re-instating rail transit. It 
did not work out that way. 
13. What happened was that of the 15 metropolitan areas with new rail 
transit, only one managed to increase the percentage of commuters 
using public transportation during the 1980 to 2000 period. That was 
San Diego and it only managed an increase from 3.3 percent to 3.4 
percent - hardly earth shattering - all others declined. 
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14. Note that outside of the New York metro area, the percentage of 
commuters using public transit is very small; nationally those commuting 
by automobile are twenty times greater than those using transit. 
15. This is why, as we see with the earlier Honolulu example, any 
significant population growth results in new drivers totally overwhelming 
new transit users. Without major increases in this percentage, new 
drivers will always overwhelm new transit users. 
16. Nationally, 13 million more commuters resulted in 13 million more 
drivers and a slight decrease in transit commuters. 
17. The Texas Transportation Institute recently divided U.S. metro areas 
into four groups according to population size with the following results: 
18. Very Large: 11 metro areas with over 3 million population all with rail 
lines except Houston - it had the least increase in traffic congestion of 
the group. 
19. Large: 27 metro areas with Ito 3 million population, half with rail 
lines. Aside from those areas with little or no commuter growth, the four 
best performers had no rail lines. 
20. Medium: 30 metro areas with 1/2 to 1 million population including 
Honolulu. Only Salt Lake City had rail and they had the third worst 
showing of the 30. 
21. Small: less than 112 million, none with rail lines. 
22. This meant that all U.S. metro areas with significant increases in 
commuters saw a dramatic worsening of traffic congestion - rail transit 
had made no difference. 
23. Everyone agrees that we have a traffic congestion problem and that 
the worst on Oahu is that found on the freeways and highways along the 
Leeward Corridor. 
24. However, since rail transit has done nothing to relieve traffic 
congestion in any other U.S. City, it begs the question, what makes 
anyone think it will do it here? 
25. instead, we believe that the new high-tech High Occupancy Toll 
lanes (HOT lanes) have shown such promise and such public 
acceptance that they may be a far preferable alternative. 
26. Our proposal is for a two-lane reversible, elevated HOT lane 
highway between the H1/H2 merge near Waikele and Pier 16 near Hilo 
Hatties. 
27. Buses and vanpools would have priority and travel tree, other 
vehicles would pay a toll that would be collected electronically by way of 
a pre-paid smart card, as is quite commonplace on the mainland today. 
As on the San Diego 1-15 HOT lanes, the toll price would be dynamically 
calculated every few minutes to keep the lanes full, but free flowing. 
28. One of the more surprising outcomes of implementing HOT lanes is 
that they are popular with motorists across all income groups. Even 
those who use them rarely favor them because it is an option they can 
use in an emergency. 
29. A single highway lane with free-flowing non-stop traffic carries up to 
2,000 vehicles per hour and with two lanes that means removing 4,000 
vehicles from the existing freeway, or 25 percent of the rush hour traffic 
now using that corridor. 
30. Our projection of the HOT lanes traffic of around 4,000 vehicles does 
not have to be calculated since we know that rush-hour highways are 
always fully used; we only have to project the toll price that will keep the 
HOT lanes full but free-flowing. Judging from San Diego's 1-15 and 
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Orange County's 519-91 the average cost will be about $4.50 under 
normal circumstances and up to $7.75 for special periods such as Friday 
evenings. 
31. A major advantage of HOT lanes is that traffic travels at 
uncongested freeway speeds of 60mph whereas rail transit can only 
average 22.5 mph because of stops every half mile. The HOT lane 
speed enables buses to make two trips in the time it now takes to make 
one. Further, buses on HOT lanes may travel door-to-door whereas rail 
nearly always requires transfers. HOT lanes offer both motorists and bus 
riders a choice of avoiding traffic congestion. The regular freeway is still 
there and available for free with less congestion than before. 
32. The last issue is that of cost. The Mayor and DOT have been using 
$2.6 billion for a Kapolei to Iwilei first segment. We have added 15 
percent per mile for the difficulty of in-town construction and going over 
H-1 at University Avenue, and that adds $1 billion to the cost. Since the 
federal funding has a practical limit of $0.5 billion that will leave $3.1 
billion for local funding as shown in the table below. 
33. The 1/2 percent increase in the G.E. Tax does not come close to 
funding this system, especially considering annual losses of $59 million 
and making sufficient allowance for bond interest. Our calculations show 
that in the out years the revenues from the tax will barely cover the 
operating losses and bond interest leaving little or nothing for capital 
repayment. In addition, there has been no consideration for cost 
overruns. 
34. When one considers that this rail transit project would entail a local 
per capita cost five times greater than any other rail system in the U.S., 
even after allowing for inflation, that atone should give us pause, even if 
we are under the mistaken impression that a rail system would have 
benefits. 
35. On the other hand, the 10-mile long elevated HOT lanes would have 
a total cost of $1 billion, or $100 million a mile. Rail proponents have 
said that we cannot build it for that price and that it is too wide to use 
pedestal construction. The earlier rendering shows the Tampa 
Expressway now under construction which uses pedestal construction 
and is three lanes wide. Even though it is 30 percent wider than our 
proposal, it will open this June 2006 af a cost of $52 million a mile. 
Consultants at the 2002 Governors Conference on Reversible Tollways 
had initially calculated the cost at $70 million per mile and later added 
$30 million for unforeseen problems and other cost overruns. 
36. HOT lanes are eligible for the same federal fixed-guideway funding 
as the rail proposal, which means that with $1 billion total cost and $500 
million federal funding, it would only need $500 million in local funding, 
there being little or no operating costs. 
37. Of this $500 million, toll revenues of $20 million annually would pay 
off $300 million over 25 years using five percent GO bonds. Another $13 
million annually would pay off the remaining $200 million balance over 
25 years. It we cannot find $13 million annually from city and state 
budgets without raising taxes someone is not making an effort. 
39. Rail has never improved traffic congestion anywhere, 
40. We have a traffic problem - nof a transit problem, 
41. Tax-free HOT lanes give motorists a choice, 
42. Tax-free HOT lanes outperform rail transit easily, 
43. We can afford HOT lanes and we cannot afford rail. 
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Why did you not give proper consideration to the following? Please 
address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree or 
disagree. 
Section 2 
Alternative Solutions: 
1. Staggering work and school hours 
2. Implement 415 day work schedules (one week 4 days, next week 5 
days, days of alternate) 
3. Implement 4x10 work shifts (four 10 hr shifts 4 days) 
4. Change UH class hours to not commence during peak rush hours; 
possibly only lecture 
5. courses before 10:00am which are broadcast over the internet so 
students can stay at home until after 9:00am 
6. Reversible elevated lanes on Nimitz viaduct. The State 
Transportation Department has already made plans this project, which 
would be very effective, improving existing traffic needs. 
7. Decrease response time to roadway accidents/debris 
removal/investigations 
8. Incentives to businesses for home-based employment (which will 
become more ubiquitous with technology) 
9. Pay at the pump insurance 
10. Require developers on the west side to build commercial and 
industrial space equal to every residential space built 
11. Develop a FUNCTIONING traffic management system that can 
synchronize and control traffic lights to address problem areas. Install 
more "smart" traffic fights that can read traffic flow/speed. 
12. Remove all unregistered cars, cars without insurance or safety 
stickers from the roads 
13. Employees that don't drive cars to work should be credited for not 
requiring parking 
14. stalls (most employers offer parking stalls for employees but DON'T 
pay them $200+ 
15. month or more, which is the cost of parking in town, if they don't 
need them) 
16. Create a better urban plan with higher density housing in the urban 
core and discourage continued suburban sprawl in suburbs. Change 
Land Use Ordinance to allow grandfathering of existing higher-density 
homes, to curb urban sprawl. 
17. More dedicated NOV lanes. 
18. Install traffic lights at freeway entrances 
19. Expanded contraflow lanes (e.g. Dillingham) 
20. Fix potholes which cause accidents, tire blowouts, and slow cars 
down 
21. Advanced tow truck deployment system for accidents and stalls 
22. Install more bicycle lanes. 
23. Free public parking for microcompact cars (e.g. Smart car, et al) 
24. Tax credits for developers of commercial and industrial space in 
West Oahu 
25. Expanded carpooling program utilizing hybrid and electric van 
26. Build a REAL ferry system (NOT THE BOAT) 
27. Provide incentives to encourage use of electric riding vehicles, such 
as electric mopeds and electric-powered bicycles (e.g. "cages or 
lockers for parking) 
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28. More grade-separated underpasses at critical intersections. 
29. More distance learning courses for colleges and high schools 
30. Raise parking rates for government workers to market rates 

Section 3 BRT Success 
Why would these success stories not apply to Honolulu? Please 
address each paragraph specifically. 
1. While early adopters of bus rapid transit, such as Curitiba (whose 
system opened in 1974), Pittsburgh (1977), and Ottawa (1983), have 
shown that BRT is an effective transit made, it is only over the last 
decade and a half that interest in BAT has skyrocketed to its current 
level as its ability to serve lower-density neighborhoods and its cost 
advantages over other modes have become better known. Today, BAT 
systems operate in 19 countries on five continents, with many more 
systems being constructed or planned. Interest in the mode has also 
come from the federal level. Since 1999, when the Federal Transit 
Administration launched a BRT demonstration program, BRT systems 
have been implemented in Boston; Eugene-Springfield, Ore.; Santa 
Clara County, Calif.; and are currently being implemented in Cleveland; 
Hartford, Conn.;Houston; New York City; Westchester County; and other 
places. 
Las Vegas 
2. in 2004, the Regional Transportation Commission of South Nevada 
introduced MAX (Metropolitan Area Express), a BRT line acting as a 
supplement to the heavily-used Route 113 bus line in Las Vegas. This 
service incorporated architecturally pleasing stations, highcapacity 
European buses with multiple doors, off-vehicle fare payment, dedicated 
bus lanes on most of the route, signal priority, and level boarding at bus 
stations. After six months, ridership on the corridor had increased by 25 
percent (from 7,800 to 9,800 passengers per day), and 25 percent of 
MAX riders said they were new to transit.37 MAX cut travel time on the 
7.5-mile corridor in half (to 26 minutes) and gained a reputation for 
reliability and convenience (as measured by passenger surveys). 
Los Angeles 
3. Los Angeles is often considered the city of the automobile, but it has 
also engineered two successful experiments in bus rapid transit. In 
2000, the city unveiled ''Metro Rapid" bus service on two demonstration 
corridors. Metro Rapid lines incorporated simple routes, frequent 
service, signal priority, level boarding, and an aggressive branding and 
marketing campaign; this "BAT-lite (not incorporating dedicated lanes, 
high-capacity buses, off-vehicle payment, or multiple-door boarding) 
service improved travel time on both corridors by more than 20%, 
increased ridership by about 40% (daily ridership on the two corridors 
was 77,000 before Metro Rapid service began, and 107,400 after), and 
was perceived by riders as "a quantum leap in service performance and 
quality."38 About a third of the increase in ridership was from new transit 
users. Los Angeles has since created additional Rapid corridors and will 
have a total of 28 Rapid lines by 2008. 
4. In 2005, Los Angeles opened the Orange Line, a full-fledged SRI 
service which featured a dedicated busway, off-vehicle payment, and the 
Metro Liner, a 60-foot bus that the LA Metropolitan Transit Authority bills 
as the most advanced transit vehicle ever introduced in North 
America... the biggest leap in style and appearance our industry has 
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seen in 30 years! During preliminary studies, Los Angeles MTA 
projected 22,000 daily boardings on the 14-mile corridor by 2020. The 
Orange Line averaged 21,828 daily weekday boardings in May 2006, 
nearly meeting this prediction 14 years ahead of schedule. 
TOD 
5. In addition to providing commuters with an effective alternative to 
driving, a cross-corridor transit system like bus rapid transit could afford 
municipalities the opportunity to pursue transit-oriented development 
(TOD). TOD is a land-use strategy whereby residential, office, and retail 
development is concentrated around transit stations. The term also 
refers to the developments themselves. TODs are typically mixed-use, 
walkable developments with higherthan average density. Compact 
development oriented around transit stations has been proven to 
increase transit ridership and increase real estate values around the 
station.41 A comprehensive assessment of TOD as practiced in the 
United States identified many other benefits.42 Transit-oriented 
developments tend to command higher rents than comparable 
developments not close to transit, yet are also natural locations for 
affordable housing as residents of TODs do not need to own as many 
automobiles or use them as often as non-TOD residents. TOD is 
therefore a strategy that can both revitalize struggling neighborhoods 
and attract development. Because transit-oriented developments are 
denser and create less car use than non-TODs, a landuse strategy 
focusing on TODs preserves open space and reduces the cost of 
infrastructure such as roads and sewage lines. Reduced car use means 
reduced traffic congestion and air pollution. Proponents of TOD do not 
claim that these benefits magically appear through the creation of a 
transit stop; rather, they accrue from the synergy between transit 
access, mixed-use development, and density. Maximizing these benefits 
requires careful design; there is no "one-size-fits-all" TOD blueprint. 
Project for Public Spaces is one internationally known nonprofit which 
focuses on what it calls "placemaking," for example. In addition, some 
private developers specialize in building TODs. 
6. I n poor market conditions, development is less likely to occur. But 
when market demand exists, land-use regulations and developer 
incentives can focus growth around transit stations. For example, New 
Jersey's Transit Village Initiative provides funding and technical 
assistance to 19 designated "transit village" municipalities which engage 
in TOD around NJ Transit rail and bus stations (see left). Boston's TOD-
supportive policies include a cap on downtown parking, a requirement 
that plans for large developments include transportation mitigation, and 
increased police presence around transit stations considered unsafe.44 
In many municipalities, zoning regulations must be tweaked to allow for 
mixed-use developments. 
7. It has been argued that developers shy away from bus transitoriented 
development because of buses' lack of permanence-unlike a rail line, a 
bus route can be easily changed, hurting busi nesses built to take 
advantage of proximity to transit. This criticism is not particularly relevant 
to high-end, capital-intensive bus rapid transit systems. BRT may be 
cheaper to implement than rail, but it still represents a sizeable 
investment, particularly when dedicated busvvays are involved. A review 
of the academic and government literature on bus rapid transit and 
transit-oriented development concluded that "the argument that fixed rail 
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infrastructure has more magnitude and permanence compared to 
busways is weak." 
8. in Ottawa, transit-oriented development centered around BRT has 
been wildly successful. Strong land-use controls have concentrated 
commercial development around Ottawa's Transitway.46 Between 1988 
and 1991 alone a billion Canadian dollars of development was built or in 
the process of being built along the Transitway. Stations anchor office 
parks, shopping mails, and mixed-use developments; one station is even 
directly connected to a hospital. More evidence for bus transit-oriented 
development comes from Pittsburgh's busway system. A 1996 analysis 
of Pittsburgh's 9.1-mile East Busway found that between 1983 (when the 
busway opened) and 1996, 59 new developments (including retail, 
office, residential, and medical complexes) valued at $302 million had 
been built within a 6-minute walk of busway stations.47 This was despite 
terrain constraints which limited development opportunities, despite 
declining population in the communities adjacent to the busway, and 
despite the absence of Ottawa-style land-use planning. 
9. The Port Authority of Allegheny County estimates that another $203 
million in development occurred between 1996 and 2004.48 These are 
not the only successes. Areas as far-flung and different as Seoul, Korea; 
Curitiba, Brazil; and Boulder, Colorado have had success with bus-
centered TOD.50 It can happen here as well. At a recent land use 
charette, the Regional Plan Association identified several spots in the 
Rockland half of the Tappan Zee corridor that could support transit-
oriented development, including Nanuet, Airmont and Montebello, and 
Suffern. The Westchester Department of Planning has identified 
Tarrytown, White Plains, and Port Chester as ereas primed for 
downtown density increases. 51 The success of transit-oriented 
developments depends on multiple factors, including political leadership, 
government incentives, ianduse regulations, the strength of the real 
estate market, and the level of traffic congestion in the area (which 
affects demand for transit-oriented living). 
10. But it cannot be overemphasized that one of the most critical factors 
is the effectiveness of the transit system. Only when a transit system 
effectively connects places does access to transit-the heart of the TOO 
concept-become a valued commodity. And so the question of which 
transit mode can best support TOD is inextricably linked to the question 
of which transit mode is best suited to the development and commuting 
patterns of a given area. 
Section 4 HOT Lanes 
Why would these success stories not apply to Honolulu? Please 
address each paragraph specifically. 
1. Mark Muriello discussed the Exclusive Bus Lane (XBL) in New York 
City. He described the tunnels and bridges operated by the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey, the operation of the Lincoln 
Tunnel, and the XBL. He also highlighted recent studies examining 
options for enhancing operation of the tunnel and increasing capacity. 
2. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey operates a number of 
bridges, tunnels, and terminals in the New York City area. These 
facilities include the George Washington Bridge, the Bayonne Bridge, 
the GoetheIs Bridge, the Holland Tunnel, and the Lincoln Tunnel. 
3. The Lincoln tunnel serves the midtown corridor into and out of 
Manhattan. The tunnel includes three tubes, each with two traffic lanes. 
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In the morning, two tubes, or four traffic lanes operate in-bound toward 
Manhattan. In the midday, the middle tube operates with one lane in 
each direction of travel, providing a total of three lanes inbound and 
three lanes outbound. In the afternoon, two tubes or four traffic lanes, 
operate outbound from Manhattan. 
4. The XBL provides priority for buses approaching the Lincoln Tunnel in 
the morning, inbound direction. The XBL is a contraflow lane for buses 
only on 1-495. The XBL uses the inside lane of the westbound freeway 
for buses. The ctinfiguratiOn provides for three general-purpose lanes 
and the XBL lane in the eastbound direction and two general-purpose 
lanes in the westbound direction. 
5. The XBL is the busiest bus lane in the U.S. Some 1,700 buses use 
the lanes on a daily basis. These buses serve 62,000 weekday 
commuters. The XBL serves more commuters to Midtown than PATH, 
Ferries, or Penn Station commuter rail. The XBL saves commuters 15- 
20 minutes each day compared to traveling in personal vehicles. 
6. The Lincoln Tunnel and the XL ere significant parts of the mass 
transit system in the New York City area. Buses carry nearly 80 percent 
of all trips through the Lincoln Tunnel during the 6:00 a.m.-to-10:00 a.m. 
time period. The XBL alone carries over 50 percent of these commuters. 
Approximately 55 percent of all bus commuters to the Manhattan CBD 
arrive via the Lincoln Tunnel. 
7. The number of buses using the XBL has increased significantly over 
the past 25 years. A number of operational improvements have been 
made to deal with these increases and to enhance bus operations. A 
new acceleration lane was added to help maintain travel speeds and 
traffic flow at merge points. The acceleration lane helped increase 
throughput of the XBL. 
8. Capacity shortfalls have also been addressed with operational 
changes to enhance efficiency. Examples of these operation changes 
include prohibiting charter buses prior to 9:00 a.m. and prohibiting empty 
buses at all times. Other examples include the requirement that all XBL 
buses have E-Z Pass electronic toll payment tags and opening the XBL 
15 minutes earlier. 
9. Planning is also underway examining the long-term transportation 
needs in the corridor. A range of options for the corridor are being 
assessed in partnership with an array 01 partners. These partners 
include federal, state, regional, and local agencies. Planning activities 
include a simulation of the Lincoln Tunnel corridor, and XBL expansion 
feasibility study, and a West Midtown bus parking and staging study. 
Other efforts include the Lincoln Tunnel HOT/express bus lane options 
study and the Lincoln Tunnel HOT/commercial vehicle priority lane 
options study. 
10. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is sponsoring a study to 
evaluate the feasibility of creating a second priority bus lane. The 
objective of the study is to increase the passenger throughput of the 
corridor and to enhance the reliability of the XBL. A full array of options 
are being explored. These options include operational alternatives to 
improve traffic flow and safety, physical alternatives for lane separation 
and ramp connections, and capital options to expand capacity. Capital 
options include the potential of widening the roadway, removing the 
center piers in the tunnel, and an elevated roadway scheme. Very 
limited right-of-way and the geometry of the existing facility provides 
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significant challenges for many of the options. 
11. The FHWA's Value Pricing Pilot Program is sponsoring a study of 
pricing options to manage demand on the XBL with HOT lanes. A 
second XBL lane would be underutilized initially, so the study is 
examining the potential to fill some of the available capacity with non-
bus HOVs or with non-HOV vehicles. The study is exploring pricing 
options that balance traffic demand with non-HOVs. Stated preference 
surveys of motorist are being conducted to help determine the tradeoffs 
between price and LOS variables, including travel time savings and trip-
time reliability. 
12. The Lincoln Tunnel HOT lane study will help quantify and address 
concerns with potential lane conversion. The study will examine the LOS 
and delay in the remaining two regular travel lanes. It will also assess 
traffic queuing in the remaining regular travel lanes and the residual 
impacts on the local street network. The study will consider the need to 
balance demand for a new managed lane to ensure bus priority 
treatment and effective capacity utilization. 
13. The HOT commercial vehicle priority options study will explore the 
potential for commercial vehicles to receive priority treatment in a new 
special-use lane during the shoulders of the morning peak-period. The 
objective of this study is to find ways to take advantage of the presence 
of a separated lane to create travel time advantages and reliability 
improvements for small package and local delivery trucks. 
The Evolution of Houston's Express Bus System 
14. Jeff Arndt discussed the evolution of the express bus services in 
Houston associated with the development of the HOV lanes. He 
described the initial bus services operated with the 1-45 contraf low HOV 
lane demonstration project, the implementation of more extensive 
services as the HOV lane system developed, and the integrated bus 
system in operation today. 
15. The 1-45 North contraflow lane demonstration project was 
implemented in 1979. The bus service initiated with the contraflow lane 
focused on downtown Houston. Bus service was constrained by very 
limited access. There was no direct access to and from park-and-ride 
lots, which limited service flexibility. The concept of premium service, 
which included over-the-road coaches and other enhancements, was 
initiated with the contrafiow lane. This initial authorized vehicle lane 
(AVL) concept with a focus on downtown Houston evolved into an HOV 
systems approach. 
16. Bus services were expanded as other HOV lanes were implemented. 
The design of the HOV lanes included direct connector ramps from 
major park-and-ride lots and transit centers. Service was expanded to 
non-downtown destinations, such as Uptown and Greenway Plaza. 
Direct service to these areas was provided from some park-and-ride lots, 
while connecting service from downtown or other transit centers was 
used in other cases. 
17. The continued development of the HOV lane system provided more 
flexibility in service. Direct non-CBD services continued to be expanded. 
Commuter route connections at transit centers were also implemented. 
In addition, a few two-way ramps were developed. Limited off-peak 
service was provided on some routes. 
18. The Houston experience highlights some lessons to be shared with 
other areas. First, the 2+ occupancy level caused some of the HOV 
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lanes to become congested, degrading the travel time savings and trip-
time reliability for buses and bus riders. Second, the system changed 
from trained and tested users to any traveler meeting the occupancy 
requirement. Over time there has been some erosion of transit 
incentives and vanpooling has diminished. Recently, there has been a 
focus on new users. The QuickRide program, which allows two-person 
carpools to use the 1-10 West and the US 290 HOV lanes during the 3+ 
period for a fee, has been in operation for approximately five years. 
19. The current transit system in Houston represents a maturing service 
network. Transit centers provide connections for shuttle services, 
neighborhood circulation services, and commuter routes using the HOV 
lanes. There is also a connection to MetroRail, the new LRT line. 
20. Currently, some 104 mites of HOV lanes are in operation in six 
freeway corridors in Houston. The system also includes 25 park-and-ride 
lots and 17 transit centers. In December 2004, some 37,400 daily 
vehicle trips were made on the 1-IOU lanes accounting for approximately 
116,000 person trips. A total of 32,415 parking spaces were available at 
the park-and-ride lots, with approximately 17,126 parked vehicles on a 
daily basis. 
Bus Rapid Transit Studies in the State of Maryland 
21. Robert Boot discussed BAT studies and projects in Maryland. He 
described the main characteristics of BAT, summarized current BAT 
studies and projects in Maryland, and identified potential issues with 
implementing BRT. 
22. There are a number of factors influencing the consideration of BRT 
in communities throughout the world. BRT has lower upfront costs than 
other fixed guideway modes and can be implemented relatively quickly. 
BRT provides the opportunity to take advantage of underutilized rights-
of-way. BAT provides operating flexibility and a way to increase transit 
ridership in select corridors. Local busways can also use portions of the 
dedicated BAT transitway. 
23. BRT is being considered in Maryland to help respond to increases in 
travel demand, limited resources, and transportation needs. The new 
governor and his administration examined future transportation needs 
and options. The study, Bus Rapid Transit: Flexibility by Design, Offering 
Mobility Options for Maryland, completed by the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MOOT) notes that BAT combines the service and quality 
of rail with the flexibility of buses. 
24. The 2004 Maryland Transportation Plan focuses on the goals of 
efficiency, mobility, safety and security, productivity and quality. The plan 
includes numerous strategies for addressing mobility needs. 
Consideration is given to BRT as a viable alternative to provide realistic 
solutions to customer needs in corridors throughout the state. It includes 
active consideration of BRT on managed highway lanes to lower vehicle-
related emissions and to improve regional air quality while providing 
viable new transportation alternatives to Maryland's commuters. 
25. BAT projects in Maryland include the Red Line in Baltimore, the 
Green Line in Baltimore, the 1-270/US 15 Corridor, and the Bi-County 
Transitway. Planning for the Red Line in Baltimore started in 2000. The 
project originated from the first comprehensive planning effort in nearly 
40 years. In March 2003, the Baltimore Region Transit Plan was 
completed and adopted. The plan serves as a guide for the expansion of 
the Baltimore transit system. 

AR00003269 



26. A number of issues had to be addressed with the Red Line project. 
There was community sensitivity related to possible impacts on property 
values and environmental concerns. Available right-of-way was limited in 
many parts of the corridor. There were also concerns about operating 
BRT in downtown Baltimore without taking an existing traffic lane. 
27. The Green Line in Baltimore also originated from the 2003 Baltimore 
Region Transit Plan. Potential issues with the Green Line included the 
preservation of green space along the roadway, as an existing grass 
median is the proposed location for the BRT. Determining potential 
station locations and existing density and ridership are other potential 
issues. 
28. The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is proposed in the 1-270/US 15 
corridor. The corridor stretches from the Shady Grove Metro Station in 
the south to Briggs Ford Road in the north. The corridor includes both 
Montgomery and Frederick Counties. The COT alignment was identified 
in county master plans in the 1970s. In 1994, a Major Investment Study 
(MIS) was initiated. Public meetings and workshops were held in 1995 
through 1997 as part of this process. The MIS recommended 
alternatives for a detailed planning study. Informational public workshops 
were held in 2001 and focus group meetings were conducted in 2001 
and 2002. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was 
completed in 2002 and location/design public hearings were held. Public 
information meetings on express toll lanes (ETLs) were held in 2004 and 
minimization options refinements were completed. 
29. The Si-County Transitway project was first identified in the 
Montgomery County Feasibility Studies in the 1980s related to the 
County's purchase of the Georgetown Branch railroad right-of-way. A 
transitway/trail was included in the County Master Plans. In 1996 the 
MTA completed the Georgetown Branch Transitwayfirail MIS/DEIS and 
the 2002 Capital Beltway/Purple Line Study was conducted. Possible 
issues with the Bi-County Transitway include potential community and 
environmental impacts. The jurisdiction in the area has different 
preferences. Connections with existing Metrorail service may also be a 
concern. 
30. There are some general issues that may need to be addressed with 
all the 13RT projects. The first issue is the public perception of buses, 
which still seems to be lower than other transit modes. A second 
potential issue is balancing a quality system with possible impacts, 
including community impacts related to limited right-of-way. Third, there 
may be a perception that BRT is not conducive to transit oriented 
development. There may also be short-term and tong-term 
implementation concerns. 
Virtual Exclusive Busways (VESs) 
31. Robert Poole described the virtual exclusive busway concept. He 
reviewed the early development of NOV lanes, which included a major 
focus on buses. He discussed how managed lanes and pricing can 
provide a virtual exclusive busway. He recognized the assistance of Ted 
Balaker of the Reason Foundation with the study and the presentation. 
32. Value pricing makes it feasible to realize the promise of exclusive 
busways by providing high-speed, high-frequency bus service that is 
sustainable on a long-term basis. in the real world of limited funding, 
however, there is a need to re-think how special-purpose lanes are 
used. 
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33. Some HOV lanes began as busways. FHWA/UMTA policy in the 
1970s supported busways. There are only a few exclusive busways 
today, however. These facilities include the Lincoln Tunnel XBL, the 
Pittsburgh busways, the Miami busway, the Seattle bus tunnel, and 
surface-street busways in Las Vegas and Orlando. 
34. Concerns about low use with bus-only lanes fed to allowing HOVs. 
The Shirley Highway busway demonstration project started as buses, 
vanpoois, and 4+ HOVs in 1973. The occupancy requirement was 
lowered to 3+ in 1989. The Los Angeles El Monte Busway on the San 
Bernardino Freeway in Los Angeles was opened to 3+ carpools in 1976. 
The 1-10 West HOV lane in Houston began with a carpool definition of 
4+. This requirement was lowered to 3+ and then to 2+. Nationwide, the 
percentage of commuters who carpool has declined since 1980. The 
lane miles of HOV facies have increased during this same time period. 
35. A significant percentage of carpools are formed with family 
members. This trend was identified in Commuting in America II. Recent 
surveys in San Francisco, southern California, southeast Wisconsin, and 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, indicate that family-based carpools account for 
between 33 percent and 67 percent of total carpools. 
36. it appears that vanpooling has been hurt by carpool preference. The 
time-savings realized by HOVs is reduced when the lanes are filled with 
2+ carpools. Also a larger time savings is needed to offset the time cost 
of assembling a vanpooi. Vanpooling is a highly cost-effective mode. 
The cost recovery ratio of vanpools sponsored by public transportation 
agencies throughout the country range from a low of 30 percent to a 
high of 117 percent. The overall average of nine vanpool programs was 
80 percent. Vanpools are also energy-efficient. Vanpools have the 
lowest British Thermal Unit (BTU) per passenger mile of transit modes 
and personal automobiles. 
37. BAT in HOV lanes is not sustainable. At the 2+ vehicle-occupancy 
level HOV lanes become congested and travel time savings and trip time 
reliability to transit is lost. There may not be enough demand at a 3+ 
vehicle-occupancy level and an HOV lane may suffer from the empty-
lane syndrome. There is no way to fine tune occupancy as you cannot 
have a 2.7 vehicle-occupancy requirement. 
38. Value pricing offers precise control. The 1-15 HOT lane uses quasi-
real-time variable pricing. The 91 Express Lanes use a fine-tuned rate 
schedule, with periodic adjustments. The Express Lanes carry 49 
percent of peak traffic with 33 percent of the lane capacity. Both facilities 
offer reliable high speeds during rush hours. 
39. The virtual exclusive busway (VEB) concept would use value-priced 
lanes or networks. Pre-defined capacity would be reserved for buses 
and super-HOVs. The remaining capacity would be sold through value 
pricing. 
40. An example of VEB capacity highlights how the concept would work. 
First, the capacity of a lane is approximately 1,700 vehicles per lane per 
hour. Second, space would be allocated for 60 buses per hour, which is 
the equivalent of 120 personal vehicles an hour. The remaining available 
capacity in the lane is 1,580 vehicles an hour. A percentage of this 
capacity would be allocated to vanpoofs and super-HOVs. The 
remaining capacity would be allocated to paying customers. 
41. The managed lanes project on 1-10 West in Houston provides a VEB 
prototype. The project represents a partnership among Houston 
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METRO, TxDOT, and HCTRA. The four new managed lanes in the 
center of the expanded freeway will use value pricing. HCTRA is helping 
the fund the lanes and will operate them. METRO is guaranteed 65 
buses and hour and 25 percent of capacity for buses and HOVs. A LOS 
C will be maintained using pricing and occupancy controls. 
42. The 1-10 West managed lanes highlight the benefits to transit of this 
approach. Although METRO will not receive any toll revenues, it will be 
able to operate 65 buses an hour, which is above current service levels. 
FTA approval was granted based on maintaining a LOS C. A 3+ 
occupancy requirement will be used for carpools to travel for free. All of 
these elements are covered in a MOU. A VEB can facilitate region-wide 
express bus/BRT service. A regional network would require construction 
of new lanes and flyovers. These major capital costs would be paid out 
of to revenues. 
43. A VEB network provides a cost-effective approach. The cost of a 
500-lane-mile VES network has been estimated at $2 billion-to-$3 billion 
in the Reason Foundation studies. In comparison, FTA data indicates 
the cost of a 250 route-mile light rail system is $31 billion and the cost of 
a 250 route-mile heavy rail system is $38 billion. In addition, the VEB 
guideway would not depend on FTA funding. 
44. Managed lanes are being considered in a number of metropolitan 
areas through the country. Some changes in policies are needed for 
VEB networks. First, there must be clear FTA policy approving HOV to 
HOT conversions. Second, managed lanes need to be defined as 
"guideways in Section 5302 of Title 49. Third, VEB or VES networks 
need to be considered an alternative in new starts evaluations. Finally, 
VEBs should be made eligible for New Starts funding for buses, stations, 
and park-and-ride facilities. 
45. Exclusive busways are key to competitive express bus/BRT. 
Exclusive busways are too costly and are wasteful of capacity. VES is 
feasible with value pricing and with agency cooperation. VES can 
provide a win-win situation for transit agencies, motorists, and state 
departments of transportation. 
Section 5 Why buses are better 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. There's a missing factor in the formula pushing a 5-billion dollar rail 
system into our suburbs, and this traffic solution is doomed to fail without 
it. The simple truth is that a rail transit system requires a dense 
residential pattern to make it work, which we do not have on Oahu. This 
crucial relationship between transportation and land use has not yet 
been properly addressed. 
2. The often-cited description of Honolulu conjured up by rail proponents 
as a dense, linear city ideal for rail is a myth. Our biggest transit 
problem is that Oahu's settlement pattern of single-family homes in 
suburban subdivisions is too dispersed for rail to be effective. If we build 
the rail line and don't change the way we build new housing this system 
will be a colossal disaster. How many people right now live within 
walking distance of any likely stations? Not nearly enough to support rail 
rapid transit. 
3. When you look around the world at successful rail transit systems you 
see they are in cities with medium and high density housing where 
people can walk to the station and then walk to their work place at the 
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other end. A global trend in city planning is creation of the urban village, 
both in the city center and in the fringes with construction of new towns. 
Such increased housing density could enhance quality of life by 
developing a village atmosphere and supporting our need for close-knit 
communities where people interact, unlike today's isolated 
neighborhoods. Shops, restaurants, entertainment, jobs, schools, mass 
transit, and other enjoyable urban amenities would be easily accessed in 
a more dense community if it is properly planned. 
4. There is a causal relationship between our problems of unaffordable 
housing and congested traffic, because we have spent years building 
the wrong kind of homes in the wrong places, covering our landscape 
with big, expensive houses, generating suburban sprawl that has 
produced tremendous traffic problems. These unattended problems will 
only grow worse if we are distracted with an ineffective, fixed rail 
pipedream. Jumping into a rail commitment at this point is just not going 
to work. 
5. Consider how someone living in a single-family suburban home would 
have to get to work on rail; walk to a bus stop, wait for the bus, ride to 
the rail, walk to the platform, wait, board, ride, walk from the rail to 
another bus stop, wait, board, ride, walk to work; then do the same thing 
in reverse going home. Who is going to put up with this? Most who are 
supporting rail probably would not ride it -- but hope in vain that others 
will, to make more room on the roads for the rest of us. 
6. There are better transportation alternatives which could provide faster 
relief and perhaps eventually evolve into a rail system. One obvious 
strategy is to vastly expand our bus system. We need more buses, 
exclusive lanes, frequent service, additional routes, express lines, better 
connections and lower fares. Our present bus system is often claimed 
to be one of the nation's best, which is another myth that stands in the 
way of true solutions. It can be drastically improved. 
7. Extensive road construction will be needed, including some elevated 
busways, bus stations, 
8. underpasses at busy intersections, more use of contraflow and other 
management improvements. In the future, if bus utilization grows heavy 
enough, this system of elevated structures and exclusive bus lanes 
could be converted to rail, which would ultimately have more capacity; 
but it would be a mistake to attempt a transition directly to rail at this 
point when we are not yet ready. 
9. Why not just build the rail now along with the higher density housing 
to go with it? That would be nice if we could trust the brilliance of our 
politicians and private land developers to do the right thing, but with their 
sorry record of land use planning we must not be gullible. This new kind 
of housing approach needs to be demonstrated with real results and in 
tha meantime it can be supported with an expanded bus system which 
can evolve into rail transit. 
10. Unfortunately, our misguided state legislature passed a flawed bill 
last session that prohibits expenditures of new transit revenues on road 
improvements. How can the city now tell us with a straight face that all 
transportation alternatives are currently being given fair consideration? 
This state legislation could be changed, but given past performance, the 
outlook is bleak. 
11. Our former mayor was probably on the right track with his BRT plans 
using modern buses driving on exclusive lanes and circulating in existing 
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streets. A well-planned bus service could pick you up near home, bring 
you to a bus station where one transfer would put you on a bus that is 
going close to the final destination, riding on exclusive lanes that will be 
free from traffic. Commuters could also drive to transit stations at 
regional shopping malls, park for the day and catch an express bus 
direct to their destination. The whole island can benefit from this 
approach rather than one narrow leeward corridor. Another promising 
technology is creation of high-occupancy toll lanes, but the city studies 
are also ignoring this option. 
12. At the same time we can be preparing ourselves for a•future rail 
system by building new housing in well-planned, medium and high-
density apartments -- which can be affordable and very beautiful when 
done right. Clustered villages can be created with a mix of townhouses 
and highrise apartments that could support neighborhood shopping, 
entertainment and other urban amenities. These clusters could be 
developed in the urban core as well as carefully-selected regions of the 
island. It can happen, but it will require a serious community dialogue 
and basic transformation in the way we build housing, requiring a 
prohibition on most new single-family houses and active government 
involvement in consolidating small private parcels for larger planned 
communities through aggressive use of eminent domain. 
13. Let's not be railroaded into paying for a premature, expensive rail 
system that will take forever to build at great inconvenience and won't 
work. At this time and for the foreseeable future rail is a luxury that we 
are not ready for and cannot afford. Imagine ten years of disruptive 
construction for a massive elevated train that hardly anyone in our 
lifetimes is going to use, leaving the rest of us stuck in gridlock and our 
children permanently unable to find affordable housing. We can do 
better. 
Section 6 Rail Will Fail: HOT Lanes are Better. 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. ENVIRONMENT: An elevated train running through the heart of our 
city would be an environmental blight on Honolulu. Elevated tracks 
would be ugly, running through downtown and eventually Waikiki, 
defacing our beautiful city and damaging our tourist industry. The 
elevated guide-way will destroy views for tourists and residents, along 
the way. Managed Lanes would also be elevated through part of the 
Leeward corridor to avoid the bottlenecks, but would come down to 
ground level in Iwilei before reaching downtown, and would not cross the 
heart of town as an elevated monster. 
2. The city's own proiection is for traffic to be far worse, with rail, than it 
is today, so since rail will not solve the problem, why should we pay for 
it, and what should we do instead? Yes, rail transit would have a 
dedicated right-of-way above the congested traffic, but so would the 
express bus system on a fixed guideway, or "HOT Lanes," (High-
occupancy and toll lanes) which can operate tar more efficiently at lower 
cost than rail, with a mix of express buses, carpools and toll-paying cars, 
providing faster service from many origins directly to many destinations. 
Reversible HOT Lanes would be far superior to rail for Oahu for all the 
following reasons. 
3. EXPRESS: Buses can utilize a guideway better than rail because 
buses can pick people up in our dispersed communities and drive 
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directly onto the guideway, quickly reaching the destination non-stop and 
without transfer. Buses do not need stations on the guideway, for they 
would use regionel bus stations that people could easily get to. Train 
stations will not have such versatile access and will not be close to our 
dispersed, existing residences. 
4. SPEED: Trains stops at every station along the line, like riding an 
elevator up a 30-story building and stopping at every floor. The city's 
official speed estimate for Honolulu rail service is an average of 23 mph, 
which is far less than the 60 mph an express bus can expect on an 
exclusive elevated lane. Because of higher speed and fewer transfers, 
bus will attract more riders than rail and more effectively reduce traffic 
congestion. With this higher bus ridership, the cost per rider of bus 
would be lower than rail, which will undoubtedly fail to attract any large 
number of users. 
5. TRANSFERS: Rail riders would have to transfer many times on the 
daily round-trip, as in this likely journey: a) travel from home to a bus 
stop, wait for the bus, b) ride the bus, c) walk from the bus to rail, wait 
for the train, d) ride the rail, e) walk from rail to bus, wait for the bus, f) 
ride the bus, g) walk to reach destination. Then returning, everything is 
in reverse: h) walk to bus stop, wait for bus, I) ride bus to rail, j) walk 
from bus to train, wait for train, k) ride train, I) walk from rail to bus, then 
wait for the bus, m) ride bus, n) travel from bus stop to home. (14 travel 
segments, including 4 transfers) Studies have shown that people hate 
to transfer. 
6. CONGESTION: Rail service will do nothing to reduce traffic 
congestion: the city study shows that current over-capacity on H-1 peak 
hours is 6%, and by 2030 over capacity will be at 31% with the rail in 
place. Buses and vanpoois on free-flowing HOT lanes could reduce 
traffic by 20-25 percent. The city's own studies show rail would only 
remove 2% of trips from the roads. 
7. UTILIZATION: Extra space on the fixed guideway can be used by 
other vehicles, particularly vanpools and car-pools. If there is available 
space, some additional vehicles can pay tolls (collected electronically, 
without cars having to stop) and the tolls can pay for much or all of the 
transit system. The amount of traffic would be regulated to allow 
maximum capacity without congestion, enabling full utilization of the 
guideway space unlike rail, whose expensive tracks would be empty 
most of the time. We will get the most bang for our buck. 
8. CAPACITY: Surprisingly, an exclusive bus lane can easily carry more 
passengers than a rail line. Five-hundred buses an hour, carrying 25,000 
seated passengers, enter the New York City main bus station daily on 
one dedicated bus lane. The maximum capacity estimated for Honolulu's 
proposed rail is 10,000 people per hour. A good bus lane has a 
maximum capacity of 1,000 buses an hour, carrying 50,000 seated 
passengers! High-capacity busways on dedicated lanes operate in 
Newark, Los Angeles, San Diego, Washington, D.C., Curitiba, Bogota, 
Brisbane, Ottawa, Port-of-Spain and elsewhere, as this technology gains 
increasing traction. 
9. UNIONS: Unionized rail workers can hold the city hostage as shown 
by recent metro strikes in Paris, London and New York. Bus unions 
don't have as much leverage because people can ride private buses, 
use carpools, pay tolls and still drive the HOT lanes. Rail service is 
provided by a monopoly, while a busway could carry buses of different 
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companies providing competitive service. Rail construction is by non-bid 
single-source contract, vulnerable to political manipulation, unlike road-
building which is open to many bidders. 
10. BREAKDOWNS: Busways can be built more quickly than rail and 
can readily be repaired in an emergency. Rail structures cannot rapidly 
be replaced or repaired if damaged. Buses and other vehicies can drive 
around a disabled bus. All trains come to a halt if there is a disabled train 
on the track. Busways-HOT can accommodate emergency vehicles and 
provide an evacuation/alternate route in the event of another September 
5th "Black Tuesday' freeway closure. 
11. COST: The price of constructing the rail system is astronomical, 
probably reaching $6 billion by the time all the cost over-runs are paid 
for, compared with less than $1 billion for elevated HOT Lanes, despite 
the city's absurd claim of nearly $3 billion for "managed lanes." A similar 
system in Tampa was built for $300 million. Rail would end up costing 
each family of four about $24,000, even though only a few percent of the 
population would ever use it. We estimate construction cost per rider at 
$120,000 with daily operational subsidy of $15. The Federal 
Government Accountability Office has compared operating costs, and 
the majority of cities have lower operating costs for their Bus Rapid 
Transit systems than for their light rail systems. HOT Lanes also save 
money by making better of our existing streets as feeder lanes for high-
capacity buses, plus we benefit from free labor and equipment supplied 
by drivers of HOV vehicles and toll-paying autos. Buses can be more 
easily replaced as technology improves. There are hybrid and natural 
gas buses whereas rail hogs electricity, involves large energy 
transmission loses and will require construction of a new electrical power 
plant. 
12. QUALITY: Some people assume buses provide inferior service, but 
buses of any quality can readily be bought: Luxury buses can be offered 
for those who prefer to pay more, less-expensive ones for those who 
prefer to save money. The main quality consideration for commuters is 
the time it takes to make the journey buses are quicker and easier 
than rail, plus you are more likely to get a seat rather than stand. 
13. TOLLS: Critics claim that toll roads set up a system geared to those 
who can afford the tolls, and ignore those who cannot. Federal surveys 
show that in the places with HOT lanes the public approves of them 
across all income groups. Those with lower incomes approve of them 
because a) it reduces traffic congestion on nearby freeways at no cost to 
those not using HOT lanes, and h) it provides reliability to make those 
important appointments, which we all have regardless of income. If you 
are running late, paying $4 to jump on the HOT lanes and get there on 
time can easily be worth it. Without HOT Lanes, travelers will pay a toll 
anyway for a ticket if they ride a rail, or in wasted time if they drive stuck 
in congested freeway lanes. Affordable express bus service will be 
enhanced. 
14. CARS: Some charge that HOT lanes encourage rather than 
discourage car use, but HOT lanes are not freeways and their toil 
charges do not encourage auto travel. Adding a lane will not increase 
the number of cars on the road, for that is controlled by the number of 
jobs at destinations -- just like adding a maternity hospital does not 
increase the number of babies, it just makes it easier for them to arrive. 
HOT Lanes are primarily mass transit for express buses and carpools, 
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which will lure drivers away from single-occupant cars. 
15. DENSITY: Rail transit relies on high-density residential patterns to 
support it, with most riders living in high-rise apartments along the route, 
while the HOT lane can be easily reached by people living in more 
dispersed communities like we have on Oahu. Rail planners envision 
social engineering on a grand scale to force new housing into dense 
"TOD" patterns near stations (Transit Oriented Development). Such rail 
stations are magnets for crime. We do not have this density along the 
proposed route, nor do we have the population size. The smallest 
American city with heavy rail, Cleveland, has twice our population. 
Increased residential densities can make sense for the environment, but 
they can be better supported by a well-planned bus system that will 
allow more flexible distribution of settlements. In this way communities 
can grow in a natural way with different densities in various locations, 
increasing the opportunities for affordable housing and mixed-use 
neighborhoods with shops and jobs nearby, rather than congested - 
housing along one narrow rail line. Rail lines are fixed and cannot 
respond to changes in employment and land use, whereas bus service 
can be rerouted and shifted over time to correspond with Oahu's 
changing transportation needs. 
16. BIASED STUDIES: The city's Alternatives Analysis failed to provide 
any examination of the HOT Lane alternative, only vaguely considering 
"managed lame with a superficial and biased approach: The projected 
costs were grossly exaggerated, provided no access ramps along the 
route, included 6200, 	unnecessary parking stalls, offered dubious 
ridership forecasts, had excessive $6 toll, removed the existing HOV 
zipper lane, resulting in a net of only one new lane, and then added the 
burden of stations on the busway - but no stations are required. 
17. POLITICS: Unfortunately the city administration is completely close-
minded about this critical issue and is determined to push rail at all 
costs. The city administration's biased EIS process is giving no 
consideration to the HOT Lane option. The city has pretended to listen 
to the public with superficial community meetings, biased transit 
symposiums and rigged advisory panels, but all these phony efforts 
have been a farce that were selling rail and manipulating public opinion 
rather than honestly listening to alternative viewpoints. 
Section 7 transit debate 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. There is no room on the ground to relieve the Leeward situation if 
you don't accept elevated you are out of the discussion. Buses can 
utilize this guideway better than rail because: buses can pick people up 
in our dispersed communities and drive directly onto the guideway 
without transfer. An expanded bus system would utilize regional bus 
stations, mostly in existing shopping/parking areas, that people could get 
to by a) driving, b) walking, c) shuttle bus, d) bicycle or moped. Train 
stations will not have such versatile access modes, nor will they be as 
close to our dispersed, existing residences. 

2. Modern, express 3-piece articulated buses can carry 150 people. 
Again, as below, it comes down to ridership — the bus reaches out to 
more places so will attract more riders, rail will fail due to lack of 
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customers, so that rail driver who could be pulling 300 people is stuck on 
empty, especially in off-peak hours. Bicycles can be easily 
accommodated on board. 

3. Oahu needs considerable provision of new services, based on-
regional bus stations people can reach as detailed above, and from 
those stations there will be express buses which drive in from the suburb 
mixed with reasonable traffic, then enter the guideway at the Hl-H2 
merge in Waipahu, flying over the congestion non-stopl Please look at 
the proposed travel times projected for rail-they are worse than driving 
through the congestion. Don't project current bus conditions into our 
future, which will be a much different system. 
4. The express bus can reach town without stopping every mite at a 
station, 10 miles in 10 minutes, much faster than 
5. These new buses will be a different mode altogether because they will 
have true express lanes, so don't compare it to the present situation. 
Bus =10 minutes; rail BO minutes, Check the city's alternative 
analysis charts. 
6. The biggest rail handicap is transfers. A) leave home, b) travel to rail 
by bus - no-one lives in walking distance of proposed stations, which will 
have no parking c) walk from bus to rail station d) ride rail e) depart rail 
station and probably transfer again to reach destination. Then in the 
afternoon, f) g) h) i) j) do the same things again to get home.- 
7. The big problems are the walk, the climb, the walk, the wait, the walk, 
etc. 
8. Cost difference is a major factor. $6 billion for rail versus $2 billion for 
bus guideway construction. Look to Tampa, which built a 6-mile 3-lane, 
elevated viaduct for 300 million last year. This is not rocket science. It is 
just possible that tolls could pay for the whole thing. 
9. Many other communities are building HOT lanes for bus, vanpools 
and toll-paying cars, but comparisons with other places is very 
misleading and therefore, dangerous. While we can learn many general 
principles from studying other places, direct equation with cities such as 
Vancouver, which is often pointed to by our Council and Administration 
as a model for us, are inappropriate because we are unique and must 
deal with our special situation in our own way. For example, population 
in greater Vancouver metropolitan area is 2.1 million people and 
skyrocketing along at 6.5% annual growth, compared to .9 million in 
Honolulu, growing at only .7% annually. Furthermore, Vancouver is a 
leader in "smart growth" with major development of high density housing 
downtown to the point where nearly as many commuters leave 
downtown in the morning as arrive. 
10. Operational costs that theoretically tip in favor of rail assume that rail 
succeeds in attracting customers, which I seriously doubt - whereas 
express buses can, and those bus service levels can be easily adjusted 
to meet demands, unlike rail where the empty trains must keep on 
rolling, throwing good money after bad. 

11. The old BAT was a ridiculous plan, taking away existing lanes for 
buses from a city that already is last in the nation for lanes per-capita. 
BRT was preposterous. Don't compare our current proposals to Harris, 
or to anywhere else, Those arguments ring hollow and suggest you 
have no real case if you have to go after straw men, 
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12. Of course, you realize our electricity comes from fossil fuels, 
petroleum no less. The rail will be an energy hog, requiring power 20 
hours every day. Sus and HOV vehicles are evolving as we speak, soon 
running on alternative fuels. BTU per-capita of rail versus car is 
surprisingly close, and with new technology, free-flowing autos will soon 
pass rail in efficiency and again, a well-planned bus system of the type 
we are suggesting will run energy circles around the empty train. When 
the bus or vehicle is not in use, zero energy and emissions. Rail, all the 
time, empty, stopped, or going, is burning and polluting. 

13. In addition, there are many other arguments for a HOT lane 
guideway. It can be utilized by vanpcols and carpools. It can also be 
used by oars paying tolls to help fund it, perhaps only in the early years 
while HOV occupancy builds. After 5 or 10 years, if HOV service 
demands, cars could be excluded, but in the meantime tolls have helped 
pay for the system. All these vehicles can be properly dispersed at the 
town end with adequate off-ramps and some new parking facilities 
(connected to work places by shuttle service). 
14. Sensible urban planning can devise a settlement pattern of new 
housing built in medium densities, new towns, that will encourage use of 
bus transit. Rail, on the hand, would seem to require high-density, high-
rise, air-conditioned, expensive, un-Hawaiian housing, the so-called 
TOD, transit oriented development, which has not been working out well 
in several mainland communities, including Portland. 
15. Getting people to use rail requires major social engineering, 
changing people's behavior and housing preferences, which is nearly 
impossible. This new generation of rail riders would either have to live 
walking distance from a station, in expensive, high-density clusters, or 
get to the train via transfer, and transfer again at destination. The 
psychological cost of time spent during transfer is much higher than that 
of time spent sitting in a vehicle. Less social engineering is needed to 
get people onto an effective bus or vanpool system, because it can pick 
them up closer to existing homes and get them to destinations with 
fewer transfers. New housing of transit-friendly medium density will ba 
more acceptable to people than air-conditioned, expensive, crowded 
skyscraper condos. 
Section 8 City Myths on Rail Transit These are responses to public 
statements made by city officials: 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. This memo presents a rebuttal to various incorrect statements made 
by Honolulu government officials about the supposed advantages of rail. 
Our basic complaint is that the city keeps claiming rail would better serve 
our community than alternatives, such as HOT Lanes (High Occupancy 
and Toil Lanes), using incorrect information that misleads the public. 
2. Main myths "Rail, if you compare it to a busway or a bus system, is 
head and shoulders above something like that (busway) in terms of 1. 
speed, 2. capacity, 3. reliability, 4. safety, 5&6.capital cost, even, 
operating and maintenance costs, 7_ pollution, there's no comparison, 
there's no comparison. 8. Honolulu needs to move, I would say, 200 to 
300 thousand people a day and only one kind of system would do it and 
that's a high-speed, high-capacity, rail system and that is why I am so in 
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favor of it." 
3. Speed? The city's alternatives analysis shows that for the 19 miles 
from Kapolei to Downtown it's going to take 65 minutes by train. That's 
20 miles per hour. He's saying 19 miles in 65 minutes. The alternatives 
analysis, that's the official assessment of what it will take with the rail 
line. Trains stop at every station, which is like elevators in thirty-story 
buildings stopping at every floor. This makes the trains quite slow. For 
example, from Kapolei to Downtown, a distance of 19 miles, the journey 
by train is forecast by the City's Alternatives Analysis 
http:11www.hoholulutransit.com/rnore_infofiibrary/filestAftemtives_Analysi 
s_Chapteraio End.pdi ) 
(page 3-11) to take 49 minutes if you drive to the station or 65 minutes if 
you walk/bus to the station 
http://www.honolulutransit.corn/moreinfo/library/files/Altemtives  Analyst 
s_Chapter3 _to Encl.pdf This agrees with federal government data
showing urban transittrains averaging only 23.5 mph. There is no 
"whoosh" with trains. On the other hand, buses on uncongested High-
Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes will average 60 mph and then 15-20 mph in 
normal traffic. it does not take much of the journey to be done on the 
HOT lanes to get an average speed far higher than a train. 

4. The capacity of the projected rail line is 6,000 riders per hour in the 
peak direction with an ability to expand that to 10,000 per hour 
maximum. We can compare that to New Jersey's 1-495 single bus lane 
carrying 32,600 passengers per hour. In the face of that, it is ridiculous 
to discuss a two-lane HOT lanes facility, giving priority to buses, not 
having the capacity of a rail line. The Parson Corp. HOV Facilities 
Manual says of rail and busways that, "Both modes can serve the 
person carrying capacity needs of about any corridor in North America." 
During the non-peak hours there'll be too much capacity if it's a rail. 
You'll have a 300-person vehicle rumbling through mostly empty every 
6-10 minutes, whereas a common express bus can be coming through 
using far less energy and even more frequently or less frequently, as 
needed. www.honolulutraffic.com/passperhour.htm  
5. Myth 3: Reliability? The biggest problem with rail transit is strikes (and 
suicides). Strikes are a major headache for rail transit users in the 
mainland because every so often they go on strike. They'll be out days 
on end, it takes them so much longer to get ridership back up to where it 
was after a strike. If you were to put in a rail system, whatever union is 
controlling the train is going to have an immense amount of power over 
the city. When a rail car breaks down the entire system will cease 
functioning, perhaps for days, causing major inconvenience. 
6. Myth 4: Safety? Gangs, graffiti and crime around train stations. It's a 
magnet for this kind of stuff. Safe? All rail systems have to have transit 
police. Vancouver, San Francisco, Washington, etc... rail systems have 
transit police. We don't have transit police on our bus system. Are police 
accounted for in the alternatives analysis as part of the budget? No, 
they're not mentioned. We've brought that up. it's an issue. It's 
expensive. When they put in the blue (rail) line in LA the eventual bill 
turned out to be millions of dollars a year to put in a sufficient transit 
police in place to hold the crime down. 
7. Myth 5: Costs? Saying that the capital cost is less than the HOT lanes 
option (High Occupancy Toll) is also absurd. It's really laughable to say 
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that a simple, elevated highway built by the lowest bidder is going to cost 
more per mile than a non-bid, elevated rail line with trains, computers, 
transformer stations. Each station is 270 feet long, 50 feet wide with 
elevators, escalators, stairs and generators to pull the train to the closest 
station so that the people don't get stranded between stations in a power 
outage. There can be no comparison. How can they be so off on the 
cost? Well, they have consultants who boast about being cMythnt-
focused. In other words, they'll do whatever the cMythnt wants them to 
do. And the cMythnt wants them to show that HOT lanes are not 
competitive with rail. 
8. Myth 6: The city has exaggerated the cost for HOT lanes to $2.6 
BILLION. A comparable facility, the Tampa Expressway cost $400 
million. When you've got a facility built for 400 million you cannot justify 
one for 9 times that amount in Honolulu. The 400 million dollar one in 
Tampa - how long is it? About 12 miles but it's 3 lanes wide. The one 
that we propose is 2 lanes wide. The cost per mile of rail in Honolulu is 
estimated by the City to be the same as the Washington, D.C. Dulles 
extension. But the cost of a reversible expressway for HOT lanes is 
estimated by the City to be over five (5) times the actual built cost of an 
already built system in Tampa, Floridal 

9. Myth 7: Pollution? When cars are traveling at unoongested speeds, the 
pollution emissions are far less than on congested freeways. Speed up 
the auto traffic and we will get far less pollution, 
http://www.itre.ncsu.eduilTREmatn/research/docurnents/Ernissions_Red  
uction-TrafficMngt.pdf 
10. Efficient express buses that circulate in communities then drive onto 
HOT Lanes would attract more riders than rail, further reducing 
automobile usage and congestion. 
11. Myth 8: 250,000 riders? Currently, 7% of Oahu trips are by public 
transit. This would need to triple, to 20% to reach 250,000 riders, which 
has never happened anywhere in the U.S. or Canada. Nationally transit 
ridership share has been going down, way down, not up. At present only 
about 75,000 people per day use transit.2. It would mean increasing 
transit users by 300 percent when the population is only forecast to 
increase by 28 percent for 2005 to 2030. This means increasing transit's 
market share by 260 percent. Bearing in mind that no metro area in the 
country has increased the percentage of commuters using transit over 
any 20 years of Census taking Where is he getting his numbers? 
(ftp://ftp.abag.ca.gov/pub/mteicensus2000/JTW_Trends/PDF/FullReport . 
pdf ) (p. 4-.9). 
12. Myth 9: Energy? "Rail is better in terms of the energy 
consumption."Well-managed HOT Lanes can have a lower "carbon 
footprint generating less carbon dioxide, than rail. Bus riders will use a 
high-occupancy lane going non-stop at 60 mph. Cars on HOT lanes will 
go faster and take less time on the road. Cars on existing highways will 
benefit from reduced congestion. Everybody goes faster. Two HOT 
Lanes carry as many vehicles as four lanes of regular, congested traffic. 
HOT lanes do not get congested, so the traffic is free-flowing and more 
efficient. Energy use at 20mph is 25 percent greater than at 55-60 mph. 
See http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/driveHabits.shtml  for U.S. Dept. of 
Energy data. Construction of the rail line and huge stations would take 
an immense amount of energy. 
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13. Myth 10: Electricity? Ali of Honolulu's electricity is generated by 
burning petroleum, by far the highest level in the country, and yet the 
city's cost estimates for rail do not even include the expense of building 
a new power plant, let alone plans for one that runs on some new, un-
named technology. Battery-powered cars in the future wilt be charged 
overnight when electricity costs are at a a minimum, but rail would draw 
massive power during existing peak periods. The rail system will require 
huge amounts of electricity 20 hours every day, even if it is running 
empty. Each station will require its own emergency generator. 
14. Myth 11: Vancouver Skytrain is running a profit: "Last year it made 
2.72 million dollars." 
A profit? Vancouver's Skytrain is integrated financially with their buses, 
ferries, and other elements of public transportation. Fare revenues for 
Skytrain cannot be calculated since one ticket allows transfers between 
trains and buses. Their financial report does not break out separate tare 
revenues for Skytrain. Total subsidies for Translink were $236.7 million 
in 2006. Any talk of Skytrain making a profit is absurd. 
15. Myth 12: in Vancouver "last year car usage decreased by 5 billion 
kilometers (because of Skytrain)."The number of automobiles is actually 
increasing by 20,000 per year. This automobile growth is creating 
gridlock on Greater Vancouver's road network, which has had no 
significant improvements since the 1980s. In Vancouver, rising 
congestion reduces quality of life and increases costs. Population has 
grown by 750,000 people in the Vancouver region over the past 20 
years and is anticipated to grow to over three million by 2031. With a 
rapidly growing population twice our size, concentrated in well-planned 
urban densities, Vancouver makes a very poor comparison. Greater 
Vancouver residents consistently rate transportation as the number one 
issue in the region. 
16. Myth 13: No bus system can recover all its costs. Where do we 
start? Buenos Aires 15,000 buses are privately-owned and profitable. 
Atlantic City's 190 13-passenger buses are privately owned and 
profitable. Source. 
http://www.specialtyretallnet/issuesijanuary99/acretall.htm  Not only are 
Hong Kong's buses profitable and so are those of the rest of China. 
Source. http://www1.cei.gov.cnice/doc/cen3/200501201828.htm  
Throughout Asia and South America profitable bus systems abound. It is 
only through political choice that our bus system is subsidized by $140 
million annually. in 1971 our bus system was profitable, but then the City 
took it over and began operating ail kinds of unprofitable routes such as 
a trip completely around the island for $2. 
http://www.honolulutraffic.com/Pickrell_xv.pdf  
17. Myth 14 "Let's take Pittsburgh. They did both, an elevated busway 
and a light rail system. They projected 50,000 passengers a day for the 
busway. Their actual ridership today after seven years is 9,500 - one fifth 
of what they projected." The Federal Transit Administration's vvebsife 
shows that Pittsburgh's busways carry 52,000 riders per day - more than 
twice as much as carried by light rail. Source: 
http://wwwita.dot.gov/printeridendly/research_4289.html  
18. "For the light rail system they (Pittsburgh) projected 30,000 
passengers. Last year it was up to 27,000 riders, up 9.4 percent from the 
year before. So people are actually moving from buses to rail." 
19. Pittsburgh light rail makes its forecast? The official ridership forecast 
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was 90,500 riders per average weekday versus the actual ridership 
achieved of 30,600 - 66 percent less than forecast. Last year the riders 
were not up to 27,000 but rather down to 23,200, a significant decline 
from the 30,600 achieved in 1989. (Source: 
htto://www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/riderep/documents/06q41r.p  
df) National Transit Data Program. If we review the disaggregated 
ridership data for Pittsburgh from 1996, the earMythst available from 
APTA, to 2004, the last official data, we find that bus ridership declined 
slightly less than rail ridership during this period. More importantly, the 
U.S. Census shows that in 1980, before Pittsburgh built its new rail lines 
and busways, 106,200 Pittsburgh workers commuted using public 
transportation. That declined to 65,500 by the 2000 Census. This data 
is contained in the U.S. Department of Transportation report, Urban Rail 
Transit Projects: Forecast versus Actual Flidership and Cost (DOT-T-91- 
04), which shows the forecast (Source: National Transit Data Program at 
htto://www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/riderep/documents/05q4cr.p  
d f As for husways: Source: 
http://www.fta.doLgoviprinter_friendly/research_4289.htmlMoving from 
buses to rail? Source: http://www.apta.comiresearchistats/ridershio/  
Source: Journey to Work Trends in the U.S. & its Major Metropolitan 
Areas. (FHWA-EP-03-058) page 4-9. 
20, Myth 16: the public transit use is actually a 30% increase since 
1995" 
21. But the broad picture, according to U.S. Census data, shows that 
from 1990 to 2000 there was a decline in people using transit to 
commute. 
22. Myth 17: "We think the new (rail) riders is gonna be in the 
neighborhood of 30-40,000 riders.'' 
23. This claim is based on ridership forecast by the consulting firrn, 
Parsons Brinkerhoff, whose previous forecast for Honolulu were wildly 
inaccurate, grossly overestimating increases in bus riders when in reality 
we have seen ridership decreases. 

24. Myth 18: There is a balance of spending for various transportation 
projects in the coming decades: ''we're going to be spending about 3 1/2 
billion dollars in the next 25 years on highway improvements as well." 
25. But what kind of balance is this, spending nearly 200% more ($6 
Billion) or a rail project that might carry at best 10% of our riders? 

26. Myth 19: "We're projecting in some areas commute times to increase 
to three hours one-way." 
27. This is another scare tactic. The city's own Altarnative Analysis 
shows that the worst commute in the year 2030 if nothing is done, the 
no-build option, from Waianae to UH Manoa, would be 105 minutes, 
40% less than Mina's preposterous statement. 
28. Myth 20: In 1990 we did a...study which shows that even with a 
busway you'd have 60% of the people transferring....lt doesn't reduce 
transfers, it doesn't reduce transfers." 
29. This is another red herring. The 1990 busway survey was done as 
part of the EIS for the 1992 rail proposal, so again, the mayor talked to 
his cMythnt-focused planning company and told them to make rail look 
good and buses look bad. They came up with a grossly-over 
engineered busway designed with elevated stations on it and no ramps 
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coming down to the ground, so of course riders would have to transfer in 
such a poorly-designed system. But there is no need for bus stations up 
on an elevated busway. Instead, these bus stations belong in the 
community at ground level, perhaps at existing shopping centers and 
other busy gathering spots. One of the great advantages of an express 
bus system is that is will take riders from origin to destination with few if 
any transfers. 

30. Myth 21: Busways studied. Unfortunately the city has never included 
adequate busway ramps in its biased alternative analysis, yet has the 
nerve to criticize an engineer who has done such studies. Ramps are an 
important issue that illustrate the advantage of HOT lanes over the 
railroad. Ramps along a guideway allow buses to drive on or off and 
directly bring passengers where they are going without a transfer. 
BEYOND THE MYTHS: PROBLEMS WITH PROCESS and 
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING: 
31. The city administration is following dangerous, backwards planning 
techniques by proceeding with Preliminary Engineering before the 
technology has been chosen and before the Environmental Impact 
Study has baen done. Early in the process the Locally Preferred 
Alternative was determined by the City Council to be a "Fixed Guideway" 
without specifying what technology will travel on the guideway. It could 
be express bus, as some Councilmembers are advocating, or rail, or 
something else. 
32. The city's planning procedure is essentially backwards, conducting 
preliminary engineering before the EIS is done. Why did we spend 
millions on preliminary engineering before the environmental impact 
statement is approved? We are spending a lot of public money without 
really knowing what the system is and if the system fits. The normal 
next step after the alternative analysis, which has been partly concluded, 
is the EIS. Once you have an EIS that is approved and signed by the 
Governor, the Mayor and the Federal government, then you go into 
preliminary engineering. If for some reason we reject the EIS, the 
preliminary engineering could be useless. Thrown out the window. 
33. All of the above present serious concerns for Oahu taxpayers, who 
deserve true information, because we are the ones who would pay for it 
-- the largest public project in the history of Hawaii by far, costing the 
typical family of four about $24,000 to build and many more dollars to 
operate and maintain. Unfortunately the proposed rail would do little if 
anything to solve our traffic problems, but there are much better options. 
Contrary to what the Mayor publicly declares, rail is not a 'done deal.'' 
34. Our position is that we should instead build a new elevated structure 
for HOT lanes from the Leeward side that would be used by a mix of 
express buses and carpools that ride free, along with some toll-paying 
automobiles. The city has consistently failed to study HOT Lanes as an 
alternative, despite their many advantages, which include lower costs 
and much more efficiency than rail. 
Section 9 Rail Transit Daily Journey Segments 
Please address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. TRAIN TRANSFERS and WAITING: Transit studies have shown that 
people hate to transfer and wait. Rail riders would have to transfer 
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many times and stand around waiting on their daily round-trip, which 
would typically need 20 total daily segments: 
2. go to a bus stop 
3. wait for the bus 
4. ride a bus to the rail 
5. walk to the platform 
6. wait for train 
7. ride the rail making many stops 
8. walk from the rail to another bus stop 
9. wait 
10. ride a bus 
11. walk to work; 
a. same problems coming home. 
12. Even if we grant that some commuters can walk to work from the 
end station, they still require 14 daily segments. 
13. Those workers using a spur line to the airport will still have 20 
segments in this typical scenario: add to the 14 segments above the 6 
extra tit segments for an airport worker on the newly-proposed spur: 1) 
walk to connecting train 2) wait for train (up to 15 minutes wait) 3) ride 
train, same in reverse. 
14. On the other hand, express bus riders do not need many segments: 
Travel to a regional bus station, wait, ride non-stop to destination, walk 
to work. 4 components, same coming home. 
15. Regarding tourist use of rail: what tourist would ever haul their 
baggage so far -- to a train, walk a few blocks in a shopping mall to 
transfer to some trolley, then walk several blocks in Waikiki to their 
hotel? This mayor is spinning a fantasy right out of Alice in Wonderland. 
Section 10 Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain 
why you agree or disagree. 
Busway systems have the following advantages: 
1. Buses do not need stations on the busway, as they can collect and 

deposit. 
passengers close the origins and destinations of their trips, without 
passengers having to change modes. 
2. Space between buses can be used by other vehicles, particularly 

taxis and 
car-pools. If these vehicles pay tolls (which can be collected 
electronically, 
without oars having to stop) the tolls can pay for much or all of the 
transit 
system. 
3. Rail service is provided by a monopoly, generally unionized. A 
busway can 
carry buses of different companies providing competitive service. That 
unionized rail staff can cause problems is evident from the current rail 
strike in Paris. 
4. Bus systems have superior carrying capacity. Five-hundred buses an 

hour, 
carrying 25,000 seated passengers, enter the New York City main bus 

station 
daily on one dedicated bus lane. And a good traffic lane can 
accommodate over 
1,000 buses an hour, carrying 50,000 seated passengers! Rail services 
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cannot 
accommodate such high traffic volumes without forcing passengers to 

stand. 
5. Rai! services generally stop at each station along the line. Buses 
utilizing a busway can travel non-stop from passenger origin to 

destination. 
This gives bus service a superiority in door-to-door speed. 
6. Busways are robust and can quickly be repaired in an emergency. 
Rail 
structures cannot quickly be replaced or repaired if damaged. 

7. The main disadvantage of all-bus systems is their low cost, so people 
assume 
they give inferior service. But buses of any quality can readily be bought: 
Luxury buses for those who prefer to pay for luxury, less-expensive 
ones 
for those who prefer to save money. High-capacity busways on 
dedicated lanes 
operate in Curitiba, Bogota, Brisbane, Ottawa, end Port-of-Spain. 
Section 11 Comparisons 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

HOT Lanes 
Rail 
DESCRIPTION 
1. 10 mile, elevated 3-lane, reversible, high occupancy highway from 
the H1-12 merge to the Iwilei edge of downtown, for express bus, 
carpool and some toll-paying cars. 
2. 28-mile elevated train running from Kapolei eventually to UH Manoa, 
with 25 stations, some of them 80 feet above ground. 
COST 
3. Less than $1 billion. Some of this will be paid by the federal 
government, some by tolls, with less than half by taxpayers. 
4. More than $6 billion. This amounts to $24,000 for each family of four 
on Oahu. more is no guarantee of federal funds. 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
5. HOT Lanes will reduce congestion on H1 by up to 35%. Many drivers 
will use the new lanes and more commuters wiil be attracted by high-
speed express buses. 
6. City official studies show that future traffic congestion with rail will be 
far worse than it is today, increasing from the current 15% overload to 
80% in 2030. 
ENERGY SAVINGS 
7. HOT Lanes will be more efficient, reducing traffic congestion and 
energy consumption, encouraging ridership in energy-saving carpools 
and express buses. New cars will get much better mileage, while the 
train will never improve. 
8. Rail transit uses more energy per passenger mile than the average 
automobile according to the U.S. Dept. of Energy. For most of the 20 
hours a day they run, trains are nearly empty. With rail, autos will be 
stuck in gridlock, wasting gas. 
ENV I RONMENT 
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9. HOT Lanes would only extend for 10 miles along existing highways, 
such as Kamehameha Highway in Aiea and Nimitz Highway, not through 
residential neighborhoods. 
10. An elevated train would be an ugly, noisy intrusion running for 34 
miles through our neighborhoods (imagine elevated tracks down Kuhio 
Ave, ruining Waikiki). 
RIDERSHIP & CAPACITY 
11. An expanded express bus system would attract many more riders. 
Total passenger capacity would be at least twice as high as rail. 
12. With rail transit ridership will only increase by 2%. This is a 
ridiculously small increase, costing us about $600,000 for each new 
rider. 
CONVENIENCE 
13. Express bus riders: 1) Travel to a regional bus station, 2) wait, 3) 
ride non-stop to destination (avg speed 50 mph), 4) walk to work. Same 
coming home. Commuters in cars and carpools would have total 
convenience and personal control over their daily travels. 
14. Rail riders would need up to 20 daily journey segments: 1) go from 
home to bus stop 2) wait for bus 3) ride bus to rail 4) walk to platform 5) 
wait for train 6) ride rail making many stops 7) walk from rail to bus stop 
8) wait 9) ride bus 10) walk to work; 11-20) same coming home. 
LAND DEVELOPMENT 
15. HOT Lanes support expanded bus mass transit that will encourage 
good land use planning with low-rise, medium density communities that 
would be efficient and very livable. At the same time these lanes 
provide support for existing housing on most of Oahu, not just a narrow 
concentrated corridor where few people currently live. 
16. Rail will supposedly create high density development around 
stations, protecting the rest of the island. Such utopian schemes have 
not been happening with mainland rail systems, and even if they did 
occur, do we want to force our future population to live in high-rise, air-
conditioned buildings crowded along a Leeward corridor? 

TAX INCREASE 
17. No further tax hikes, $1 billion for HOT Lanes will be paid by a 
combination of federal funds, tolls, and some boa taxes, much less than 
public funds for rail. 
18. The recent 112 percent excise tax increase will not be nearly enough 
to pay these huge bills, so property taxes wili likely increase by 40% and 
more. 

Section 12 The city's Alternative Analysis of Managed Lanes was faulty 
in several serious ways: 
Please address each statement speccally, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
-The city estimated Managed Lanes would cost $2.6 Billion despite the 
fact (he t a simiiar system was built in Tampa Bay for $320 million in 
2005. 
-They removed the existing zipper lane, resulting in a net gain of just one 
new lane rather than the 2 or 3 lanes we are proposing. 
-They included bus stations on the lanes, which are totally unnecessary 
and would add considerable expense. 
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They failed to include access ramps along the route so vehicles can 
enter and exit. Instead they just dropped all the vehicles to street level 
downtown at a traffic light with no management plan. 

Section 13 cost in other places 
Please address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

How can you justify such high costs compared to other places? 
Light rail costs in comparison to population size in various metro areas: 

Cost population Per capita cost 
Dallas $1,067,000,000 5,222,000 $204 
Denver $358,000,000 2,582,000 $139 
Portland $1,643,000,000 2,265,000 $725 
Sacramento $307,000,000 1,797,000 $171 
Salt Lake $376,000,000 1,334,000 $282 
St. Louis $464,000,000 2,604,000 $178 
Pittsburgh $1,051,000,000 2,571,000 $409 
Honolulu $6,400,000,000 940,000 $6,809 

We would be the smallest metro area with a rail line and the most 
expensive. Portland spent the money, has bad congestion, running rail 
on what had been roads and existing rail beds, and still only 30% of their 
transit riders use rail the rest are in buses. Share of transit ridership in 
Portland remained flat from 1980 to 2000. 
Section 14 Best Traffic Fix 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. Traffic congestion for Leeward drivers is so horrible that people are 
desperate for anything that sounds like a solution. Rail has been 
pushed so hard and so often by the city that it seems like it should work, 
but unfortunately, rail would do next to nothing to solve the problem 
while wasting our precious resources. Here are some highlights of the 
major alternative to rail, which has received very little coverage in the 
media. 
2. The best solution both to solve the traffic problem and encourage 
extensive use of mass transit is to construct a ten-mile elevated 
guideway for express buses, carpools, and perhaps some toll-paying 
cars. This guideway would leapfrog over the current choke-point 
between the Leeward bottleneck created at the H1-H2 merge and 
downtown, and it would come down to street level in Iwilei, not run 
through the heart of our city as an elevated blight like rail, it would 
provide a simple, elegant solution, cost under $1 billion and likely 
produce a 35% reduction in traffic while transporting many more people 
than a rail line. 
3. Managed lanes, also called HOT Lanes, will not dump more cars into 
downtown as rail-supporters falsely claim, because the main focus is 
bus and carpool, thereby reducing auto traffic, with several ramps along 
the route that distribute vehicles to destinations other than downtown. 
With this bypass, existing streets can handle the added express buses. 
4. This approach would be better and conserve more energy than a train 
for several reasons: 
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5. Rail is an energy hog, with energy consumption per passenger about 
the same as the average new car, based on studies by the federal 
government. (for more details see our web site: www.stoprailnow.com ) 
6. Cars and buses are becoming increasingly energy efficient, soon to 
run on batteries that will be inexpensively recharged overnight when 
electrical demand is low, while rail is an old technology already at its 
maximum energy efficiency level and will place heavy demand on 
electricity during peak periods. 
7. HOT lanes will produce tremendous improvements in the bus system 
at a fraction of the cost of rail, result in a much greater use of mass 
transit, take cars off the road and benefit everyone. 
8. An expanded bus system makes better use of the existing 500 bus 
stops and adds true express service for ALL COMMUNITIES, while 
encouraging environmentally-friendly, medium-density development. 
9. These lanes do not need to run elevated for 30 miles through the 
heart of downtown, Waikiki and residential neighborhoods, so they will 
not create urban blight like rail would. 
10. Any commuter on this island could easily travel a short distance to 
an express bus stop and board a modern vehicle (not today's bus) that 
features comfortable seats, 	coffee service, and most importantly, 
rapid, non-stop delivery to destinations. This efficiency and flexibility 
cannot be achieved with a rigid, linear rail line going to Kapoiel. 
Leeward commuters will benefit most of all from this express bus 
system, reaching town in 30 minutes instead of the 60-minute rail 
journey requiring multiple transfers. 
11. An enhanced bus system would benefit everybody except lobbyists 
for the construction industry and land-development. How often have we 
heard about the tremendous financial gains that will result from 
concentrated development around train stations, along with the massive 
up-zoning for high-density apartments that most of us don't want to live 
in? 
12. The people of Oahu share common ground with our organization: we 
want to reduce congestion, encourage mass transit, make other traffic 
improvements and encourage wise land use development with adequate 
housing for our future needs. Rail contributes nothing to our common 
needs, hopes and dreams. 
13. Rail would be too expensive, not effective, ugly, and prevent us from 
developing real solutions. Rail would increase the number of commuters 
using transit by only 1.3% while morning congestion on H-1 will grow 
53% in the next 20 years, according to the city's own studies reported by 
Sean Hao (Adv. 7/15). With a likely $6 billion price tag, that pencils out 
to an expense of nearly $750,000 for EACH new transit rider, costing 
every Oahu family of four about $24,000. 
14. In addition, rail would directly serve only the tiny fraction of Oahu's 
population that is within walking distance from its few proposed Leeward 
stations -- neighborhoods which currently are sparsely populated. Why 
does rail have public support at all? Well, the city has been spending 
millions of dollars for propaganda to mislead the public, leaving us 
largely uninformed about the pitfalls of rail or the advantages of non-rail 
alternatives. 
15. We are all too familiar with the dilemma: thousands of commuters 
heading into the sun each morning on the H-1 which is full. And then 
again, in the afternoon heading back into the sun on H-1 which is full. It 

AR00003289 



is frustrating, it wastes gas and time every,' day. West Oahu and Central 
Oahu cannot be served by one freeway which is already full at rush 
hour. If this freeway is blocked, there are no alternatives. What about 
our ambulances, civil defense vehicles, and all the commercial vehicles 
that are also stuck? 
16. New elevated lanes address these problems. it is a pity that rail 
does not. 
-end- 
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June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299218 

Mr. Dennis Callan 
Stop Rail Now 
1011 Prospect Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Callan: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submiftal: 

General Comments 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS. The capital 
plan took the economic downturn into account and reduced the anticipated Genera/ Excise and 
Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections to reflect that downturn based on conditions as of the first 
quarter of fiscal year 2010 using forecasts by the State Council on Revenue. Section 6.6 of the 
Final EIS also describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions, 
which include changing economic conditions and the possibility of varying levels of revenue 
collection and project costs. The City will continue to refine revenue forecasts and cost 
estimates as the Project proceeds through FTA's New Starts process. The capital plan is a 
dynamic document that will be updated regularly as conditions warrant. 
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Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the 
Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise Tax Surcharge levied from 
2007 through 2022 on Oahu. These sources of revenue are available only for public 
transportation purposes. 

Regarding the Hawaii Department of Transportation's (HOOT) projects, they are not new 
projects. They are all contained in the latest Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(OahuMPO) Regional Transportation Plan (2008), and are the basis of the No Build Alternative 
used to evaluate the fixed guideway project as described in Chapter 2 of the Final BS. The No 
Build Alternative is used as a baseline against which to compare the build alternative (i.e., fixed 
guideway), as well as being a stand-alone alternative. It is against this backdrop that the results 
are presented in the EIS. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the No Build Alternative 
does not meet the Purpose and Need of the Project. Based on the Project's analysis, rail is 
needed in addition to all projects contained in the OahuMPO Plan, which includes all the State 
Projects. 

A travel forecasting model was used to forecast roadway conditions in 2030, both with 
and without the Project. As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, modeling took into account 
committed transportation projects anticipated to be operational by 2030, which includes the 
projects identified in the Highway Modernization Plan put forth by HOOT in 2009. 

As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS, roadway conditions without the fixed 
guideway system would get worse, despite nearly $3 billion in planned roadway improvements 
in 2030. However, these tables also show that traffic volumes on the highway system will 
decrease with the fixed guideway system. As shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, congestion 
will be worse in 2030 without the Project. 

The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan, dated January 22, 2009, is an 
accelerated construction schedule for many of the projects listed in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. 
These projects were included in the analysis of all alternatives in the Draft BS, including the No 
Build Alternative. 

The process of analyzing and screening alternatives included the analysis of a Managed 
Lane Alternative, which is substantially similar to the referenced high-occupancy toll (HOT) 
alternative. The main difference between the Managed Lane Alternative and the HOT 
alternative proposed in the comment letter is the configuration of ramps. The HOT facility 
proposed in the comment letter refers to an undisclosed number of additional access ramps 
compared to the configuration of the Managed Lane Alternative studied during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase. The only certain effect of additional ramps is a higher project cost for the 
added ramps compared to the Managed Lane Alternative. As documented in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (DTS 2006b, available under the "Library" tab on the project website 
wvvw.honolulutransit.org) and explained more fully in Chapter 2 of the Final BS, two options 
were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative—a Two-direction Option and a Two-lane 
Reversible Option. This alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility 
between Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow 
speeds for transit and high-occupancy vehicies (HO Vs). The Two-direction Option would have 
served express buses operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow 
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speeds in the Two-direction Option, it would have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the 
number of HOVs using the facility. For the Two-lane Reversible Option, three-person HOVs 
would be allowed to use the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would 
have to pay a toll. The Two-lane Reversible Option was found to be the optimal of the two 
alternatives studied. Consideration of a full BRT option was not reasonable as it would have 
required dedicating a lane to the bus service which would have added substantially to the cost 
by requiring an added lane or, alternatively, reducing capacity for other vehicles by dedicating 
one of the two lanes for bus use. It would also not have provided a substantive operational 
improvement over express bus service functioning in free-flow conditions (presumably operating 
at preferred rates) maintained by charging a toll to single or low-occupant vehicles. 

The findings of the Managed Lanes analysis are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS as follows: The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project 
goals and objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and 
economic development, constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, 
planning consistency and ultimately, to meet the requirements of the available funding in the 
form of the City's GET Surcharge program and, potentially, the FTA New Starts Program. While 
this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating 
an increase in system-wide congestion (Table 2-2 of the Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus fora more compact and efficient development plan. The 
Managed Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. As discussed 
in Chapter 6 of the Alternatives Analysis Report, the cost-per-hour of transit-user benefits for the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times higher than that for the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative. Similar to the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, 
the Managed Lane Alternative would not have substantially improved service or access to 
transit for transit-dependent communities. No dedicated funding sources were identified for the 
Managed Lane Alternative. Neither the County GET Surcharge imposed by the City Council in 
2006 nor the FTA New Starts Program provide funding for Managed Lanes as they do for fixed 
guideway. Other funding sources are available for roadways, but none are currently identified 
for a managed lane project in Honolulu. Funding sources are identified for the fixed guideway. 
Toll revenues from the Managed Lane Alternative would pay for ongoing operations and 
maintenance while remaining revenues would be used to repay debt incurred to construct the 
system. 

As stated in the Summary of the Alternatives Analysis Report, the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air pollution, required the greatest 
amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted in the largest number of 
transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. Because the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor (approximately 16 miles 
compared to the 20 miles served by the fixed guideway), it would have resulted in fewer 
displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, cultural, and historic resources 
than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have affected 
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any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a shorter distance, but it 
would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, with a typical width of 
between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis phase was completed, scoping was held to provide the 
public and agencies the opportunity to comment on March 28 and March 29, 2007, per 40 
C.F.R. Part 1501.7. Several scoping comments were received requesting reconsideration of the 
Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected during the Alternatives Analysis 
phase based on the information in Chapter 6 of the Alternatives Analysis and in the form of City 
Council action on December 6, 2007 to adopt the Fixed Guideway Alternative as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA) in Ordinance 07-001. Because no new information was provided 
that would have changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane 
Alternative, it was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. Specifically, the 
discussion of BAT in the proposed reconsideration was similar to the bus operation studied in 
the Alternatives Analysis. 

According to 23 CFR § 771.130, a Supplemental EIS is prepared when the 
Administration determines that: 

(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts 
that were not evaluated in the EIS; or 

(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearing 
on the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts 
not evaluated in the EIS. 

Neither of these instances are applicable to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project or demonstrated in the comment letter. 

The Draft EIS does not reference a 30-percent decrease in congestion. As shown in 
Table 3-14 of the Draft EIS, there is approximately a 20-percent reduction in vehicle hours of 
delay (VHD) when comparing Build Alternatives to the No Build Alternative. (VHD is the time 
lost in congested conditions compared to the time it would take to travel without congestion.) 
The travel demand forecasting model has been refined since the Draft EIS to include non-home-
based direct demand trips (trips that do not originate at home) during off-peak hours. The air 
passenger model, which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport, was also updated to reflect current conditions. 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18-percent reduction in VHD with the Project versus the 
No Build Alternative. With respect to traffic reductions, the Draft EIS reflects the results of the 
analysis conducted with the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. The figures have 
been updated for the Final EIS based on selection of the Airport Alternative and refinements to 
the travel demand forecasting model (e.g., non-home-based direct-demand trips during off-peak 
periods, air passenger model). In addition, the air passenger model was updated to reflect 
current conditions. The updated results continue to show that traffic will decrease with the 
addition of the Project compared to 2030 No Build conditions. The Final EIS includes the latest 
information. 
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Section 1 

1-2. These comments provide information and are not related to the environmental 
analysis of the Project. 

3. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. As stated in 
Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS, With increasing traffic congestion over the last 20 years, 
scheduled trip times for bus routes have been lengthened to reflect the additional time each bus 
trip takes." The implementation of the fixed guideway system will allow for the redistribution of 
bus service hours to add service to the growing areas of Central, West, and East Oahu. 

4. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Figure 3-7 in 
the Final EIS shows that transit travel times will be substantially shorter with the fixed guideway 
system than with the No Build Alternative. 

5. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. National 
trends show increasing transit ridership, and last year (2008) recorded the highest demand for 
public transportation in 52 years (APTA 2008 Ridership Report). National transit ridership has 
grown 18 percent over the past 10 years (2007 National Transit Summaries and Trends, 
National Transit Database). Honolulu transit ridership has grown over the past several years, 
recovering from three fare increases (July 1, 2001, July 1, 2003, October 1, 2003) and a month-
long strike bus strike (FY 2004). 

6. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. As stated 
previously, Figure 3-7 in the Final BS shows that transit travel times will be substantially shorter 
with the fixed guideway system than with the No Build Alternative. Table 3-14 of the Final EIS 
shows that VHD decreases 18 percent with the Project versus the No Build Alternative. 

7. As noted above, national trends show transit ridership increases. Honolulu transit 
ridership has also increased over the past several years. 

8. An analysis of congestion on the highway system is undertaken in the environmental 
review of the Project and is presented throughout Chapter 3 of the Final BS. In addition, the 
relevance of the 2012 compared to 2000 data in your letter is unclear. There is no requirement 
to maintain congestion at 2000 levels. There are other ways to decrease or maintain traffic 
congestion, including increasing the number of people per vehicle. The fixed guideway project, 
as currently planned, would carry a minimum of 8,500 people per hour per direction during peak 
periods, thus reducing traffic congestion as compared to the No Build Alternative. It is unclear 
what is meant by the "lower table" in the comment letter (no tables are found in the comment 
letter). 

9. Your planned use of terminology is noted. 

10. The Final BS discusses both bus and rail transit. As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the 
Final BS, "bus service will be enhanced and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with 
the fixed guideway system." 

11-14. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
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15. See response above (Section 1, Response 5) regarding national trends showing 
increases in transit ridership. 

16-17. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project, 

18. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project In 
addition, Houston does have a rail system, 

19-21. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

22, A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast traffic volumes at six 
screenlines (La, virtual lines that cut across the corridor used to measure the performance of 
the transportation system at that location) in 2030, both with and without the fixed guideway 
system. As seen in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS, traffic volumes in 2030 will be reduced 
with the Project versus with the No Build Alternative. For instance, with the fixed guideway 
system there is an 11 percent reduction in traffic at the Kalauao screenline in the Koko Head-
bound direction during the am. peak hour (weekday morning one-hour period of highest traffic; 
aka morning rush hour) and a 10 percent reduction in the Ewa-bound direction during the p.m. 
peak hour (weekday afternoon one-hour period of highest traffic; aka evening rush hour) when 
compared to conditions without the fixed guideway. 

23. The travel forecasting model uses guidelines established by FTA for all projects 
seeking federal funds from the New Starts program. According to modeling done for the 
Project, the fixed guideway system will relieve traffic congestion compared to the No Build 
Alternative. Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18 percent reduction in VHD in 2030 with the 
Project compared to the No Build Alternative. As stated in the previous response, traffic 
congestion at the Kalauao screenline will improve with the Project compared to No Build 
conditions. Accordingly, the Project will provide benefits to residents along the Leeward corridor. 

24. As stated previously (Section 1, Response 5), rail has reduced traffic congestion 
within the corridor within which it is built (see Salt Lake City, Dallas, etc.). 

25. As noted above (General Comments), a Managed Lane Alternative meeting this 
general description was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project and 
was demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative. The HOT facility was 
not only less effective in meeting the Project's Purpose and Need, but it was also less effective 
financially because it does not qualify for the GET surcharge funds or Federal New Starts 
funding. Tolls would also have to be high to pay for the cost of the elevated lanes 
(approximately $6,60 during the peak period). Tolls would still only generate less than a quarter 
of the capital funding needed to build the system. This toll rate is comparable to similar systems 
where tolls are as high as $10.00 during peak times (e.g., Orange County, CA—SR 91 HOT 
lanes). 

26-27. As noted above, the Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis phase and was demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway 
Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative was eliminated from further consideration based on 
the information in Chapter 6 of the Alternatives Analysis and, formally, in the form of City 
Council action on December 6, 2007 to adopt the Fixed Guideway Alternative as the Locally 
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Preferred Alternative (LPA) in Ordinance 07-001 While there are minor differences in access 
locations in the proposal mentioned in the comment compared to the design addressed in the 
Alternatives Analysis, they add substantially to the cost of the system and afford negligible 
benefit to a comparatively ineffective Managed Lane Alternative. Moreover, the variation 
proposed does not reflect a substantive departure from the studied concept. Therefore, it has 
not been considered as a project alternative in the Draft or Final EISs. 

28. The Draft and Final EISs do not consider HOT lanes, as those were eliminated as 
noted in the previous response during the Alternatives Analysis process, as discussed in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. As mentioned earlier in the "General Comments" section, while this 
alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion 
would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials 
trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have increased with 
this alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide 
congestion (Table 2-2 of the Final EIS). This alternative would not have supported planned 
concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not provide 
concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for a more compact and efficient 
development plan. This alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost and 
would not have substantially improved service or access to transit for transit-dependent 
communities. For these reasons, this alternative did not meet the Project Purpose and Need 
and was eliminated from further consideration. 

29. See previous explanations about why HOT lanes were not included in the Draft or 
Final EISs. While the BRTIHOT alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel 
highways, system-wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as 
a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would 
have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, 
indicating an increase in systemwide congestion (Table 2-2 of the Final EIS); the same result is 
anticipated for the BRPHOT alternative. 

30. As stated previously, two options were considered for the Managed Lane 
Alternative—Two-direction and Two-lane Reversible. This alternative "would have provided a 
two-lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing 
strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs)." The 
Alternatives Analysis phase found that this alternative had inferior performance compared to the 
fixed guideway alternative for reasons previously explained (as discussed previously under the 
"General Comments" section of this letter). 

31. The Alternatives Analysis Report indicated that transit reliability would not have 
been improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. While this 
alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would have increased with the 
Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in 
system-wide congestion. As stated in Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS, the rail system will achieve 
an average of 30 mph or greater, including dwell times at stations. The managed lane option 
would allow favorable speeds on the facility itself if free flow conditions could be maintained 
(such as through imposition of a high enough variable toll), but the alternative suffers at either 
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end and in travel to and from the facility, leading to overall system speeds that are slower than 
the fixed guideway. 

32. The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including 
a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. Section 6.6 of the Final 
EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. To clarify, the 
reference to first-phase construction segments is inconsistent with the information in the Final 
EIS in Chapter 2, and the crossing of the H-1 Freeway at University Avenue is not a part of the 
Final EIS Project but is a potential future extension, which will be evaluated separately at a later 
date if the extension is pursued. 

33. As stated above, Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the anticipated funding 
sources for the capita/ cost of the Project. Capital costs of the Project, including finance 
charges, are expected to be fully paid by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds 
and FT,4 Section 5307 Funds from the Federal government and the revenues from the County 
General Excise Tax (GET) Surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. As a note regarding cost 
overruns, the capital cost estimate includes over $1 billion in 2009 dollars in contingencies to 
account for such events. Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources for ongoing 
operations and maintenance anticipated for the Project. Operating and maintenance costs will 
utilize the same funding sources currently used for TheBus—Federal funding, fare revenues, 
and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

34. As stated in Responses 32 and 33 above, Sections 6.3 and 6.4 of the Final EIS 
describe anticipated funding sources for capital costs and for operating and maintenance costs, 
respectively. 

35. The analysis of the HOT facility in Honolulu from the Alternatives Analysis Report 
shows the cost for the HOT lanes alternative to be $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars (the figure would 
be higher today because of inflation, however, as the Managed Lane Alternative was examined 
during the Alternatives Analysis phase conducted in 2006, costs in 2006 dollars are used when 
discussing the managed lane). As stated in the Transit Task Force Report, a committee was 
charged with reviewing cost estimates for the two Alternatives involving construction (Managed 
Lane Alternative and Fixed Guideway Alternative). The report states that the Task Force 
agrees with this committee that the Alternatives 'Analysis' construction cost estimates were fairly 
and consistently prepared, and that they may be used for both planning and cost comparisons." 
Information was obtained by the Transit Task Force from HOOT and others familiar with HOT 
facilities. It is the only estimate to date that addresses Honolulu conditions. 

There is no substantiation of the estimate from the Tampa Bay toll facility being 
applicable in Honolulu. Regarding the comparison of the Tampa By facility, the Transit Task 
Force report states that 'the committee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different 
(actual costs versus projected costs with contingencies; available, accessible [rights-of-way] vs. 
construction in actively used highways; no utilities relocation vs. extensive relocations) as to 
make the comparison unreasonable." 

36. HOT Lanes are not eligible for FTA New Starts funding. 
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37. The Alternatives Analysis Report shows that the estimated cost of HOT Lanes is 
$2.6 billion (2006 dollars), which would be higher now. As stated in response to Comment 35 
(above), this cost has been reviewed by HDOT and others. 

38. Comment is missing from your letter. 

39. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Rail 
has reduced traffic congestion within the corridor within which it is built (see Salt Lake City, 
Dallas, etc.). The travel forecasting model used in the environmental analysis of the Project 
uses guidelines established by FTA and, according to modeling done for the Project, the fixed 
guideway system will relieve traffic congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18-percent reduction in VHD in 2030 with the Project as 
compared to the No Build Alternative. 

40. As discussed above, a Managed Lane Alternative was studied in the Alternatives 
Analysis phase. This alternative was rejected for the reasons discussed above. Traffic 
conditions will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances and regardless of whether the fixed 
guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. With the fixed guideway system, 
total islandwide congestion (as measured by MD) would decrease by 18 percent as compared 
to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). In addition, traffic volumes were 
studied at various screenlines in the study corridor. The travel demand forecasting model was 
used to forecast traffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with and without the Project. 
Analysis revealed that traffic volumes at these screenlines would decrease up to 11 percent with 
the Project during the a.m. peak hour (Table 3-9 in the Final EIS). Accordingly, traffic conditions 
will be substantially better with the fixed guideway than compared to the No Build Alternative. 
By contrast, in the Alternatives Analysis, The Managed Lane alternative showed a 1 percent 
reduction in VHD. 

41. The fixed guideway project will provide an alternative to The private automobile. 

42. As discussed above, the Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis phase and demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway 
Alternative for reasons previously stated in this letter. 

43. As noted above, a Managed Lane Alternative meeting this general description was 
fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase and demonstrated to be less effective than a 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. The HOT facility was not only less effective in meeting the 
Project's Purpose and Need, but it was also financially unrealistic because it does not qualify for 
the GET Surcharge funds or Federal New Starts funding. Tolls would also have to be high to 
pay for the cost of the elevated lanes at $6.60 during the peak period. Tolls would still only 
generate less than a quarter of the capital funding needed to build the system. This toll rate is 
comparable to similar systems where tolls are as high as $10.00 during peak times (e.g., 
Orange County, CA—SR 91 HOT lanes). 

Section 2 

1-3. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
These options may have application in the right time and the right place in conjunction with the 
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fixed guideway project. The Project does not preclude these activities from occurring; however, 
they are not within the control of the City. 

4-5. This comment is not related to the environment& analysis of the Project. As noted 
above, regarding school hours, this option may have application in the right time and the right 
piece in conjunction with the fixed guideway project. The Project does not preclude these 
activities from occurring; however, they not within the control of the City. 

6. The State of Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan, dated January 22, 2009, includes 
the $600 million Nimitz Viaduct project. It would complement the transit project and is included 
in the modeling conducted for both the No Build and Project Alternatives. As presented in the 
Highway Modernization Plan, the Nimitz Viaduct project does not include reversible lanes. 

7. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The Project 
does not preclude improving response times for accidents. 

8. This comment is not related to the environment& analysis of the Project This option 
may have application in the right time and the right place in addition to the fixed guideway 
project. The Project does not preclude it from happening. This alternative is not within the 
control of the City. 

9. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. However, 
the Project does not preclude pay-as-you-go insurance from happening. 

10. This comment is not related to the environment& analysis of the Project. The 
Project does not preclude this from happening. 

11. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The City 
has a program to modernize the traffic signal system. It is in addition to and independent of the 
Project. 

12-15. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
These options may have application in the right time and the right place in addition to the fixed 
guideway project. The Project does not preclude it from occurring, 

16. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. This 
option may have application in the right time and the right place in addition to the fixed guideway 
project. The Project does not preclude this from happening. As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of 
the Final EIS, TOD is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. In March 2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 
(Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOD around fixed guideway stations. 
Zoning regulations, which will be developed in 2010, will address parking standards, new 
density provisions, open spaces, and affordable housing. While the Project is coordinating with 
City and State agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and other land use changes near the stations, the actual construction of such facilities and 
zoning changes are outside the scope of the Project. For reference, the Ewa Development Plan 
provides a thorough overview of the concept for future development in the Ewa Plain. 
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17-30. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
However, the Project does not preclude these activities from happening. 

Section 3 

1. A variety of bus-related alternatives were examined during the Alternatives Analysis 
phase. BRT was also studied in the Primary Corridor Study in 2002. The alternatives in these 
analyses covered a variety of options, including increasing frequency of operations on an 
elevated bus facility. The Alternatives Analysis revealed that the fixed guideway system was 
more effective at reducing congestion on the existing roadways (11 percent reduction in VHD in 
AA) than an enhanced bus transit system (2 percent reduction in VHD). 

2. The information on the South Nevada Metropolitan Area Express (MAX) system has 
been noted. The Alternatives Analysis showed that transit reliability would not have been 
improved except for express bus service operation while in the managed lanes. While this 
alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion (1 percent reduction in VHD) would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as 
a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would 
have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative as compared to the No Build Alternative, 
indicating an increase in systemwide congestion as shown in Table 2-2 in the Final EIS. 

3. The information on the Los Angeles Metro Rapid system has been noted. The Metro 
Rapid system relies primarily on non-exclusive right-of-way on existing roadways. As discussed 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final BS, there are no available options in Honolulu for improved bus 
service on existing roadways that are not already subject to high levels of congestion during 
peak travel times, which hinder reliability and level of service. The development of an exclusive 
right-of-way option for buses, such as the Orange Line in LA, was evaluated as part of the 
Managed Lane Alternative in the Alternatives Analysis phase (please see the response provided 
under the "General Comments" section in this response letter). 

4. The information on the Los Angeles Orange Line system has been noted. Please 
see the previous response (Section 3, Response 3). 

5. Information about TOD development has been noted. As stated in Section 4.19.2 of 
the Final EIS, TOD development could occur near station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. In March 2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 
(Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOD around fixed guideway stations. 
Future zoning regulations will address parking standards, new density provisions, open spaces, 
and affordable housing. Financial incentives could include public-private partnerships, real 
property tax credits, and infrastructure financing. While the Project team is coordinating with 
City and State agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and other land use changes near the stations, the actual construction of such facilities and 
zoning changes are beyond the scope of the Project. The TOD effort will encourage public 
input into the design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. TOD 
planning would occur before the fixed guideway stations are constructed. 

6. Information about the NJ Transit Village Initiative and Boston's TOD policies on 
parking, transportation mitigation, and security has been noted. A Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 
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and a Transit Mitigation Plan (TMP) will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-
related effects on transportation. Additionally, the MOT Plan will address effects on streets and 
highways, transit, businesses and residences, pedestrians and bicyclists, and parking as 
mentioned in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS. A Safety and Security Management Plan will be 
developed in accordance with FTA requirements to mitigate potential effects on community 
services as mentioned in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS. In general, zoning changes are 
determined by the local government (e.g., Ordinance 09-4). 

7. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

8. Information regarding Ottawa and Pittsburgh BRT TOD has been noted. This 
comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

9. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Information 
on the success of TOD developments worldwide has been noted. For more information about 
TOD as it relates to the Project, see Section 3, Response 5 (above). 

10. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on the relationship between connecting TOO to transit has been noted. 

Section 4 

1. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on Mark Muirello and the New York Exclusive Bus Lane (XBL) has been noted. 

2-7. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on New York Port Authority bridges and tunnels has been noted. 

8. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on operational changes of the NY XBL has been noted. 

9-10. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on planning activities, including their alternatives, and partnerships for the New York 
area has been noted. 

11. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on the pricing pilot program has been noted. 

12. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on the Lincoln Tunnel HOT lane study has been noted. 

13. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
information on the study of the NY Commercial vehicle priority has been noted. 

14-18. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
The information on the evolution of the Houston contraflow and HOV lanes has been noted. 
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19-20. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information on Houston's HOV system connection to the Metro Rail system, parking capacity, 
and trips has been noted. 

21-27. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
information on studies pertaining to BRT in Maryland has been noted. Please note the Red 
Line Project in Maryland is a Light Rail Transit project, not a BRT project. 

28. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Information 
on the Corridor Cities Transit way in Maryland has been noted. 

29. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information on the Bi-County Transitway project has been noted. 

30. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information on the issues with BRT projects has been noted. 

31. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information on Robert Poole and virtual exclusive busways via Managed Lanes and pricing has 
been noted. 

32. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information on value pricing has been noted. 

33-36. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information about the history of HOV lanes, including carpool and vanpool information, has 
been noted. 

37. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information about the sustainability of BRT in HOV lanes has been noted. 

38. Information about the 1-15 HOT lanes and the 91 Express lanes has been noted. 
The concept of HOT was considered as part of the Alternatives Analysis phase but did not 
perform as well as the fixed guideway in terms of travel time or delay as noted in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS. The Alternatives Analysis does not dismiss the validity of HOT lanes in the 
appropriate application; however, they did not perform as well as the fixed guideway for this 
project. 

39-40. See the previous response (Section 4, Response 38). Information about virtual 
exclusive busway (VEB) concepts, capacity, pricing, cost, and individual opinion to be 
recognized by the FTA as a viable alternative has been noted. 

41. See the previous response (Section 4, Response 38). Information about VEB in 
Houston has been noted. 

42. See the previous responses (Section 4, Response 38). Information about VEB 
concepts, capacity, pricing, cost, and individual opinion to be recognized by the FTA as a viable 
alternative has been noted. 
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43. See the previous responses (Section 4, Response 38). Information about VEB 
concepts and their cost has been noted. 

44. It is agreed that managed lanes are being considered in a number of locations in the 
U.S. and that policy changes could make them acceptable to more applications through various 
forms of funding. As stated earlier, the validity of managed lanes is not questioned as an 
effective transportation alternative, but it does not perform as well as the fixed guideway in 
Honolulu based on the Alternatives Analysis Report findings and the information contained in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It is worth noting that a VEB would not be eligible for the local GET 
Surcharge funds available to the fixed guideway. 

45. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

Section 5 

1. Project goals include supporting planned development. In addition to the number of 
trips served, which is related to the population density, planning also considers the length of 
trips served. For instance, there is a better opportunity for travel time savings on longer the 
trips, which increases the potential benefit received from improvements to the system. Potential 
Transit Markets are discussed in Section 1.6 of the Final EIS, which provides a summary of 
population projections, locations of employment growth, current and future transit dependent 
households, and resident and tourist transit markets. 

2. As indicated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, overall access to public transit would 
be enhanced with the Project. More than 25 percent of the population lives within one half mile 
of a fixed guideway station. Substantial Project ridership will be provided by local bus and 
people walking to the station. Bus and walk access to stations will account for "approximately 
90 percent of total trips in the a. m. peak period" (Final EIS, Section 3.4.2, Access to Fixed 
Guideway Stations). Access to stations will be enhanced by accommodating bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Several stations will be located near existing or planned bicycle facilities. In 
addition, bus access will be enhanced to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Lastly, 
park-and-ride facilities will be provided at stations with the highest demand for drive-to-transit 
access. 

3. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

4. Ordinance 09-4 to establish a TOO program for the City and County of Honolulu 
provides for the development of the close knit communities mentioned in the comment. The 
Project further enhances accessibility within and among those communities. 

5. With the Project, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the rate of transfers will be 
higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local bus service to 
maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high frequency of the 
fixed guideway service (e.g., three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders 
transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders 
transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
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residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. Using these systems in the proposed complementary fashion, ridership forecasts are 
116,000 trips daily on the Project as noted in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Final EIS. This is higher 
than any of the options evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase or in the Draft EIS. 

6. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS states that adding substantial passenger capacity with 
more buses is not feasible in some locations along the system because of roadway capacity 
constraints. Choke points occur in Downtown Honolulu during the a.m. peak period, (weekday 
morning one-hour period of highest traffic; aka morning rush hour) especially at the merger of 
North Beretania, North King, and Liliha Streets and Dillingham Boulevard and along Hotel 
Street. King Street has been used to introduce new service in recent years due to the capacity 
limitation of Hotel Street; however, choke points occur at the Chinatown bus stops and at the 
Punchbowl Street and King Street stops. Buses often must wait to move into an open and safe 
boarding position. Continuing to add additional service to King Street without physical 
improvements would add to the gridlock in this corridor, deteriorate transit service, and 
complicate pedestrian and traffic safety issues. Choke points occur along Beretania Street, 
Hotel Street, Nimitz Highway, and Ala Moana Boulevard in the Downtown area. 

Several routes, including CountryExpressi Routes C, D, and E, are projected to be 
overloaded in 2030. Increasing frequency would require headways of five minutes or less. 
Further, the Downtown street network cannot support the number of buses that would be 
required to meet projected demand. These system capacity limitations are a major obstacle to 
an effective addition of bus service in the corridor. The Alternatives Analysis Report showed 
that an enhancement to the bus system would provide minimal benefit because it is subject to 
the same congestion impediments that already exist on the highway system. 

7-8. These comments are not related to the, environmental analysis of the Project. The 
improvements you have proposed could be part of a comprehensive program of transportation 
improvements. They offer additional benefit, but do not replace the need for the fixed guideway. 

9. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The Project 
provides the opportunity for the development of TOD and the support of the City's land use 
plans to grow in a manageable way, which is expected as an indirect effect of the Project. As 
stated in Chapter 1 of the Final BS, the purpose and need for the project includes: improved 
corridor mobility, improved corridor reliability, improved access to planned development and 
improved transportation equity. 

10-12. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Please see previous responses regarding buses, HOT lanes, and TOD. 

13. As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, many other alternative approaches were 
evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase and rejected because they do not offer the capacity 
and other benefits of the elevated rail system proposed for the City of Honolulu. 

Section 6 

1. The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual 
and aesthetic analysis presented in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The Project will be set in an 
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urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City's TOD program within the Department of 
Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS 
under the heading Design Principals and Mitigation, specific environmental, architecture and 
landscape design criteria are listed (e.g., textured guideway or columns, tall plantings where it 
can screen features of the project, control of lighting to prevent intrusion into neighborhoods, 
etc., that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

2. The highways will carry more vehicles in 2030 under any circumstances and 
regardless of which solution is applied. 2005 traffic volume data for the H-1 Freeway reports 
10,140 vehicles per hour (vph) at the Kalauao screenline in the Koko Head-bound direction 
during the a.m. peak hour. This number is predicted to increase to 13,160 vph under 2030 No 
Build conditions; however, this number is lower with the fixed guideway (12,190 vph). The 
Alternatives Analysis Report showed that reduction in daily vehicles trips was higher for the 
fixed guideway (48,000) than for the managed lanes (14,900). Accordingly, traffic conditions will 
be better with the fixed guideway than any of the other potential solutions studied, including 
managed lanes and additional bus service. 

3. Screened alternatives included a No Build Alternative, a Transportation System 
Management Alternative (TSM) (enhanced bus service), and a number of Build Alternatives. 
The comparison of alternatives presented in the Alternatives Analysis Report concluded that the 
TSM Alternative would provide little benefit at a relatively low cost. A brief description of the 
TSM Alternative is provided in Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIS. The comment makes the 
assumption that because they are not bound by a guideway, buses will travel from origin to 
destination. That is typically not the case as most long trips require a transfer to connect the 
two ends of a trip. The fixed guideway offers similar connections, but at a higher level of 
service. 

4. Based on the detailed operations modeling completed for the Project, which uses a 
speed of travel between stations consistent with what the design of the guideway can safely 
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support and which includes the time of acceleration and deceleration, the train will travel from 
one end of the line to the other in 42 minutes, including stops at all stations. That is about 30 
mph on average and can be delivered regardless of the time of day or the conditions on the 
highways. As shown in Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS, transit reliability would not have been 
improved in any of the other options evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase or the Draft 
BS except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes during the time the bus is 
actually within the lanes. While this alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on 
parallel highways, systemwide traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build 
Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. The TSM 
Alternative would have generated fewer hours of transit-user benefits than either the Managed 
Lane or Fixed Guideway Alternative. Since most buses would still operate in mixed traffic, the 
TSM Alternative would have done little to improve corridor mobility and travel reliability. The 
Alternatives Analysis further showed that the annualized cost per rider compared to the TSM 
Alternative was $102.74 for the managed lane option and $22.75 for the fixed guideway. 

5. With the Project, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final BS, the rate of transfers will be 
higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local bus service to 
maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high frequency of the 
fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders 
transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders 
transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. With these 
characteristics in place, the transit system with the Project would still have ridership levels 
44 percent higher than the No Build Alternative (i.e., continuation of present practices regarding 
bus service). 

6. The highways will carry more vehicles in 2030 under any circumstances and 
regardless of which solution is applied, though the fixed guideway will offset those numbers. 
Traffic volume data for the H-1 Freeway reports 10,960 vph at the Kalauao screenline in the 
Koko Head-bound direction during the am. peak hour. This number is predicted to increase to 
16,049 vph under 2030 No Build conditions; however, this number is lower with the fixed 
guideway (17,209 vph). Accordingly, traffic conditions will be better with the fixed guideway 
than any of the other potential solutions studied, including managed lanes (16,419 vph) and 
additional bus service (17,697 vph). In addition, the Alternatives Analysis did not show an 
improvement in traffic congestion on the H-1 Freeway with the Managed Lane Alternative 
compared to the No Build Alternative as evidenced in the previously mentioned reductions in 
vehicle hours of delay which drop by 18 percent for the fixed guideway compared to 1 percent 
for the Managed Lane Alternative. 

7. This analysis was included in the evaluation of the Managed Lane Alternative in the 
Alternatives Analysis. It accommodated toll-free travel for buses and HO Vs and a toll for single-
occupant vehicles. However, this alternative was not selected. The proposed fixed guideway 
system will not share space with other vehicles due to safety concerns. 
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The amount of service provided on the fixed guideway will be scaled to match the 
demand. If the service attracts fewer riders than expected, then less service may be provided, 
by adjusting headways or train length, thereby resulting in lower operating and maintenance 
costs than currently projected. There is no plan to offer free ridership on the fixed guideway 
system. 

8. As discussed previously in Section 3, Comment 1, adding substantial passenger 
capacity with more buses is not feasible in various locations along the system because of 
roadway capacity constraints, as shown in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. 

9. Overall system reliability, considering all factors, for a fully grade-separated transit 
system is substantially greater than for any system operating in mixed-flow conditions. In 
Honolulu, there is no practical difference between the proposed rail system and TheBus 
regarding labor considerations. The same is true for the Project or any other system, such as 
the Managed Lane Alternative. The comment regarding non-bid, single source-source contract 
is inaccurate. The City adheres to strict procurement rules that encourage bidding by as many 
firms as possible. 

10. There is no indication that damage to a fixed guideway would be more difficult to 
repair than an eievated roadway. The chance of a transit vehicle being stopped by a disabled 
vehicle is greater in any form of mixed traffic flow, such as managed lanes, than in an exclusive 
right-of-way carrying only routinely maintained rail vehicles. 

11. Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the anticipated financial resources needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project, including finance charges. Capital costs are expected to 
be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise Tax Surcharge 
levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. The Managed Lane Alternative cost estimate was 
$2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. It provides less benefit per dollar spent than the Project (the 
annualized additional cost per rider is $103 for managed lane and $22.75 for fixed guideway 
compared to TS114) as indicated in the Alternative Analysis and in Chapter 2 of the Final BS. 

As stated in Section 4.11.3 of the Final BS, as a result of a reduction in Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT), the, total transportation energy demand for transit and highway vehicles will be 
3 percent lower with the Project when compared to the No Build Alternative. This decrease in 
energy demand is due to the reduction in VMT that occurs as a result of people switching from 
automobiles to the fixed guideway system and includes electrical energy required to operate the 
fixed guideway system. (The energy demand compares the use of energy from gasoline or 
electricity in common terms.) The Project will consume approximately Ito 2 percent of the total 
projected electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. According to the Hawaiian Electric Company 
(HECO), the planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will be sufficient to support the 
transit system, but the electricity distribution system will require various upgrades to support the 
system. HECO is moving toward renewable energy generation. As that happens, the fixed 
guideway will also benefit from such new sources of energy. Construction of the Project will use 
more energy than the No Build Alternative as indicated in Section 4,18.6 of the Final BS. This 
will be true of any similar construction effort. The combination of daily use reductions and 
amount of construction energy needed could, over the short term, result in the expenditure of 
more energy than the No Build. 
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12. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information about the quality of buses has been noted. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, 
transit travel with the Project will be substantially faster than transit travel under No Build 
conditions. This travel time includes transfers. As stated in Section 3.4.2, operation of the fixed 
guideway in exclusive right-of-way will improve convenience. For riders who stand, the 
guideway service will also provide increased safety (e.g., ease of acceleration/deceleration, low 
floor access, etc.). 

13. The ES does not address tolling because the Project does not include any tolled 
facilities. Tolls were considered during the Alternatives Analysis phase for the Managed Lane 
Alternative. Tolls of $6.60 during the peak period were used and able to fund only 25 percent of 
the capital cost of the elevated lane project. In other places, such as Orange County, California, 
the SR-91 tolls rise to $10 during the peak times of the week. Similar costs are forecast for the 
HOT lanes on the Dulles Expressway. Such high tolls were anticipated to be prohibitive for 
Honolulu users and would have impaired the project's ability to meet Purpose and Need 
regarding equitable transportation. 

14. Implementation of the Managed Lane Alternative would have resulted in increased 
automobile use on Oahu relative to all other alternatives evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis 
phase (for more information, see Table 6-3 of the Alternatives Analysis). 

15. Project goals include supporting planned development. The objective of this goal is 
to avoid the dispersal of development which will lead to more sprawl in parts of the island 
unable to support it. In addition to the number of trips served, which is related to the population 
density, planning of the system considers the length of trips served. A fixed guideway system 
has the advantage of providing a permanent mode of transportation that provides assurance to 
developers the investment will be there for the long term, which is necessary to support planned 
development. This allows for longer term planning without the concern that the system can 
change easily over time, which could be the case with a bus network. The Project will help 
shape future development. Jobs and housing are more likely to locate closer to each other with 
the Project based on the experience in all other rail projects over the past 20 years (e.g., 
Portland, OR, Seattle, WA, Houston, TX, etc). 

The Project has developed plans to prevent safety and security problems at stations and 
will provide police staffing at stations to support those plans. The stations are also being 
designed according to the precepts of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) which ensures that spaces are visible, open, well-lit and observable to minimize crime. 
Ridership forecasts, on the other hand, are made without the benefit of speculation about what 
type of land uses might locate near transit stations. The FTA only allows approved 
development or imminent plans to be considered in planning the system. 

16. The Final EIS does not consider HOT lanes, as those were eliminated during the 
Alternatives Analysis process, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Costs for the 
Managed Lanes Alternative in the Alternatives Analysis were developed using the same 
principles, procedures and unit costs used for the fixed guideway alternative (as described in 
Chapter 5 of the Alternatives Analysis). The costs were furthered reviewed and agreed to by 
HDOT. 
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17. The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis 
phase and demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative. The 
engineering cost estimate for a two-lane reversible managed lane facility, which was calculated 
following the same rigorous cost estimating process used for the Fixed Guideway Alternatives, 
was $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. The zipper lane was eliminated in evaluation of the reversible 
facility because with the additional lanes, the demand and capacity would be better balanced 
without the zipper lane. Implementation of the zipper lane results in the loss of two lanes of 
capacity in the reverse direction. By 2030, the directional transportation demand will be more 
balanced than it is today. Eliminating the zipper lane, while evaluating the reversible Managed 
Lane Alternative, provided the greatest benefit to modeled freeway users by increasing capacity 
in both directions. Access ramps were provided at several locations. Park-and-ride facilities 
and bus stops were included to maximize transit use, providing the alternative the greatest 
opportunity to generate transit user benefits. 

The City Council's Transit Advisory Task Force, which reviewed the Alternatives 
Analysis, concluded in their report of December 14, 2006, that the assessment of each 
alternative was "fair and accurate" and that capital cost estimates were compiled using the 
same methodology and unit cost and that the construction cost estimates were fairly and 
consistently prepared. 

The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis and 
demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative. The findings are 
summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: 

The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and 
objectives related to mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic 
development, constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning 
consistency. VMT would have increased compared to any of the other alternatives. While this 
alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion 
would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials 
trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would have increased with the Two-lane 
Reversible Option as compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-
wide congestion. Transit reliability would not have been improved except for express bus 
service operating in the managed lanes. The Managed Lane Alternative would not have 
supported planned concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not 
provide concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for TOO. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of 
transit-user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times 
higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the TSM Alternative, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would not have substantially improved service or access to transit for 
transit-dependent communities. 

All meetings and materials supporting meetings were prepared according to the 
practices required by NEPA and the FTA. The objective of meetings was to obtain input on the 
Project and shape the project to be compatible with the community's needs. The information 
contained in the Final EIS was added or modified as a result of responses from the meetings 
and comments shared by the general public. 
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Section 7 

1. Adding buses and elevated HOT Lanes were evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis 
phase and eliminated because they did not perform as well as the fixed guideway, as described 
in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. In addition, riders will be able to access the fixed guideway 
system by all the modes listed in this comment. 

2. Adding substantial passenger capacity with more buses, even larger buses, is not 
feasible in some locations along the system because of roadway capacity constraints as shown 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Even with the fixed guideway, buses will continue to carry the 
largest portion of transit users (about 78 percent). The difference is TheBus will be operated in 
support of the fixed guideway and that intermodal linkage provides a more efficient trip. 
Bicycles will be accommodated on the rail vehicles. A policy is in development regarding 
bicycle accommodation on rail vehicles. The primary focus will be on ensuring that bicycles can 
be safely carried on vehicles. This may require consideration of passenger loads during heavy 
travel periods on the trains to make sure riders are not displaced by bicycles. 

3. As mentioned in Chapter 2 of the Final DS, transit reliability would not have been 
improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. While the Managed 
Lanes Alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide 
traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased 
traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Transit travel times for the Project compared to 
Existing Conditions and the No Build Alternative are shown in Figure 3-7, and travel speeds in 
Table 3-15 of the Final DS. In all cases, the transit performance is improved with the Project. 

4. As shown in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, even using a managed lane for part of the 
trip, most buses still operate primarily in mixed traffic. That results in little improvement in 
corridor mobility and travel reliability even though the portion in the special lanes improves. 
Buses can travel at reasonable speeds in the special lanes but still may need to negotiate 
congested access points which obviate much of the benefit of the concept. This prevents the 
buses from achieving the travel time identified in the comment. 

5. As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, adding buses and HOT lanes were studied in 
the Alternatives Analysis phase and eliminated because those options did not perform as well 
as the fixed guideway, which is the subject of the Final DS. 

6. With the Project, as stated previously (see Section 5, Response 5), the rate of 
transfers will be higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local 
bus service to maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak 
periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. 
Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies 
on existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. 
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The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. With these 
characteristics in place, the transit system with the Project will still have ridership levels 
44 percent higher than the No Build Alternative due to the fixed guideway, feeder bus routes, 
and TheBus routes. In addition, as stated in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, 0 percent of Oahu 
population and 80 percent of employment are located within the study corridor. By 2030, these 
distributions will increase to 69 percent and 83 percent, respectively. Lastly, the fixed guideway 
system provides park-and-ride lots at the stations with the highest projected drive-to-transit 
demand. While people typically try to minimize transfers on any trip, the more fundamental 
criterion for making a trip decision is how long the trip takes. Rail will offer people a shorter 
overall trip time compared to other options even with the transfers, as noted in Section 3.4.2 of 
the Final EIS. 

7. As stated in response to a previous comment (Section 5, Response 5), those 
transferring to the rail from TheBus will experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from 
the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on bus routes serving 
stations where the shorter routing of many bus lines in the vicinity of stations will allow for 
shorter headways. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, all stations will be equipped with 
escalators and elevators. Stations will also have covered waiting areas. 

8. As stated in Response 33-36 under Section 4, the Alternatives Analysis Report 
showed the cost of the Managed Lane Alternative to be $2.6 billion (vetted by HOOT and other 
experts familiar with Hawaii's building conditions and requirements), compared to the fixed 
guideway at $3.5 billion, and had little benefit to users compared to the fixed guideway. The 
Tampa Bay experience is not typical and could not be duplicated in Honolulu. There are many 
differences between the two locations that need to be considered (e.g., the Tampa Bay project 
required almost no rights-of-way to be acquired; the Tampa Bay project did not need to relocate 
major utilities along the corridor; the Tampa Bay project did not need to span major facilities 
such as freeway; and finally, construction costs in Tampa Bay are substantially lower than in 
Honolulu). 

9. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Information 
about other cities building HOT lanes and population numbers has been noted. Recognizing 
each city is unique, no other single city has been used as a model for Honolulu in developing 
the characteristics of the rail system. 

10. The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated an expanded bus system (TSM 
Alternative) and showed it did not perform in a satisfactory manner compared to the fixed 
guideway. This is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Ridership for the TSM Alternative 
increases to 7 percent over the No Build Alternative compared to 38 percent for the Project over 
the No Build. As stated previously, the amount of service provided will be scaled to generally 
match the demand. 

11. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. Prior BRT 
planning programs, such as addressed in the Primary Corridor Project, are not part of the 
current Project or EIS. 

12. As stated previously, the Project will consume 1 to 2 percent of the total projected 
electricity generated on Oahu in 2030. The Final DS indicates that the Project will reduce 
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energy consumption by about 2,000 MBTUs over the No Build. This represents about 15,000 
gallons of fuel saved per day. Alternative energy sources, such as photo-voltaic cells, can be 
built into the rail system as the development of alternative energy sources continues. The 
Project will still rely on HECO for energy, but the planned electricity generation capacity on 
Oahu will be sufficient to support the transit system. 

13. As presented in the Alternatives Analysis Report and summarized in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS, the cost for a two-lane reversible managed lane facility is $2.6 billion in 2006 
dollars. The fixed guideway alternatives were calculated following the same cost estimating 
process. Toll revenue would pay for less than 25 percent of the cost, based on a $6.60 toll. 
The construction of numerous off-ramps and parking facilities would require acquisition of 
property and displacement of current businesses and residents, all of which are included in cost 
estimates, when applicable. 

14. The Project consists of the construction and implementation of rail transit service 
(analyzed in the Final EIS). As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, TOO is anticipated 
in project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and 
accessibility that the Project may provide will also increase the desirability and value of land 
near the stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment (in the form of TOO). Planning 
and zoning around station areas is the responsibility of the City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting in compliance with the City's TOD Ordinance 09-4. 

15. The Project provides a variety of ways to access the fixed guideway and does not 
account for the possibility of TOO in the forecasts of ridership. If riders live nearby, they can 
walk or bike, and if they live further away, they can drive and park or take the bus. 
Bicycle/pedestrian facilities, as well as park-and-ride facilities are included in the Project. 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS details ridership characteristics and system usage on a station-by-
station basis, which shows ridership is not impeded by the planned station locations. 

Section 8 

1. The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase and 
demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative. The findings are 
summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

2. Regarding "main myths," in the case of the Honolulu system, rail performs better 
overall in the measures listed, including construction costs, if the bus system requires that a 
new guideway be built. The Alternatives Analysis phase compared an expansion of the bus 
system against the fixed guideway. Unlike the Project, while the bus expansion is less costly, it 
provides no measurable benefit compared to the No Build Alternative. As discussed in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest 
amount of air pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and 
resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. 

3. Regarding speed, most buses still operate in mixed traffic, resulting in less 
improvement in corridor mobility and travel reliability than the fixed guideway system. As shown 
in the Alternatives Analysis Report and Section 2 2.2 of the Final EIS, transit reliability would not 
have been improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. According 
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to the Alternatives Analysis Report, while a Managed Lane Alternative would have reduced 
congestion on parallel highways, leading to a 4 percent reduction in vehicle hours of delay for 
the two-direction managed lane option over all, system-wide traffic congestion would have been 
similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the 
facility. As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, travel time by rail from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center will take 42 minutes with the Project, regardless of the time of day or conditions 
on surrounding roadways. As shown in Figure 3-7, transit travel time during the a.m. peak 
period from Kapolei to Downtown will take approximately 55 minutes door to door compared to 
approximately 90 minutes on the freeway. 

4. Chapters 2 and 3 of the Final EIS state that the system will have a minimum capacity 
exceeding 17,300 passengers per direction during the two-hour peak period. If demand 
warrants, the system can expand to a four-car train and run at 90-second intervals, increasing 
capacity by over 100 percent. Also, like a bus system, during the off-peak periods, the service 
level is reduced to use equipment and other resources efficiently. 

5. Regarding "Myth 3", overall system reliability for a fully grade-separated transit 
system is greater than for any system operating in mixed-flow conditions (meaning all vehicles 
can operate on the facility as opposed to restrictions based on numbers of riders, separate bus 
lanes or other restrictive limits on usage.) Breakdowns do not affect the operation of the system 
beyond removal of the defective equipment. The system is designed to allow trains to continue 
functioning even if there is an obstruction in the line by providing cross-over tracks at strategic 
locations throughout the corridor. Though transit strikes in Honolulu have been infrequent, labor 
unions can be expected to be part of the operation of the system, so there is the possibility of a 
work stoppage under some circumstances. That does not obviate the benefit of the Project. 
Though strikes can be disruptive, the Project would provide service well over 99 percent of the 
time based on the past ten years of transit labor history on Oahu. There has been one one-
month long strike during that period (August 2003). 

6. Regarding "Myth 4", according to the FTA's Safety Management Information 
Statistics for 1997, the most recent data available in the Transportation Research Board (TRB) 
Report, Improving Transit Security,  there was one serious offense for every one million 
passenger miles carried on rail. There is a need for security on transit systems, just as there is 
a need for police and other security with other transportation modes (e.g., airports and ports), 
but there is no evidence that crime rates associated with transit are any higher than for society 
in general. Crime rates on transit systems are correlated closely with crime rates in the 
neighborhoods within which the stations are located (e.g., "Crime in public transit systems: An 
environmental design perspective", Adele Pearlstein and Martin Wachs). 

The costs of security are included in the operating costs for the Project. DTS, with 
assistance from the Honolulu Police Department, is developing a security plan for transit 
facilities, including park-and-ride lots. Security, including cameras, will be provided at all stations 
and park-and-ride facilities. 

7. Regarding "Myth 5", information about the cost of the Managed Lane Alternative 
versus the Fixed Guideway is shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report. The Project is more 
expensive than the Managed Lane Alternative but provides benefits in terms of reliability, 
mobility, access to planned development, and transportation system equity compared to the No 
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Build Alternative. The Project is subject to the same bidding process that would be applied to 
the construction of an elevated managed lane facility. 

8. Regarding "Myth 6", the Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated in the Alternatives 
Analysis phase and eliminated because it did not perform as effectively as the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative, as noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Details in the comment regarding other 
locations are inconsistent with the findings of a comprehensive analysis completed in the 
Alternatives Analysis for Honolulu. As stated in Response 35 under Section 1, the Tampa Bay 
example is unique and not duplicable for the same costs in Honolulu due to items such as those 
mentioned in Section 7, Response 8 The estimate for construction of the Managed Lane in 
Honolulu was reviewed by HDOT and others during the Alternatives Analysis process and found 
to be consistent with cost experience in Hawaii. 

9. Regarding "Myth 7", while it may be true that auto pollution is less when cars are 
traveling on uncongested roadways, this comment is not related to the project alternatives or 
effects. 

10. As shown in the Alternatives Analysis Report, both the TSM and Managed Lane 
Alternatives showed small increases in transit ridership compared to the No Build Alternative 
while the Fixed Guideway Alternative showed substantial increases in ridership. The Project will 
provide feeder bus service to surrounding communities. 

11. Regarding "Myth 8", as shown in Table 3-7 in the Transportation Technical Report, 
ridership on TheBus (including TheHandi-Van) has been increasing. The increase in resident 
daily transit trips from 166,400 in 2007 to 255,500 (Table 3-13 of the Final EIS) in 2030 with the 
Project represents a 53.5-percent increase for this 23-year period. This represents a compound 
annual growth rate of less than 2 percent. This is a reasonable expectation with the addition of 
a grade-separated fixed guideway line to the transportation system. Increases of this 
magnitude are not uncommon in other U. S. transit systems (e.g., Portland, OR with 40 percent 
growth between 1990 and 1997). 

12. Regarding "Myth 9, as stated above, the Final EIS indicates that the Project will 
reduce energy consumption over the No Build. Table 4-21 of the Final EIS shows that operation 
of the Project will reduce energy consumption for transportation by 3 percent compared to the 
No Build Alternative. The construction of the Project is anticipated to consume approximately 
7.5 million MBTUs. Construction projects of similar magnitude would be expected to use a 
similar amount of energy. 

13. Regarding "Myth 10", according to information provided by HECO, transportation 
(e.g., cars , trucks and buses) accounts for 63 percent of Hawaii's imported oil while electrical 
generation consumes 30 percent of the imported oft Currently, 11 percent of the electricity on 
Oahu is generated by renewable resources. HECO is currently soliciting proposals for 100 MW 
of renewable-energy generating capacity to be in service between 2010 and 2014. 

The transit system will allow for a decrease in automobile use, thereby reducing the 
amount of oil required for transportation while only using about 1 to 2 percent of the electrical 
generating capacity through HECO and other independent power producers in 2030. The 
Project does not require the construction of a new power plant. Emergency generators will be 
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provided at stations, but they are a safety and security requirement for stations. They do not 
draw additional electrical energy unless in use. 

14. Regarding "Myth 11", this comment is not related to the environmental analysis of 
the Project. Information regarding the Vancouver Skytrain is noted. However, similar to 
Vancouver's Skytrain, the Honolulu fixed guideway system will be integrated with the buses, 
including a single fare system. 

15. Regarding "Myth 12", this comment is not related to the environmental analysis of 
the Project. Information regarding the Vancouver transportation system is noted. 

16. Regarding "Myth 13", this comment is not related to the environmental analysis of 
the Project. Information regarding Buenos Aires, Atlantic City, Hong Kong, and Asia is noted. 
All systems in the U.S. require subsidies as currently configured. Until general practices change 
in this country, the same will apply to Honolulu. The information about annual subsidies is 
presented in Section 6.4.2 of Chapter 6 of the Final EIS 

17. Regarding "Myth 14", this comment is not related to the environmental analysis of 
the Project. Information regarding transit ridership trends in Pittsburgh is noted. 

18-19. These comments are not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 
Information regarding transit ridership trends in Pittsburgh is noted. 

20-21. Regarding "Myth 16", the American Public Transportation Association's 2008 
Public Transportation Fact Book states: "Since 1995, public transportation ridership in the U.S. 
grew by more than 32 percent, faster than highway travel or the U.S. population." Data from the 
American Public Transportation Association is based on information reported by transit 
agencies regarding various aspects of transit ridership. Census data is based on more general 
information and does not adequately reflect transit trends; the Census data cited in the 
comment letter is regarding people using transit to commute only. 

22-23. Regarding "Myth 17, the ridership forecast for the fixed guideway project is over 
116,000 boardings a day in 2030 (Table 3-18 of the Final EIS). As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the 
Final EIS, of the 116,000 boardings a day, approximately 40,000 are riders who, in the absence 
of the fixed guideway, would have had use a car on the freeways and highways of the island. 
Travel forecasting models and methodologies are developed in consultation with FTA. The 
forecasts in the Final EIS have been reviewed and approved by the FTA. 

24. Regarding "Myth 18", this comment is not related to the environmental analysis of 
the Project. 

25. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
Project is expected to carry approximately 26 percent of all transit riders on a daily basis 
(116,300 out of a total of 453,400). 

26. Regarding "Myth 19", this statement does not appear in the Draft or Final EISs, 
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27. Table 7-2 of the Final EIS shows that a transit trip from Waianae to UN Manoa will 
take 121 minutes (two hours) with one transfer in 2030 without the Project (No Build 
Alternative), and 93 minutes (with two transfers) for the Project. 

28. Regarding "Myth 20", it is not clear what the source of your comment is, but the 
intent appears to be a concern about an increase in transfers. There will be an increase in 
transfers with the fixed guideway, but even with the transfers, overall travel times will be 
substantially shorter as noted in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, and noted in Section 8, Response 
27. 

29. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. The 
Primary Corridor Transportation Project (1998-2002) evaluated at-grade BRT busways in the 
corridor showing substantially lower ridership and overall performance than the Fixed 
Guideway. For the Managed Lane Alternative, placing the bus stops at grade and requiring 
buses to exit the facility at each location would have added significant time to a trip as well as a 
substantial cost for interchanges. The concept for bus service in the Managed Lane Alternative 
was a line-haul service (fast service with few stops and very short boarding and alighting times) 
that relied on well-coordinated transfers at critical stations, much like a rail system. 

30. Regarding "Myth 21", the evaluated Managed Lane Alternative from the Alternatives 
Analysis phase includes ramps at several locations, including Aloha Stadium and Middle Street. 
Any increase in the number of access points to the facility will result in additional right-of-way 
requirements and additional costs beyond the estimate of $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. 

31. As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the City has selected steel wheels 
operating on steel rail transit. There will be an uninterruptible power supply (UPS) at each 
station, with capability to energize critical systems, such as lighting and communications, for a 
few hours in the case of a temporary power outage. There will also be a UPS backup for the 
Operations Control Center (0cc) and a backup diesel generator for long-term backup of the 
OCC. There will also be a special connection at each station to allow for a portable generator to 
be used in case of a longer-term outage affecting a single station. The FTA requires that a 
project begin Preliminary Engineering before the Final EIS is completed. Information from 
Preliminary Engineering is required to assess all significant impacts that would result from 
project implementation. 

32. In order to identify potential impacts and alternatives for the NEPA process, some 
level of engineering is necessary. This helps planners and FTA to identify items such as the 
footprint for stations and the alignment, affects on historic properties, archaeological resources, 
and wetlands, and noise and vibration impacts. However, this level of engineering is limited to 
approximately only 10 percent of the total level of engineering that would be required for a 
project to enter construction. The reason that more engineering is not completed until after the 
environmental process is to not preclude the consideration of other alternatives. 

33. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the needed financial resources anticipated to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Sections 5307 and 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government 
and the GET surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and 
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maintenance costs will be paid for using the same sources currently used for TheBus—Federal 
funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the General and Highway Funds. 

34. As described above, the Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis Phase and demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway 
Alternative. 

Section 9 

1-11 and a. With the Project, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the rate of 
transfers would be higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local 
bus service to maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak 
periods), riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. 
Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies 
on existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. Ridership 
forecasts increase 44 percent over the No Build Alternative despite a higher rate of transfers. 
While people typically try to minimize transfers on any trip, the more fundamental criterion for 
making a trip decision is how long the trip takes. Rail will offer people a shorter overall trip time 
compared to other options even with the transfers, as noted in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. 

12. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, for those leaving stations in the a.m. two-
hour peak period (usually around 7 a.m. to 9 am.), most people walk, particularly at stations 
with large employment concentrations. Table 3-20 of the Final EIS shows the mode of access 
information for each fixed guideway station. 

13. The fixed guideway system will directly serve the Airport. As shown in Table 2-7 of 
the Final EIS, trains will serve stations every 3 minutes during peak periods and up to every 
10 minutes during off-peak periods. 

14. As stated in the Aiternatives Analysis Report and Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS, 
enhanced bus service was examined during the Alternatives Analysis and rejected because this 
alternative would not have improved roadway congestion. 

15. Tourist use of rail with luggage is estimated to be very low. Other tourist use, such 
as shopping or visiting sites of interest, would represent about 7 percent of total usage. As 
stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, approximately 9,900 visitors will use the fixed guideway 
daily of which 1,800 are to or from the airport. 

Section 10 

1. This comment is not related to the environmental analysis of the Project. 

2. The Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis phase and 
demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative for reasons previously 
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explained. Reduced traffic congestion as a result of the fixed guideway compared to the No 
Build Alternative will result in improved operations for roadway users. 

3. Rail transit will be provided by DTS or their selected operator. As stated previously, 
though transit strikes in Honolulu have been infrequent, labor unions can be expected to be part 
of the operation of the system, so there is the possibility of a work stoppage. However, that 
does not obviate the benefit of the Project. 

4. An increase in the bus fleet was addressed in the Alternatives Analysis Phase under 
the TSM Alternative, as noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It did not improve conditions 
because of existing congestion on the highway system and was eliminated from further 
consideration in favor of the fixed guideway that is the subject of the Final EIS, 

5. Such express bus service fails to serve any intermediate points. Additionally, if any 
portion of the bus trip is within mixed traffic flow, travel time reliability is less than an exclusive 
right-of-way fixed guideway system. 

6. There is no indication that damage to a fixed guideway would be any more difficult to 
repair than to an elevated roadwayIbusway. 

7. For a high-volume transit system, operating costs are higher per passenger for bus 
compared to rail service. The greatest cost of transit is the labor cost, which is higher for buses 
than rail. Rail systems are less expensive to operate than bus systems on a per-passenger-
mile basis according to the Transportation Energy Data Book of the Department of Energy. 

Section 11 

Description 

1. The HOT lanes were addressed in the Alternatives Analysis Phase (described as the 
Managed Lane Alternative) and rejected as providing less benefit as compared to the fixed 
guideway. The summary of that finding is presented in Chapter 2 of the Final BS, and is 
addressed in General Comments of this letter. 

2. The Project is a 20-mile fixed-guideway system that extends from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center and includes points in-between. 

Cost 

3. The Final EIS analyzes the fixed guideway project. The HOT lanes were addressed 
in the Alternatives Analysis (described as the Managed Lane Alternative) and rejected because 
it provided less benefit compared to the fixed guideway. The summary of that finding is 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The $1 billion construction cost figure is not consistent 
with the results of the Alternatives Analysis. The Alternatives Analysis estimated the cost of the 
managed lane in Honolulu at $2.6 billion, This cost was verified by HDOT and others familiar 
with Hawaii and HOT projects. The HOT facility could qualify for some Federal funding from 
highway sources, but it is not eligible for the funds available to the fixed guideway project. 

AR0000331 9 



Mr. Dennis Callan 
Page 30 

4. The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including 
a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. Section 6.6 of the Final 
EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. While 
Federal funds are not guaranteed until Congress acts to allocate them, the completion of the 
environmental process and approval of a Record of Decision indicates that a project may be 
eligible for Federal funding, if it meets the specific requirements as identified in the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act, a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), 
FTA has given no indication that they will not fund the Project at the levels requested. 

Traffic 

5. While managed lanes would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-
wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of 
increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative as compared to the No Build Alternative, 
indicating an increase in system-wide congestion as shown in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

6. Conditions on the highways will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances, 
regardless of which solution is applied. Vehicle Hours of Delay is expected to increase from 
71,800 in 2009 to 104,700 in 2030 under the No Build Alternative. With the fixed guideway 
system, total islandwide congestion (as measured by VHD) would decrease by 18 percent to 
85,800, compared to the No Build Alternative (Figure 3-14 in the Final EIS). In addition, traffic 
volumes were studied at various screenlines in the study corridor. The travel demand 
forecasting model was used to forecast traffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with 
and without the Project. Analysis revealed that traffic volumes at these screenlines will 
decrease up to 11 percent with the Project during the a.m. peak hour (Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of 
the Final EIS). These tables show an improvement in conditions on the H-1 Freeway with the 
Project compared to No Build conditions. 

Energy Sayings 

7. As stated in the Alternatives Analysis Report and Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, energy 
consumption would have been the highest with the Managed Lane Alternative. The higher 
energy use is due to the additional vehicle trips that would occur with this Alternative. 

8. As stated before, the Final EIS indicates that the Project will reduce energy 
consumption by about 2,000 MBTUs over the No Build. The result is also noted in Section 4.11 
of the Final EIS. This represents about 15,000 gallons of fuel saved per day. Alternative 
energy sources, such as photo-voltaic cells, can be built into the rail system at stations and 
facilities. As the development of alternative energy sources evolves on the island, HECO will 
generate more electric power from renewable sources, which will contribute to a greener use of 
energy by the Project. 

Environment 

9. The Managed Lane Alternative was fully evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis and 
demonstrated to be less effective than a Fixed Guideway Alternative. All alternatives, including 
the No Build Alternative, include trade-offs between benefits and impacts. As stated in 
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Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest 
amount of air pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would 
have resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives 
evaluated. 

10. To paraphrase from Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS: The transit facility is not 
expected to be a visual or physical barrier in most neighborhoods; the Project will not 
substantially change development patterns, although it may change the character of 
development along the alignment. The Project will provide a reliable and efficient travel mode 
for accessing the region's current and future jobs, shopping, and social resources, particularly 
those in Kapolei and Downtown. This increase in mobility for neighborhood residents will 
generally improve the quality of life, especially those with limited financial resources and those 
who may be transit dependent. 

The Project is a little over 20 miles long, and noise levels are lower than for a bus 50 feet 
away from a sensitive noise receptor (see Section 4.10 of the Final EIS). In most of the 
corridor, noise levels as a result of the Project are lower than existing ambient levels. There is 
also recognition of the visual effect of the Project in the Final EIS. The island's unique visual 
character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis presented in 
the Final EIS. The Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The measures included with the Project to 
minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates can be found in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS under the heading Design Principles and 
Mitigation. Specific environmental, architecture and landscape design criteria are listed and 
include various treatments of the guideway and columns, landscaping, etc. 

Ridership and Capacity 

11. The TSM Alternative had a larger number of daily transit trips (243,100) than the No 
Build Alternative (232,100) and less than the Fixed Guideway Alternative (281,900), as shown in 
Table 2-2 of the Final EIS. 

12. Figure 3-11 of the Final EIS shows that the fixed guideway will increase the transit 
mode share for home-based work trips during the a.m. two-hour peak period (approximately, 6 
a.m. to 8 am.). As shown in Figure 3-11, for many travel markets, the transit share of trips 
under the Project will double or triple the share occurring under the No Build Alternative. For 
example, the commute-to-work transit share of the Kapolei to Downtown Honolulu travel market 
would increase from 23 percent under the No Build Aftemafive to 60 percent under the Project. 
In other words, more than half of the people going from Kapolei to Downtown to work in the 
morning would use transit with the Project, compared to only a quarter without the Project. 

Convenience 

13. HOT lanes were evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase as part of the 
Managed Lane Alternative and rejected because they did not reduce congestion as compared 
to other alternatives considered. As noted earlier in Section 5, Response 5, there will be more 
transfers with the fixed guideway, but overall travel times will be shorter because of frequency of 
service. 
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14. With the Project, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the rate of transfers will be 
higher than under the No Build Alternative due to proposed changes in local bus service to 
maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, because of the high frequency of the 
fixed guideway service (three-minute headways between trains during peak periods), riders 
transferring from buses to the fixed guideway wN experience minimal wait times. Riders 
transferring from the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on 
existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies will be 
provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will primarily operate in 
residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested 
arterials. The travel demand forecasting model includes a time penalty for transfers. Ridership 
forecasts show an increase of 44 percent over the No Build Alternative despite a higher rate of 
transfers. While people typically try to minimize transfers on any trip, the more fundamental 
criterion for making a trip decision is how long the trip takes. Rail will offer people a shorter 
overall trip time compared to other options even with the transfers as noted in Section 3.4.2 of 
the Final EIS. 

Land Development 

15. The Project will include enhanced bus service integrated with the fixed guideway 
system. Alternatives that relied only on bus transit were evaluated during the Alternatives 
Analysis and were shown to be less effective than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Chapter 2 of 
the Final BS summarizes those findings. 

16. Population growth is expected regardless of the Project. However, because of the 
Project, more development and growth is expected around station locations. From 
Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, the increased mobility and accessibility that the Project may 
provide would also increase the desirability and value of land near the stations, thereby 
attracting new real estate investment nearby. Therefore, the Project's primary indirect effect 
would be higher densities than presently planned or could otherwise be developed near transit 
stations. These land use effects could take the form of TOD or transit-supportive development 
p-sq. in March 2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 
(2008) (Ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOD around fixed guideway 
stations. Zoning regulations will address parking standards, new density provisions, open 
spaces, and affordable housing. Financial incentives could include public-private partnerships, 
real property tax credits, and infrastructure financing. While the Project is being coordinated 
with City and State agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and other land use changes near the stations, the actual construction of such facilities 
and zoning changes are beyond the scope of the Project. The special districts also encourage 
public input into the design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community identities. 

Taxes 

17. The $1 billion construction cost figure is not consistent with the results of the 
Alternatives Analysis. The Alternatives Analysis estimated the cost of the managed lane in 
Honolulu at $2.6 billion. This cost was verified by HDOT and others familiar with Hawaii and 
HOT projects during the Transit Task Force review. The HOT facility could qualify for some 
Federal funding from highway sources, but it is not eligible for the funds available to the fixed 
guideway project. 
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18. Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources (i.e., Federal funds 
and General Excise Tax Surcharge) anticipated to pay for the capital cost of the Project, 
including finance charges. Ordinance 07-001 prohibits using real property tax revenues to pay 
for capital costs. 

Section 12 

The engineering cost estimate for a two-lane reversible managed lane facility, which was 
calculated following the same cost estimating process used for the Fixed Guideway 
Alternatives, was $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars. The City Councils Transit Advisory Task Force 
reviewed the Alternatives Analysis and concluded in their report of December 14, 2006, that the 
assessment of each alternative was "fair and accurate" and that capital cost estimates were 
compiled using the same methodology and unit cost and that the construction cost estimates 
were fairly and consistently prepared. The Task Force also concluded that the Honolulu project 
is not comparable to the referenced Tampa tollway. As a point of reference, the State of 
Hawaii's Highway Modernization Plan, dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz 
Viaduct at $600 million for a less-than 2.5-mile elevated highway. 

The zipper lane was eliminated in evaluation of the reversible facility because with the 
additional lanes, the demand and capacity would be better balanced without the zipper lane. 
Implementation of the zipper lane results in the loss of two lanes of capacity in the reverse 
direction. By 2030, the directional transportation demand will be more balanced than it is today. 
Eliminating the zipper lane when evaluating the reversible Managed Lane Alternative provided 
the greatest benefit to modeled freeway users by increasing capacity in both directions. 
Stations were provided at important transfer points to maximize the benefit to transit users with 
destinations other than on the elevated lanes. 

As described above, access ramps were provided at several locations, including Aloha 
Stadium and Middle Street. 

Bus stations were included to provide convenient transit access to neighborhoods 
through which the facility would pass. Adding additional ramps to serve ground level bus 
stations would have dramatically increased the cost and impacts of the facility and would have 
reduced performance of both the facility and surrounding streets. 

Section 13 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the estimated cost for the Project is $4.6 billion 
in 2009 dollars or and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars. The other system costs are noted. 
Because the costs included in your comment are not adjusted for inflation (they include costs 
that are more than 20 years old), a direct comparison cannot be made to the other projects 
mentioned in your comment. 

Section 14 

1. A travel forecasting model was used to forecast traffic volumes during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours in 2030, both with and without the fixed guideway system. Six screenlines 
(virtual lines across the corridor used to measure total travel at that point) were identified to 
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compare changes in traffic conditions in the corridor at the six locations. As seen in Tables 3-9 
and 3-10 of the Final EIS, traffic volumes in 2030 will be better with the Project compared to the 
No Build Alternative. For instance, with the fixed guideway system, there is an 11 percent 
reduction in traffic at the Kalauao screenline in the Koko Head-bound direction during the am. 
peak hour and a 10-percent reduction in the Ewa-bound direction during the p.m. peak hour 
when compared to conditions without the fixed guideway. 

2. In "Chapter 2—Alternatives Considered" of the Alternative Analysis report, 
November 2006 and summarized in the Final EIS—two options were considered for the 
Managed Lane Alternative.' a Two-direction Option and a Two-lane Reversible Option. Both 
Managed Lane Alternatives "would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between 
Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies for single or low occupant 
vehicles to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs)." The 
Two-direction Option would have served express buses operating in both directions during the 
entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-direction Option, it may be necessary to 
charge tolls to manage the number of HO Vs using the facility. For the Two-lane Reversible 
Option, three-person HO Vs would be allowed to use the facility for free, while single-occupant 
and two-person HOVs would have to pay a toll. The Two-lane Reversible Option was found to 
be the most optimal of the Managed Lanes Alternative options, but it was shown not to be the 
best alternative when compared to the fixed guideway. 

3. As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, while this alternative would have reduced 
congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the 
No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total 
islandwide VHD would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No 
Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide congestion (Table 2-2 of the Final EIS). 

4-6. As stated previously, energy use would be the highest with the Managed Lane 
Alternative. HECO is moving toward renewable energy generation. As that happens, the fixed 
guideway will also benefit from such new sources of energy. In addition, the Department of 
Energy publishes statistics for average transit rail energy consumption (2,784 BTUs per 
passenger mile), cars (3,512 BTUs per passenger mile), and transit buses (4,235 BTUs per 
passenger mile). Based upon these figures, transit trains are a more energy-efficient mode of 
transportation than passenger cars or transit buses. As the Department of Energy advises, 
great care should be taken when comparing modal energy intensity data among modes. 
Because of the inherent differences among the transportation modes in the nature of services, 
routes available, and other additional factors, it is not possible to obtain truly comparable 
national energy intensities among modes. These values are averages, and there is variability 
within modes. 

7-9. As mentioned in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, transit reliability would not have been 
improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. While this alternative 
would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic congestion 
would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials 
trying to access the facility. Total islandwide VHD would have increased with the Managed 
Lane Alternative as compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide 
congestion (Table 2-2 of the Final EIS). Furthermore, the managed lanes alternative would not 
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have been significantly less costly than fixed guideway and would have been unable to 
encourage the type of compact growth desired in the corridor. 

10. As mentioned in the Executive Summary and Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would have provided less of a transit benefit at a higher cost than the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Fixed Guideway Alternative will be more cost effective in the 
long run. In the "Summary—Funding Options" section, funding sources for the capital 
investments associated with the fixed guideway include a State GET surcharge, City genera/ 
obligation bonds, and FTA funds. Only the Fixed Guideway Alternative could be funded with the 
GET surcharge. As noted in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, the GET is expected to generate 
$a 5 billion through 2022 and the FTA has agreed to consider at least $1.55 billion for the 
Federal contribution to the Project through the New Starts program for the Fixed Guideway. 
The Alternatives Analysis indicates that toll revenues from the Managed Lanes Alternative, if 
high enough, would pay for ongoing operations and maintenance while any remaining toll 
revenues, supplemented by other revenues, would be used to repay debt incurred to construct 
the system. 

11. As shown in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, November 2008, the Managed Lane 
Alternative would have provided little community benefit, as it would not have resulted in 
substantially improved transit access in the corridor. This alternative also would not have 
supported planned concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not 
provide concentrations of transit service that would serve as a nucleus for TOO. 

12. The purpose of the Project, as established in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS, is to 
provide high-capacity rapid transit in the highly congested east-west transportation corridor 
between Kapolei and UH Manoa. In Section 1,9, goals include: improve corridor mobility, 
corridor travel reliability, access to planned development, and transportation equity. 

13. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to pay for 
the capital cost of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Capital costs 
of the Project, including finance charges, are anticipated to be fully paid for by a combination of 
FTA Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on 
Oahu. Section 6.6 of the Final BS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these 
funding assumptions. Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS discuss the effects of the Project on the 
transportation system and natural and built environment. 

14. Chapter 1 of the Final EIS indicates that 69 percent of the islandwide population and 
83 percent of employment will be located within the corridor in 2030. Many are much closer 
than that. Ridership forecasts of over 116,000 trips a day indicate service will reach a broad 
base of the population and carry high percentages of trips during the peak travel times when it is 
most needed. For example, over 30 percent of work trips to Downtown Honolulu will use transit 
with the implementation of the Project, NEPA (40 C.F.R. Part 1506.6) requires public 
involvement as part of the environmental impact statement process. The public involvement 
program is designed, as required by NEPA, to engage the public in as many ways as practical. 
This program for the Project has been comprehensive in sharing information with as many 
people as possible. Other assertions about travel behavior in your comment are inconsistent 
with the findings in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS related to transit ridership, 

AR00003325 



Very truly yours, 

17-  

Mr. Dennis Callan 
Page 36 

15. The Project provides an alternative to the travel condition noted in your comment. 
The fixed guideway does not require driving into the sun in either direction. The Project would 
result in decreased congestion compared to the No Build Alternative, making travel more 
reliable for emergency vehicles than with the No Build Alternative. 

16. Your preference for elevated lanes is noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : The reason so few have input at this stage is because our voices will not 
be heard. This administration is arrogant and a bully and has 
demonstrated this from day one regarding the rail. Mufi's "my way or the 
highway prevails and no amount of discussion will change that. That is 
why he did not get my vote or ever will for that matter. The rail cost is too 
expensive for the few taxpayers of this island. No one in their correct 
mind has ever started a rail system from its' farthest point out in the 
hopes it would someday reach the city. Absolutely amazing and 
ridiculous. The mayors' reply? "There are too many potential lawsuits in 
Waikiki and so these will magically disappear by starting at the opposite 
end? Zero logic, zero sense. No connection to the airport? Again, what 
modern city did not connect their rail to the airport and/or train stations? 
Now this administration has gained full control over the bidding, so as in 
the beginning, all of the mayor's friends, family, and campaign 
contributors will get the contracts and we the taxpayers will foot the bill. 
It smells of corruption. This boondoggle will not be completed on time 
nor on budget nor do Hawaii's workers have the training, talent, or desire 
to build this with quality. It took DOT 12 months to identify one single 
buried cable near Pearl Harbor 
that cost an additional $1 million dollars to the taxpayers. One cable, one 
year. By comparison, St. Paul MN rebuilt their massive multilane bridge 
over the Mississippi in 13 months. 
Here, 12 months just to identify one cable. At that rate this rail should be 
done by the next century. Track record? Look at H-3... I believe that 
short stretch of highway took 37 years. Not exactly speedy construction 
histories for Hawaii. Electricity? 
How is this administration going to keep the electric cables in the ground 
when according to DOT, they presently cannot figure out how to keep 
the wiring for the lighting for H1 in the ground. It is going on 3 years now 
and H -1 is still dark, Is the rail going to sit for 3 years too without electric 
while DOT does nothing? And you wonder why no one bothers giving 
you folks input...what would be the point? What is needed is an in depth 
Federal investigation and oversight into this Administration, its' bidding 
processes, and the rail planning or lack of it. There is no other label for 
this project than boondoggle. Period. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331317 

J, Such 
maumultAgmail.com  

Dear J. Such: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land_ The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pear/ Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head, Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a connection to the Airport. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, 
the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically 
supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport 
Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 

Lastly, in answer to your concern about electric cables in the ground, the power coupling 
to the vehicles will be via a third rail located on the elevated guideway. The third rail will not be 
accessible to the public. The Federal Transit Administration is providing project management 
oversight, as indicated in Figure 2-1 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trui yours, 

tt 
WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/24/2008 

SL 
SUEN 
HING HANG TRADING GROUP LLC 
1021 SMITH ST. 

210 
HON 
HI 
96817 
S_SUENS@YAHOO.COM  
5366422 

Both 
Website 

11/24/2008 
PROVIDING MORE MAP DETAILS AND DESCRIPTIONS ON EACH 
ALTERNATIVE OF SALT LAKE ROUTE AND AIRPORT ROUTE FOR 
THIS PROPOSED RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM ON THIS ISLAND 
COMMUNITY. HAVE THANKSGIVING. 
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Very ruly ours 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 86813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

NIUE! HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330792 

S. L. Suen 
1021 Smith Street 
Apartment 210 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 7 

Dear S. L. Suen: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The US. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Regarding your request for map details and descriptions, in addition to the project maps included 
in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs, Appendix B of the Final EIS includes detailed plans for the Airport 
Alternative. Similar plans for the Salt Lake Alternative were included in Appendix A (Conceptual Plans) of 
the Draft EIS, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/31/2008 

Hurshae 
Summons 
military contractor 
po box 1090 

Pearl City 
HI 
96782 
Schaesan@hotmail.corn 
808-4283549 

Both 
Website 

12/31/2008 
I thought about it for quite some time and considered input from friends, 
neighbors, and strangers. This project should have been started years 
ago. There remains a problem, the route is impractical, it should be 
changed before time and money are wasted. 
Thousands of commuters travel from areas like Walanee and Kahuku 
travel as far a Honolulu to work. The routes should at least start in these 
locations and end a practical transit area outside of Honolulu where a 
major "Bus" depot is. 
Another idea is to connect Ewa Beach to Honolulu.(build a &%#$% 
bridge) if national security is an issue then at least ask the Government. 
All they can say is no. 

AR00003333 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332341 

Hurshae Summons 
P.O. Box 1090 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Hurshae Summons: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As outlined in Section 1.1 of the Final EIS, there have been several prior attempts to 
develop a rail transit system in Honolulu. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei 
to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared 
to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of 
delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu 
International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of 
the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly 
less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. 
Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were 
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Verytruly ours, ,)y 

Hurshae Summons 
Page 2 

in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 
2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final BS discusses the process that was used to select 
the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, 
impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The areas listed in the comment will be served by local feeder bus service that will 
integrate with the fixed guideway system. Waianae and Kahuku will be served by local feeder 
bus service that will integrate with the fixed guideway system. Appendix D of the Final EIS 
presents information on future bus routes and frequencies. 

As described in Chapter 2, a Pearl Harbor crossing was evaluated and eliminated by the 
Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) as part of the regional planning process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
Is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Business/Organization : 
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Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 12/08/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I have been commuting from Milliani to town for the fast 25 years. 

Although I am against the rail and voted accordingly, if the City does 
move forward, I believe that the first segment should NOT be from 
Kapolai to Waipahu. This is the most stupidest thinking I have seen yet. 
What were the transportation planners thinkinglil The route should be 
from the center core Honolulu outward. For there to be any significant 
impact in the early stages, it is to take traffic out of the Pearl City to 
honoluiu segment. How the planners cannot think of this logical aspect 
is astounding! What will the Kapolei to Waipahu segment buy us, when 
everyone is trying to gat into town? Do you expect the leeward folks to 
ride the rail from Kapolei to Waipahu and then catch the BUS into town? 
Come on, where is the logical thinking on this. Lets do whets right and 
not do the stupid thing just because it was planned that way. The City 
should think smarter with our tax dollars. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11.2010 	 RT9109-331316 

Ms. Karen Sunahara-Teruya 
94-537 Holaniku Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Sunahara-Teruya: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9„ 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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Ms. Karen Sunahara-Teruya 
Page 2 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

trAly yours, Ve4 

(1,e----- 

WAYNE. YO 'OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : I think the first section of the rail should be between Pearl City and 

Honolulu. I also favor Pearl Harbor/Airport versus Salt Lake. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: vonv.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331294 

Mr. Ron Suwa 
94-1050 Pulelo Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Suwa: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances, 
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Mr. Ron Suwa 
Page 2 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The Airport Alternative is the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNMIOS 'OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/9/2008 

Ted 
Taheny 

85-1053 Piliuka way 

Waianae 
HI 
96792 
ttaheny@khon.com  
696-6924 

Both 
Website 

12/09/2008 
lwould like to ride my bicycle to the train, take it on the train into town, 
and ride it from the station to work... provided you make allowances for 
bicycles on the trains. Please include this in your plans. 
Thank You 
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Very tr ly yours, 

WAYZ: OS •KA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 95813 
Phone. posy 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768 -4730 • Internet: rAw.r.hanolulu.gov  

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTDR 

RT9/09-331521 
May 21, 2010 

Mr. Ted Taheny 
85-1053 Piliuka Way 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Dear Mr. Taheny: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final BS, each station will have facilities for parking 
bicycles. Bicycles will also be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy. This policy will 
be determined at a later time prior to the opening of the fixed guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/24/2008 

Paulette A. 
Tam 
concerned resident 
P 0 Box 4787 

Kaneohe 
HI 
96744 
ptam 1861 yahoo.com  
247-2725 

Both 
Website 

11/24/2008 
Aloha, 

Even though I do not live on the leeward side of Oahu, I support the 
Draft IS in its entirety and feel the steel on steel rail transit system 
should be built as soon as possible from Kapolei through the airport to 
Ala Moana Center. 

I can see myself catching the bus to Ala Moana Center and riding the rail 
transit to Kapolei and back in the event I get a job or move out to that 
area. 

Thank you for your time. 
Aloha, 
Paulette A. Tam 
concerned Kaneohe resident and former Kaneohe Neighborhood 
Member 1989-2006. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu.gov  

MUFI I-IANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330791 

Ms Paulette A. Tam 
P.O Box 4787 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Ms. Tarn: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very trul yours, 

Ms. Paulette A. Tam 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final DS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

/10 
WAYNE YO 10KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 

12/6/2008 

Candice 

Tan 

324 ILIMANO Street 

Kailua 

Hi 

96734 

cleetan@hawaii.mccm 

254-4097 

Email 

Website 

12/06/2008 

Yes, let's do it. 

 

 

There has been enough arguing and complaining. 

Let's get this thing started! It's going to cost a lot of money, 
a lot of people to share the cost. 

but we have 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU HAWAII 06813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRFCTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-331300 

Ms. Candice Tan 
324 llimano Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms Tan: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 125 (a)(1)) This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base arid Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/24/2008 

Rook 
Tang 

1448 Young Street 

603 
Honolulu 
Hi 
96814 
rooktang@excite.com  

Both 

Website 

11/24/2008 
Kudos to re-evaluating the Airport route. Given that we have 4.5 million 
visitors a year to Honolulu and numerous resident trips, it seem intuitive 
that we should proceed with an airport to Waikiki route. Les build 
something our transit savvy guests (Japanese visitors especially) will 
want to use and make their trips more enjoyable and make them more 
likely to return. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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DIRECTOR 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 
 

 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-330794 

Mr, Rock Tang 
1448 Young Street 
Apartment 603 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr Tang 

Subject .  Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S, Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

As shown in Figure 3-7, transit trips from the Airport to Waikiki will take approximately 
40 minutes with the Project versus approximately 70 minutes under No Build conditions. This 
time is door to door and includes transfers. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Email 
Webs ite 

12/06/2008 
: Common Sense: Most traffic are people going to work or students going 

to school. Why then would you go through Salt Lake when more people 
work along the airport route and Nimitz Hwy. Salt Lake is more 
residential and very little business. Plus that area is too congested for 
building a superstructure like rail. C&C haven't even finished the 
widening of Salt Lake Blvd and Puuloa Rd. 	• 

Initial Action Needed 
12/6/2008 

Earl 
Tanicka 
Retired Police Officer 
827-1 Ala Lifikoi St. 

Apt#1 
Honolulu 
HI 
95818 
taniokae002@hawaii.rr.com  
808-833-3260 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331304 

Mr. Earl Tanioka 
827-1 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Apartment 1 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Tanioka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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WAYNE Y. Y 
Director 

Mr. Earl Tanioka 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288760R 

Mr. Alexander M. Tanji 
94-1062 Kapehu Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Tanji: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS, The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative, Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Mr. Alexander M. Tanji 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Your other comments have been noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veryuly yours, ,.- 

WAYNEV YOSHIO 
Director 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS OF MARK TAYLOR ON 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
December 9, 2008 

Thank you for the opportunity ,- to submit comments on the Draft EIS for the Honolulu Rail Transit 
• Project. My name is Mark Taylor. I reside in the Salt Lake neighborhood of Honolulu and served from 

1993 10 2007 as an elected member of the Allainanu-Sa ft Lake-Foster Village Neighborhood Board. 

have three comments on the Draft EIS. 

First, the opening paragraph of section 6.4.2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Project Cash Flow") states that 
both the "Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives would be financially feasible." Yet this same paragraph 
states that the Airport Alternative would require $1.4 billion in Federal funding, and that the FTA "has 
not been approached to consider the $1.4 billion for the Airport Alternative." 

Given that there is no indication that Federal funding at the $1.4 billion level will even be considered by 
the FTA, how can the Draft EIS state conclusively that the Airport Alternative is "financially feasible"? 
Unless and until the FTA indicates in writing that it is willing to consider providing $1.4 billion, the EIS 
should state that the Airport Alternative has not been shown to be financially feasible. To do otherwise 
is misleading and invites a fiscally imprudent policy decision on the initial transit alignment. 

Second, Table 7-2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Effectiveness of Alternatives in Improving Corridor 
Mobility") contains figures that appear questionable, if not incorrect. 

• The table indicates that Transit Ridership in 2030 will be only 1% higher for the Airport Alternative 
than for the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, it also indicates that Transit User Benefits will be 5% higher 
for the Airport Alternative than for the Salt Lake Alternative. This significant inconsistency should 
be either corrected or fully explained. 

• The Airport Alternative's purported 5% advantage in Transit User Benefits equates to reduced travel 
time for all transit users of 800,000 hours per year compared to the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, the 
Draft EIS indicates the Airport rail route actually takes longer to traverse than the Salt Lake rail route. 
In fact, assuming half of projected daily rail trips in 2030 include the portion of the system between 
Aloha Stadium and Middle Street, the Airport Alternative will increase travel time for rail users by 
over 500,000 hours per year'. How can the Airport Alternative decrease travel time for all transit 
users by 800,000 hours per year when it increases travel time for rail transit users by 500,000 hours 
per year? Again, this significant inconsistency should be either corrected or fully explained. 

Third, Table 7-7 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Cost-effectiveness of the Build Alternatives") indicates the 
Salt Lake Alternative is more cost-effective than the Airport Alternative, but only by a small margin. 
The figures in this table are derived by dividing the cost of the system under each build alternative by 
the number of hours of Transit User Benefits it produces. Therefore, if in fact there are any revisions to 
the Transit User Benefits in Table 7-2 in light of the discrepancies identified above, Table 7-7 should 
also be revised to reflect the impact on the relative cost-effectiveness of each build alternative. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

E  90,000 projected daily trips multiplied by '4, multiplied by 2 minutes longer per trip, multiplied by 365 days per year, divided by 60 
minutes per hour, equals 547,500 hours, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
OIRCCTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-331793 

Mr. Mark Taylor 
3427 Ala Hinalo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Taylor 

Subject, Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The statement in the Draft EIS was correct at the time it was written, namely that "FTA 
has agreed to consider a funding request of $1.2 billion but has not been approached regarding 
a higher level." FTA has now been approached about a higher funding level recognizing the 
Airport Alternative's higher cost. The higher number of $1.55 billion is reflected in Chapter 6 of 
the Final EIS. The level of Federal funding described in the Final EIS is based on discussions 
with FTA about a reasonable level of support. While indications are positive, an official FTA 
commitment cannot be made until Congress acts to approve the Project's appropriation in a Full 
Funding Grant Agreement. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes the risks and uncertainties 
associated with project funding. 

Transit-user benefits, which are a measure of time and costs saved, include both those 
that accrue to new riders as well as those that accrue to existing riders. Because the majority of 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Mark Taylor 
Page 2 

benefits accrue to existing riders, the ratio of total user benefits for the Airport Alternative 
compared to the Salt Lake Alternative is greater than the ratio of total transit riders for the 
Airport 
Alternative compared to the Salt Lake Alternative. There are more people using the fixed 
guideway destined to the activity centers on the Airport Alternative alignment (mostly 
employees) than there are people starting in the Salt Lake area (mostly residents). 

All transit users are not equally affected by the differences between the Salt Lake and 
Airport alignments. The rail in-vehicle time for a trip from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is 
two minutes longer for the Airport Alternative than for the Salt Lake Alternative. Thus, transit 
travelers making that trip lose time benefits with the Airport Alternative as compared to the Salt 
Lake Alternative. In addition, because of the longer travel time, there are somewhat fewer 
transit trips forecast between, for instance, Kapolei and Ala Moana Center for the Airport 
Alternative than for the Salt Lake Alternative (compare Tables 3-25 and 3-39 in the Travel 
Forecasting Results Report). However, the Airport Alternative serves other markets 
substantially better than the Salt Lake Alternative, such as Ewa or Kapolei to Pearl Harbor or 
the Airport, resulting both in more transit riders and shorter travel times for existing transit riders. 
In summary, the Airport Alternative, even though it has a slightly longer rail travel time from end 
to end than the Salt Lake Alternative, results in forecast increases in total transit trips (of 1 
percent) and in fixed guideway riders (of 8 percent) because it serves different markets. 

User benefits presented in the Draft EIS are correct. There is no change in the 
relationship between the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives cost-effectiveness ratios. Further 
refinement to the travel forecast model since the Draft EIS was published has lowered the cost-
effectiveness ratio for the Airport Alternative in the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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A Leaderless Rail to Nowhere 

MO says his electric train sat is better than Ann's Lego-bus-bridge, a bridge that creates an bus-excluvelve 
new H4, lika H3 with no exits, from Ewa to Downtown. When will our elected leaders give us leadership 
with insight, rather than propose compromised either/or choices on the issue of transportation? 

Dean Uchida in last Sunday's opinion piece (Star-Bulletin, p. E3) states, "the underlying issue Is growth, 
not traffic. More specifically, it's land use, not traffic. 

What makes the issue so compromised results from the fact that the O'ahu land holders come in two main 
categories: (1),Individual ownership in fee simple and (2) Trust ownership held exclusively by trustees for 
the common use of others (Federal Lands) and/or parceled out for individual use through leaseholds 
(Karnehameha Schools Trust, 0.H.A., Public Lands). The first relates to lands that most would call, "private 
property" where the owners can sell it, like any other commodity to anyone else they please. The second 
form of land holding in torn, consists of property held in common for the benefit of a group of people and 
cannot be privatised to individuals by sale except under circumstances defined in the trust. 

Nine percent of the level, arable and in the state of Hawaii remains in the control of the Kamehameha 
Schools' Trust (The heir of Bernice Bishop's conveyance of all the "Royal Lands" to the benefit of the native 
Hawaiian peoples and their descendants.) Add to this the Office of Hawaiian Affairs lands, and those held 
by the State and the City and County of Honolulu, we can see that much, if not most all of the land in 
Hawaii is held as a public trust for everyone or for all Hawaiian descendents and their plumes collectively. 
Therefore, in no small measure, the common good of the Hawaiian people and the other citizens of the 
State and City and County of Honolulu should determine the optimal form of public transportation. Instead, 
they shift its cost to the tax base and declare it a universal benefit to all residents. 

What confuses the matter are the large royal tracts of land that king's conveyed to relatives or retainers for 
exceptional service to the crown. 

Unlike Mr. Bishop, who re-conveyed all of the remaining Royal Lands into a trust for the benefit of the 
native Hawaiians upon his wife's death and returned to live out his remaining years in San Francisco, 
others did not follow his example. 

The beneficiaries of the Campbell Estate, for example, who had intermarried and became descendants of 
Prince Kuhio, held on to their large West O'ahe land holdings in a trust until 2007 when it was converted in 
a private family-owned corporation. 

When it became no longer profitable to cultivate sugar cane and pineapple on these plantation plots, the 
beneficiaries sought to make the most of their privatised inheritance by converting the lands into residential 
housing sites. They pulled out the cash crops and planted individual fee simple single family homes that 
created a huge cash return and the suburban sprawl we now see from Waipahu to Kapplei. 

To get past the federal lands held exclusively by the U.S. military in Peed Harbor and south from Wahiawa, 
a narrow corridor of concrete was paved, and then expanded into the 111 freeway. Access to West CYanu 
was assured. Development could move forward. 

With the admission of Hawaii in the United States as a state, the large landed estates became anomalies 
in the lee simple world of U.S. real estate. With the death of James Campheirs last surviving daughter, 
Beatrice Wrigley in 1987. the estate had twenty years, according to Campbell's will, to dissolve the trust 
and redistribute itself to Its surviving heirs. The Campbell Estate thus expired in 2007. Rather than kill "the 
goose that laid the golden eggs." it was incorporated into the James Campbell Co. LLC. Most of the 
beneficiaries, thirty-one family members, became shareholders in the new company. Now the problem 
compounds. The new company secured $645 million in debt financing in 2007 to create the new company 
and to fund its future investments_ 

From 1987- to 2007 the rush was on to develop more residential housing leaving it to the new owners to 
create the infrastructure as the needs arose. Now the company faces a cloudy financial picture given the 
collapse of the national financial system and the freezing of credit for housing. They hold a lot of debt with 
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a reduced income stream and a large chunk of undeveloped land that must be sold to have value. 

easy credit, the company will probably have to sell a lot of raw land to just cover its current debt obligations 
To cover its maturing debts arid to protect its developed assets in a depressed housing market devoid of 

in an attempt to realize its master development plan. The free market may cause the re-conveyance of 
these privatized lands to those who still have the cash and the duty to serve the common good: the 
Kamehameha Schools' Trust, the ORA., and the State of Hawai (We can buy Tunie Bay, can't we?) and 
the City and County of Honolulu (How much do we plan to pay for rail right-a-ways?). 

Let the market set the price and, therefore, the tax rate on the land. With a little patience and with regular 
purchases, these four agencies should be able to acquire large tracts of undeveloped land in West taahu 
by 2010. The general public should be rewarded with a combined total at thousands of acres of new lands 
that can be converted to agricultural use and greater food Independence (if not total self-Sufficiency) 
without having to use the right of eminent domain to acquire them. (Energy Independence is not our only 
common need.) 

Now, all this raises the question: What would our transportation system look like given these new 
circumstances: 

1. We have a lot of West Orahu homeowners living in devalued homes with special needs 
that we need to accommodate. 

2. We need to design a diversified crop and fruit tree development that can 
yield three harvests annually for all available lands, 

3. We need to bring workers directly—non-stop—to their places of work at law 
cost and reduce road traffic congestion. 

4. East CYahu homeowners also suffer from unmet transportation and 
infrastructure needs as West Crahu, we must identify and equitably resolve 
these urban dysfunctions 

Rather than explain and expand on my own perspectives, however, I want my elected and warm a-be 
leaders to focus on and to respond to these four areas of concern. If they cannot: Do Not Vote for them. 

if you are as frustrated as I am by the ineptitude to act insightfully and to resolve pressing social needs, 
may be you and I should start talking with our friends and neighbors to craft our own solutions and cause 
our elected leaders to follow our lead. 

2008, as it turned out, is a Jubilee Year. Those with integrity, ethical insight and compassion for strangers 
will be rewarded whenever their proposals practically and for the better resolve some of our most currently 
compromised needs. 

We should do that and not try to say an electric train solves these problems nor a non-stop bus ride to 
Downtown makes life better for all in aahu. it's inadequate leadership on a rail. 

Robert Tellender 
2016 Ala Wel Blvd. //-8c 
Honolulu, Ht 96815-2002 
808-946-9974 

.Y4492111EtA*218M410.1Vitf . 

Robert Tender 	0/ 
MI5 Ala Wai Blvd Apt 8C 
Honolulu, I-11 96815 
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CHRISTMAS 2008 

Married at 30; stili together at 70. 

After the completion of thacondo remodel—an even more trying joint-venture—we pulled ourselves 
together and set off to celebrate our 40th wedding anniversary where it all began. This time, we returned 
to visit persons and places as members of the senior generation; Time had not stood stilt. 

At the end of May, we left Lars (34), our youngest son, the Academy of Art guard, in Honolulu and 
commenced our two-month odyssey into our shared past. We started with our most recent memories 
among friends in Petaluma, CA; classmates at Princeton, NJ, and former roommates in the Washington, 
D.C. area. Then back to Europe and our families' origins. 

First, to Paris, our honeymoon destination, among friends and family and on to Holland among Dutch 
friends and Feldbrugge cousins. (Breaking the pattern, we made a five-day detour among strangers to 
Prague.) 

We picked up the faintly trail again in Sweden among the Ts!larder family cousins before returning to 
Boston where Erik (37), our oldest son, the architect (Wm. Rawn. Boston], picked us up and drove to his 
"new" (1801 An.) colonial manse on the Common In Amherst .NI-1. Here we got reacquainted with our 
grandchildren, Maia (5) and Nils (3) and our daughter-in-law, Liss. (37) and her Visiting Housman 
parents, Ted and Margaret (Cape Cod), and sister, Karen (Singapore). (All of these members of our 
immediate and extended family will be coming to Honolulu for this Christmas and NEW year.) 

We flew from New York City in separate airplanes: MarIlse to Honolulu and Bob to Los Angeles, CA to 
Oak his brother, Jack (75), in his nursing home in Santa Monica, CA and then home to Honolulu. 

To see glimpses of what we saw, come visit us in Hawaii so you can show us what we missed who 
we were away frorrryou. Let's have a happy NEW yeari With all those we still know and love. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-289468R 

Mr. Robert Tellander 
2015 Ala VVai Boulevard 
Apartment 8C 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Tellander: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. The Project will provide direct transit access to 
several major employment areas in Honolulu. As indicated in Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS, transit 
travel times will be considerably less with the Project during commute periods (am. peak 
period) compared to existing conditions and future 2030 conditions without the Project. 

As indicated in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS, the purpose of the Project is to provide high-
capacity rapid transit in the transportation corridor between Kapolei and UH Manoa. The 
Project described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS will serve the corridor between East Kapolei and 
Ala Moana Center via the Airport. Communities in East Honolulu will still benefit with the added 
local bus service that will be provided to the Ala Moana Station. 
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Lastly, the goals of the Project correspond to the need for transit improvements, as 
described in Section 1.8 of the Final EIS. Although important issues in their own right, West 
Oahu home values, special needs, and diversified crops are not the focus of this study. 
Improving transportation equity is a goal of the Project. Section 1.8 of the Final EIS includes a 
summary that includes workers and other commuters that need access to reliable and 
affordable transportation. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Ted.Matley@dot.goy [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.goy]  
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:39 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honolulu City Rail Proposal 

From Suzanne Teller [mailta:suzantell@earthlink.net ] 
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2008 4:49 PM 
To: Matiey, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Honolulu City Rail Proposal 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
Honolulu Hale, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Wayne Yoshioka: 

Thank you for taking time to read this taxpayer's view of the City's rail 
proposal. 

As you know, this heavy rail project is the most controversial project 
ever undertaken in Honolulu since Hawaii became a State. And when a 
project is so controversial and costly (inspite of a maneuvered vote of 
approval) it will be plagued by unalterable problems and cost overruns 
FOREVER. 

This Island is a fragile eco-system that should not be completely 
covered over in cement or it will die. The heavy rail system is designed 
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to do just that. Each mile of it will lead an unending plethora of cement 
structures from one end of the route to the other. This is not right for 
people, land, animals, flora and fauna, or LIFE ITSELF ON THIS 
ISLAND. 

A light rail system would suffice and not be as obtrusive, controversial, 
costly or destructive. Please do not bail out the unions at the expense of 
our fragile eco- 
system Fifty years of living here tells me heavy rail is not right at all. 

UA MAU KE EA 0 KA, 'AINA I KA PON-0. (The life of the land is 
preserved in righteousness.) 

Very truly yours, 

Suzanne Teller 
(Mrs. Albert Teller) 

Mrs. Albert Teller 
1541 Kalakaua Ave. #1510 
Honolulu, HI 96826 

1/23/2009 
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June 11,2010 	 RT12108-293202R 

Ms. Suzanne Teller 
1541 Kalakaua Avenue, #1510 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Ms. Teller: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To answer your comments, each mile of guideway will include the construction of one 
mile of elevated structure approximately 30 feet wide and any associated stations. The majority 
of the area crossed is already paved, and in those locations the Project will not increase 
impervious surface. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street. a tunnel under King 
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Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other 
alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to cultural 
resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade 
and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final ElS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Projects Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25 7 000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
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system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community and 
environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than with an 
elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more lanes would 
need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the closures would 
last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a greater 
disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to construction 
noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
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would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT11/09-340096 

Mr. Lawson Teshima 
650 lwilei Road, Suite 415 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Techima: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative_ 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 
The following paragraphs address the comments contained in your submittal: 

There is, at this point, no commitment from the FTA for a specific amount of federal 
funding. The $1.2 billion has been discussed in the past and now $1.55 billion has been 
identified in the Final EIS and reflected in FTA's approval for the Project to enter Preliminary 
Engineering. These amounts have not raised major concerns from the FTA. It is a requirement 
for the Project to identify an anticipated federal amount in its pro forma cost analyses. The FTA 
will only commit the funding once the full environmental and New Starts processes have been 
completed. For the Project, because the percentage of local matching funds (75 percent or 
more) is so high compared to the average of less than 50 percent, the additional $200 million is 
still well within a reasonable request. 

No election-related advertising was funded by the City. Expenditure of taxpayer funds 
has been limited to providing factual information about the Project. Guidelines set forth by 
NEPA and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes stipulate that public involvement be 
carried out on large-scale projects such as the rail project. As one of the largest infrastructure 
projects ever to be constructed on Oahu, the City felt that it was important to disseminate 
information to as many people as possible. Thus, a broad range of print and visual media was 
necessary to reach different population segments. Project funds paid for the public involvement 
activities that are listed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS presents the current estimate of the amount of the County 
General Excise and Use Tax (GET) Surcharge and discusses the uncertainties associated with 
the estimate. The GET forecast presented in the Final EIS takes the current economic 
downturn into account, including lower projections of tourism over the next several years, and 
slower growth projections in services, contracting, and rentals. The forecast assumes that GET 
surcharge revenues will grow from current levels as Oahu's population and economic activity 
increases, and as a function of inflation over the period. The financial plan is a dynamic 
document that will be updated as conditions warrant. DTS will continue to monitor and update 
the revenue forecasts and refine the financial plan as the Project proceeds through FTA's New 
Starts process. As stated in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, GET collections will raise $3.5 billion by 
2022. The Project as presented in the Final EIS does not include any proposals to exempt 
certain industries from taxes currently in place. 

The Project as presented in the Final EIS is a rail line from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center via Honolulu International Airport. The Project does not include rail service into Waikiki. 
As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, future extensions are planned from Ala Moana Center to UH 
Manoa and Waikiki. The future extensions are not part of the Project; thus, they are not 
required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
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they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. When the future 
extensions are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, environmental analysis 
of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the number of visitors who will use the fixed 
guideway is relatively small compared to other users. For example, approximately 10,000 of the 
116,000 daily fixed guideway boardings will be made by visitors. Further, as shown in Table 
3-12 in the Final EIS, effects on tour operators because of the Project are expected to be 
minimal. 

The City intends to comply with 49 U.S.C. § 5323(d), which limits charter service 
provided by federally assisted public transportation operators. FTA regulations specify these 
limitations in 49 CFR Part 604, Charter Service. The City cannot engage in charter service 
unless permitted by FTA charter service regulations. See Circular C-9300. 1B, Capital 
Investment Program Guidance and Application Instructions issued, November 1, 2008. 

The City has no authority to dictate how the federal government chooses to award 
federal grant monies. Grant programs overseen by the FTA are subject to its own rules and 
regulations, For example, according to FTA Circular C-9300. 1B, the Bus and Bus-Related 
Facilities portion of the Capital Investment Program (Bus Program) is available to states and 
local governments, as well as sub-recipients, such as public agencies, private companies 
engaged in public transportation, and private non-profit organizations, are eligible to receive 
funds under the Bus Program. Whether Polynesian Hospitality qualifies for the Bus Program 
would depend on whether it meets these and other requirements under appropriate federal rules 
and regulations. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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From: Ted.Matley©dot.gov  imailto:Ted.Matley@dot.govj  
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:42 PM 
To: Miyarnoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: I ■lo Subject 

From: BakiProp©aol.com  rrnailto:BakiProp@aol.corill 
Sent: Thursday, December 1.1, 2008 12:43 AM 
To; Matey, Ted (FTA> 
Subject: No Subject 

Sir 

State of Honolulu, is taxing us right and left Double taxing. -Higher taxes, killing small businesses. Tourism is dried up. Waikiki 
beaches, Hotels are empty. Where will we get the Money to pay for this elephant called the Rail Transit? It will die a thousand 
death not it will take 15 years to built it. Just like the Boston Beautification. 

Not now. Please. 

Robert Thomas 

************** 

Make your life easier with all your friends, email, and favorite sites in one place. Try it now. 
(http://www.aol.com/?aptin .,--new-dp&icid=aolcom4Ovanity&ncid7--emicritaaicom00000010)  

1/23/2009 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet -  www.honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-332253 

Mr. Robert Thomas 
bakipropaol.com   

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009_ The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used to pay 
for the capital costs of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital 
costs of the Project. including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts funds from the Federal 
government and the County's General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 through 
2022. Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operations 
and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the transit system in a state of good repair. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for 
TheBus, which includes Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the General and 
Highway Funds. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
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Project website at www honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trulp yours, 

( 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am a 23-year old student writing you from Bremen, Germany, where I 
studdy geography at the local university. 
I think it is excellent that the Honolulu rail transit project has been 
approved by the voters. 
I lived and went to high school (McKinley) in Honolulu for a total of 1,5 
years. So I am well aware of the traffic problems the city and residents 
heve to face everyday. 
Being an experienced rail-rider and a fan of rail-based mass-transit, I 
strongly believe that bringing rail transit to Oahu will be a successful 
project. 

This Christmas f will be in Honolulu for a period of three weeks. And my 
question is now, if is any opportunity to some volunteer-work at your 
agency while I am there. 
That would be a great way for me to gain some experience abroad as 
plan to make my living later on by promoting and planning rail-based 
transit in the US. 
And may be you could even benefit from me being an experienced rail-
rider. 

Mahalo for taking the time to read my message. 
Your sincerely 
Daniel Tiedge 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331288 

Mr. Daniel W. hedge 
Carl-Severing-Str. 28 
Bremen 28329 
GERMANY 

Dear Mr. Tiedge: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document, The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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Mr. Daniel W. Tiedge 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYN Y. Y HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Djou, Charles 

Sent: 	Tuesday, December 09, 2008 9:47 AM 

To: 	Matsuda, Sylvia 

Subject: FW: ri.AiL PHASING 

Please add to DEIS comments 

Charles K Cjou 

Councilmember, District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 

Honolulu City Council 

530 South King Street, Suite 202 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-5004 

Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Email: cdiou@honoiulu_gov  
Web: www honolulu„govicouncilid4 

From: Steve Timpson [mailto:stimpson@hawafiurropm]  
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 11:43 AM 
To: Djou, Charles 
Subject: RAIL PHASING 

Charles, 

Thank you for looking into the logic of the currently announced phasing of the rail The only logic supporting 
constructing the first phase of the rail in the country is to make available jobs sooner than would be if work starts 
in town. Think of it as to who would be using a system thet starts in Ewa and ends in Aeia? People are not going 
to drive to Ewa, leave their cars there, ride the rail to Aeia, and them take some other meens to travel into town, 
which will mean that the ridership counts will be way down, which then fuels the fire from people not favoring rapid 
transit about stopping future phases since nobody is using the system 
San Francisco, and all the other cities that have built rapid transit systems all sequence the phasing to start in 
town and then extend the system into the suburbs as use increases Al! these locations have done so even 
though the downtown section is more difficult and costly 

Please continue to pursue the re-phasing as it just does not make any sense 

Thanks 

Sieve Tirnpson 
Gob ° Construction 
216-9525 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: ymrsv.honcrIniu.gov  

MUM HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-334561 

Mr. Steve Timpson 
stimpson@hawaiirr.com   

Dear Mr. Timpson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage faculty because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIO 
Director 

Mr. Steve Timpson 
Page 2 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/5/2009 

James 
Tokishi 

HI 
96816 
j.tokishi@gmail.com  

Email 
Website 

02/05/2009 
: My concern regarding the DEIS is that there is no updated revenue 

information. In 2006, the economy was strong, and Parsons 
Brinckerhoff used three numbers, a "conservative" estimate, and two 
fifteen-year projections using information from the Hawaii Council on 
Revenues, despite the CoR only making predictions for a few years in 
the future. 

In the two years (2007, 2008) following the release of the Alternatives 
Analysis, the 0.5% GET transit tax has not met even the lowest revenue 
forecasts, shown in table 5-4 in the AA. Despite this, the DEfS uses the 
middle forecast to estimate the total revenue available to the rail project. 

Even in 2007, before the economic downturn of 2008, revenues were far 
below their predicted values. It seems clear both that the original 
estimates were far too optimistic, and that the projections need to be 
reevaluated due to the current economic climate. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.nonolukLgov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334578 

Mr. James Tokishi 
j.tokishi@gmaitcorn 

Dear Mr. Tokishi: 

Subject Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge revenue estimate presented in the 
Draft EIS was based on information available at the time the Draft EIS was prepared. It was an 
updated forecast compared to the forecasts prepared for the Alternatives Analysis, and it 
reflected the actual receipts of surcharge monies that had been received at the time the Draft 
EIS was prepared. The Final EIS reflects more recent information about costs and revenues 
based on the latest forecasts from the spring of 2009. Specifically, in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS, the GET surcharge revenues have been adjusted downward to show the effect of the 
flagging economy on revenue collections. The City will continue to monitor and update the 
revenue forecasts as the Project proceeds through FTA's New Starts process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at  www.honolulutransitorq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
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Page 2 

additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

(,911 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Initial Action Needed 
11/6/2008 

Barbara 
Tom 
Retired _prey w/ Stata 
753 Kalanipuu St 

Honolulu 
Hi 
96825 
bltx59@hawaii.rr.com  
395-3903 

None 
Website 

11/06/2008 
: Do you really think rail will cost only 4.8 Billion? I expect my 

grandchildren will pay dearly and will not benefit since they will not be 
riders and will not work in construction or food service, which I envision 
to be the main jobs created. 

How many City projects have corn in on time and in budget? What is the 
usual cost overrun? Do you expect cost over estimates for Rail? 

I voted againt rail because I think it is too costly but I don't know what the 
answer is to traffic. By the way, I suspect your estimate of the fix to 
traffic is way over because I don't think rail will ease traffic except in rush 
hour and only for the residents of Kapolei and Ewa beach - otherwise 
the train will be empty and there isn't much traffic then anyway. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
850 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEIVIANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOm 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330384 

Ms. Barbara Tom 
753 Kalanipuu Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825 

Dear Ms. Tom: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment_ During the public comment period on the Draft EIS. the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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The Project is expected to benefit Oahu residents by meeting the following purpose and 
need of the Project of: improving corridor mobility, travel reliability, access to planned 
development to support City policy to develop a second urban center, and transportation equity. 
The total cost of the Project, including finance charges, is $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 in 

inflated dollars. Of this amount, about $1.3 billion is a contingency to cover unforeseen cost 
increases. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides a cost and financial analysis of the Project. The 
Final EIS does not contain information about other City projects as they are not related to the 
Project. 

Analysis of traffic impacts employs a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO). The OahuMPO's existing model was 
reviewed, enhanced, recafibrated, and validated to be consistent with current FTA guidelines. 
The approach has proven to be effective in estimating traffic impacts in other cities. The model-
generated analysis shows a reduction in total congestion by 18 percent in 2030 (measured in 
vehicles hours of delay) when comparing the Project to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 of 
the Final EIS). Traffic reductions will be seen on major roadways throughout the corridor and will 
be most pronounced in Aiea and Waipahu, in addition to the Ewa area (Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of 
the Final EIS). With the Project, transit ridership levels will be influenced by factors such as 
improved transit travel times in peak periods, as compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax .  (808) 7684730 • Internet: twhy.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12/08-293446R 

Ms. Beatrice Tomihama 
95-1059 Eulu Street 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Ms. Tomihama: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the No Build Alternative has been noted. The No Build Alternative 
does not address the project needs or meet the purpose of the Project as established in 
Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the EIS. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS 
includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to 
Ala Wane has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of 
delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu 
International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of 
the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly 
less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. 
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Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were 
in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 
2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to 
select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making 
process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Next, your second comment has been noted. 

To address your third comment, as identified in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, transit 
ridership forecasts for rail and bus service are based on a travel demand forecasting model 
used by the Oahu Metropolitan Transportation Organization (0ahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan. The OahuMPO model is based on "best practices" for urban travel models 
in the U. S. The model is updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, 
socioeconomic conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is approved 
by the OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. As indicated in the Final EIS, this modeling 
approach has proven to be effective in estimating ridership levels in other areas such as Los 
Angeles County, Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the last 10 years. The model is based 
on guidelines established by the FTA. The model is based upon a set of realistic input 
assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and 
expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. 

Regarding your last comment, as stated in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS, TheBus 
system serves more than 80 percent of Oahu's developed areas and has about 252,200 
boardings on an average weekday. Honolulu has the fourth highest load factor for bus service 
in the U. S. It is a very well-used system and provides a good indication that ridership forecasts 
for the fixed guideway are reasonable. Buses that are not in service are either on their way to 
start a route or returning from a route. Such status is not related to how many people ride 
transit when in service. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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A203 
Waipahu 
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Email 
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11/25/2008 
1. initial route: LJH Mama & Kalaeloa. extension: Ala Moana SC. don't 
see Ala Moana SC workers/shoppers at the H-1/H-2 merge at 5 am. 
2. why the love affair with Salt Lake? wouldn't more people benefit with 
an airport route? 
regarding 1. &2, above: thought the whole rail idea was to serve the 
greatest good. the greatest good don't live in Salt Lake. do your 
homework! 
3. too much focus on initial cost. how much is it going to cost for 
upkeep? the C & C of HNL can't even fill potholes, how are we going to 
pay for rail maintenance? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330867 

L. Tomita 
94-870 Lumiauau Street, A203 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear L. Tomita: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In response to your first bulleted comment, the connection of UH Manoa and Kalaeloa 
would require completion of the system between those points, which would include Ala Moana 
Center. The system must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which has 
considerable land requirements that cannot be met in the Primary Urban Center. The Ala 
Moana area is a major employment center. The extensions of the line to UH Manoa and Waikiki 
will also start from the Ala Moana terminus when funding becomes available. Those are also 
major generators of trips such as Ala Moana. 

Regarding your second bullet point, your preference for the Airport Alternative has been 
noted. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
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Director 
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the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft BS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

Regarding your third bullet point, the details of the cost of maintenance for the guideway 
system are provided in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS. Operating and maintenance costs will be 
paid for from the same funding sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Funding for guideway 
maintenance will be covered in the City's annual budgeting process and amounts to between 
2 percent and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. Projected operating and 
maintenance costs for the transit system (the fixed guideway, TheBus, and TheHandi-Van) can 
be found in Figure 6-2 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes : Eiection Day is Coming up and i've taken my time to make my decision. 
Right now I'm very much against Rail Transit because, based on both 
Stop Rail and Support Sail advertisements, I believe that the people in 
charge of the project have no clue what they're really doing. 

This mainly stems from the fact that the Support Rail advertisements 
don't address some of the more serious issues, such as space usage 
and environmental concerns. All the Support Rail advertisements (As 
well as their website) really say is 'Ant-Rail Protesters are wrong 
because Rail technology works in Seattle'. 

After reviewing this site I've gotten a much clearer image of what the sail 
proiect wilt be like. I approve of the idee of using elevated railways, that 
being the only practical way I believe it will work. However I am very 
concerned about how you plan on integrating more eco-friendly 
alternative energy sources into the project itself. 

Many Advertisements claim that Rail will reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil because it will run on electricity, and claim that it will_use 
solar, wind, and biofuel. However all sources I've been able to locate 
don't say HOW the alternative energy sources will be integrated. 

As this is the case, I must assume that they will not infect be integratecf 
and the rail system will have to rely on HECO who, as I understand it, 
still generate the majority of Hawaii's Electricity through traditional Oil 
Burning means. Am twrong? 

I'm also curious as to: 
-Why you have not made the specifics about the Rail Technology being 
considered available to the public. 
-How we can be sure that the government is going to promptly enact any 
promises they make. 
-Why you are planning to break ground in 2009, possibly before you are 
approved to receive funding. 
-Where the money is going to come from if construction begins in 2009 
and we can only get government funding by 2011. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT8109-330330 

Mr. Matthew Toyama 
gensukehawaii.rr.com  

Dear Mr. Toyama: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The public involvement materials used until November 2008 contained project-related 
information that was available at the time of publication. However, since the beginning of the 
Alternatives Analysis and environmental processes, many details regarding your concerns of 
space usage and environmental impacts were evaluated in the Draft and Final EIS. 

The Final EIS (Section 4.11.3) indicates that the Project will reduce energy consumption 
by about 3 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. During Final Design, energy-efficient 
design and methodologies will be incorporated into the Maintenance and Storage Facility, the 
stations, and other structures where practical. The extent of photovoltaic and other energy-
reduction and generation features could be included at that time, The Project will still rely 
heavily on Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) for energy to power the system. As described in 
the Final EIS Section 4.11.3, HECO's planned electricity generation on Oahu will be sufficient to 
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support the Project with various upgrades. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for the 
analysis of environmental impacts. 

Regarding your comment about transit vehicles, a specific vehicle has not been selected 
for the system. The RTD has established vehicle specifications that are summarized in 
Chapter 2 of the Final BS. As noted in Chapter 2, the selected transit technology will be 
electrically powered, industry-standard steel wheel on steel rail powered from a third-rail 
system. The selected vehicle will be capable of a top speed greater than 50 mph. The vehicles 
could either be manually operated by a driver or fully automated (driverless). 

Any commitments made in the Final EIS and Record of Decision become project 
requirements. These will be incorporated into the project specifications and City staff will be 
tasked with ensuring these commitments are carried out. 

Lastly, local funding through a surcharge to the General Excise and Use Tax (GET) was 
approved in 2005. Construction of a project of this magnitude requires a substantial period of 
time to complete and the earlier that this Project is completed the earlier the benefits may be 
realized. In addition, inflation increases project costs with time, and the earlier that construction 
can be undertaken, the better that costs can be controlled. As discussed in Chapter 7 of the 
Final EIS, the Project is proceeding through the Federal project development process. Current 
indications are that the Project will be rated favorably to receive Federal funds. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at  www.honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : I have several suggestions for the rail transit system. It's better to start 
the first phrase from downtown honolulu to Pearl City first. I heard that 
the rail system will be intergrated with TheBus , TheBoat. Hybrid buses 
will also be use in this project instead of diesel buses. The reason why is 
that the buses will reduce greenhouse gases. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-322251 

Mr. Paul Tse 
155 North Beretania Street 
Apartment 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Tse: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College, The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The fixed guideway system will be integrated with other transit modes. Appendix D of 
the Final EIS provides information on future bus routes and frequencies with the Project. How 
those modes are fueled is independent of the fixed guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-333550 

Ms. Veronica Tuia 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Tuia: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by 
the City to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08- 
261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is 
described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is 
included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 116,000 daily 
passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user 
benefits. The Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
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hours of delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives 
considered. The Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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- 	• 	• 
The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City and County, the PTA, and the public with 
the information necessary to make an informed decision-  based,  on a full and &pen 	. 

sis of costs, benefits,  and environmental impacts of alternatives considered. 
However, it seems that in some respects, the DE5 is aimed at convincing the pubic and 
the FTA of the benefits of the Project, rather than inform the public: 	• 

One exampleis in the cost-effectiveness of the project The PTA's cost-effectiveness 
index is a ratio formed by adding an alternative's annualized capital cost  to its year 2030  
operating and maintenance cost,  and the total is divided by user benefits";  in hours 
saved. The key criteria for deterthining the cost-effective index 'are annualized cot -of the 
project, ridership estimates, and the time benefits realized by the riders_ 

Any proposed New Starts projectreceiving less than a 'Medium" cost-effectiveness 
index rating wilt not be recommended for funding by the, ETA. The threshold between a 
rating of "Medium," and "Medium-Low" is $22.99 per user benefit expressed in dollars 
per hour of user benefit. 

In the Alternatives Analysis, the cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment from. 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is stated as.$2134; arid for the full project from West 
Kapolei.to  UH Man.oa with an extension to Waikild as $27.05. Thus, the 20-mile 
segment meets the threshold of $22.99, but the full project does not. 

City ordinance 07-001 recommended the North-South Road/Airport option as the 
preferred minimum operational segment (MOS) for several reasons, one of Which being 
that the cost-effectiveness index of $22.56 is below FTA's threshold. 

Now, in the. DEIS, the cost-effectiveness index has markedly improved to a point that is 
significantly below the PTA threshold of $22.99: $17.53 for the Salt Lake Alternative, 
$1738 for the Ahport Alternative, and $22.86 for the combined Salt Lake/Airport 
Alteniative: Information for the full project with extensions  is conspicuously absent in 
the DEIS although it was available in the AA.. 

We know that the capital enst and O&M costs have not reduced, so that the only 
explanation is that the user benefits have increased significantly. If one digs further into 
the DEIS, you will find the following statement: 'Research indicates that positive 
attributes (both perceived and real) are associated with the use of a fixed guideway . 
system, Which make the syStem more attractive than general bus transit. These benefits 
include such things as improved safety, security, visibility, ease of use, comfort, and 
reliability. These factors or -attributes are not captured by the standard travel demand • 
forecasting process., To account for these attributes in:this user benefit analysis, PTA has 
approved an additional factor   :: 	

•   	 of in-vehicle time. The 
: 	 .... 
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factor was inCorPorated for riders tnking the fixed guideway only. A . 5.5-minute savings 
of in-vehicle time was incorporated for rideri taking feeder buses to.the fixed guideway." 

Basically what this indicates is that 14.5 min.  Ines is subtracted from. every guideway trip 
made, and 5.5 minutes from ever/ feeder-bus trip to end up with the "time" benefitfor 
guideway trips that is now.artificially more favorable. Assuming —90,000 fixed 	• 
guideway trips each day, fed -by —63,000 bus trips, this fudge factor adds up to a 22,000, 
hour time credit for fixed guideway use and a 6,000-hour time credit for feeder-bus use 
..... for a total credit of 28,000 hours each day of user benefit ...or ov.er 5 million hours 
each year of "user benefir. Although the DEIS does not say so out rightly, this is 
probably a major factor . inthe much lower cost-effectiveness index. 

Thus, it seems that the City and 'Parsons Brinkerhoff, with or without collusion by the 
• PTA has decided to apply a new subjective measure to the determination of "user 
benefits", which is not incorporated in the transit models. The application of this change - 
is never clearly explained in the DEIS nor any of the publicly available supporting 
references. 

This issue and the exclusion of the complete project (vIOS with all extensions) from the 
cost-effectiveness analysis need to be scrutinized than:cud -11y by the PTA. 	. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
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MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THONI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 R T10/09-335707 

Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
41-1013 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, Hawaii 96795 

Dear Mr. Ubersax: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Draft EIS only reports estimates of cost-effectiveness for those Build Alternatives 
addressed in the document, namely three fixed-guideway alternatives that would extend from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini and independent utility from 
any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, 
Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UN Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections 
of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however, the future extensions are not part of the Project. 
Thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statues 
and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed 
action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Richard Ubersax 
Page 2 

FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation at some time in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. 

The cost-effectiveness calculation is closely scrutinized by FTA. The calculation itself is 
specified by the FTA according to the factors it considers representative of travel behavior from 
experience gained on many projects across the country. The analysis steps that led to the 
numbers in Chapter 7 of the Draft and Final EISs are defined by the FTA. Over the course of a 
refinement in the model application, there are many things that change. Many elements make 
up the user-benefit calculation. Some are related to travel time or cost savings; others are 
related to the overall improvement in transportation system performance that will be derived 
from the Project. User benefits, for example, could change if there is a change in ridership 
resulting from new information incorporated into the model. Cost-effectiveness for the other 
options evaluated did not rise to the level of the fixed guideway, despite their lower overall 
project costs. The incorporation of "non-included attributes" in the calculation of user benefits is 
fully consistent with FTA guidance. 

The Final EIS meets the requirements of NEPA and the FTA. The public has been 
continuously informed about progress on the Project since it started over three years ago. The 
analysis completed shows a significant difference in the ability of the various alternatives tested 
to meet the various objectives set forth in the Final EIS. The fixed guideway was by far the 
most responsive to the identified Purpose and Need. These assessments were completed 
using the procedures specified by the FTA, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project, The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Richard W. Ubersax, Ph.D. 

41-1013 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, HI 96795 

UBERSAX@GMAIL.COM   
(808) 259-6895 

February 5, 2009 

To Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

• CC: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20! Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: General Comments on DEIS 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I am by no means an expert on transportation planning and engineering, but as an R&D director 
(now retired) in a multibillion-dollar high-tech company, do have considerable experience in 
evaluating complex and risky technology projects, including evaluation of alternative 
technologies and approaches, assessing technical feasibility of proposed approaches, and 
evaluating outcome probabilities and economic risks. Surprisingly, the principles and 
methodologies for evaluating the Honolulu rail transit project are very similar. In both cases an 
informed decision to proceed (or not) is based on reliable input (existing and projected) and 
objective analysis based on experience, good judgnent, and benchmarking against comparable 
projects. After initiation of approved projects, similar methodologies are applied to measure 
progress as new information (results) becomes available. 

Based on my analysis of the DEIS and supporting documentation, and researching project history 
and benchmark information, I have serious reservations about whether the City has made an 
objective evaluation of all of the alternatives against the key criteria, but rather has conducted the 
process and presented data and analysis to achieve a predetermined result. The magnitude of the 
cost of the project and the tong-term implications that the wrong choice will have on the 
aesthetic, environmental, economic, and social welfare of the community is cause to pause and 
reassess the validity of the whole process. 

Each Administration bas had its own -pet" transit program (just look at the history over the last 
20 years), which has resulted in vacillation and delay in moving forward. This has created chaos 
in the selection process and confusion among the people. The current Administration (and 
Council) terminated the past Administration's BRT project within days of attaining office and 
instantly the current program was elevated to the top of the agenda. 
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I think we all recognize the need for an efficient and cost-effective transit system for the island 
of Oahu, but we must resist emotional or predetermined decisions and political agendas to 
dominate the process — rather than a pristinely objective process. 

The following examples and discussion are meant to show where I believe there are flaws in the 
process, data, interpretation of the data, and arguments in favor of the case. There are numerous 
other examples I could use, but for lack of time and brevity, I have focused on the ones 
presented. Please take this discourse constructively, even though it may appear highly critical. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Respectfully yonrs, 

Richard W. Ubersax 

P.S.: I have also sent you an electronic copy in .pdf format. 
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The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City and County of Honolulu, the FTA, and the public 
with information necessary to make an informed decision, based on a full and open analysis of 
costs benefits, and environmental impacts of all of the alternatives considered. This project is 
probably one of the most complex and costly projects ever undertaken in the state of Hawaii; so 
it is critical for the City administrators and the public to have sufficient and objective 
information to make informed judgments about the various aspects of the project, distill the 
information to assess the merits of potential alternatives, and determine how it will affect the 
island and their personal lives. However, it seems that in some respects, the DEIS is aimed at 
convincing the pubic (and the FTA) of the benefits of the "Project", rather than to objectively 
inform about both the benefits and downsides. 

The DEIS and the accompanying Technical Reports certainly contain a plethora of information, 
but there are many areas where important information is missing or difficult to find, where 
significant changes have been made from the Alternatives Analysis without sufficient 
explanation, where the validity of data is in serious doubt, and where decisions and choices have 
been made and rationalized with incredulous explanation. As a result, the credibility of the 
entire document and process is compromised. 

The Administration, FTA, and Oahu taxpayers should be wary of spending over $5 billion on a 
Project that has been selected on the basis bias, questionable data and judgment, where the risks 
have not been fully evaluated, and where significant impacts have been summarily dismissed. 

In its present form, the DEIS does not meet the criteria set forth in the first sentence of this page. 
In fact, the City should step back, assess whether they have objectively met all of the criteria and 
requirements of NEPA and SAFTEA-LU, make the appropriate modifications to ensure 
compliance, inform the public of their intentions and plan, and then move forward. It is better to 
take the time now rather than regret unintended consequences in the future. 

The following discussion is meant to provide examples where — based on my interpretation and 
analysis of the information provided in the DEIS, supporting references, and other 
documentation developed throughout the process — I find that incomplete or ambiguous data has 
been presented, inappropriate conclusions have been drawn, and/or questionable decisions made. 

A. Selection and Evaluation of Alternatives  

The DEIS defines the "Project" as a fixed guideway transit system from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. Planned extensions are anticipated to West Kapolei, UN Manoa, and Waikiki. 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected by City Council includes the Project and the planned 
extensions. The DES considers the following "four" alternatives: 

1) No-Build Alternative and 

2) Build between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center, with three variations: 
a) Salt Lake Alternative 
b) Airport Alternative  
c) Salt Lake + Airport Alternative combined 

Actually, these distill to two alternatives — No Build and Build. The three "Build" alternatives 
described in the DEIS are so similar in terms of environmental impact, benefits accrued, and 
economics that they cannot be truly classified as distinctly different alternatives; to the skeptic, it 
appears that they were sn -uctured as distinct alternatives in the DES to satisfy the legal 
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requirement of due diligence for the selection and evaluation among all reasonable alternatives. 
If they were truly distinct, City Council would never have been able to make the switch from the 
Salt Lake Alternative to the Airport Alternative by a simple Council vote without considerable 
public input. 

It is clearly stated in 40CFR1502.1.4 -. 

The Environmental Impact statement "should present the environmental impacts of the proposal 
and the alternatives in comparative farm, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear 
basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public. in this section agencies 
shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives 
that were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated. 

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed 
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. 

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

(d) Include the alternative of no action. 

(e) Men* the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft 
statement and identift such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the 
expression of such a preference. 

(I) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or 
alternatives." 

It is clear that since reincarnation of rail transit in 2005, there has been bias towards steel-on-
steel rail as the preferred transit mode; other potentially viable alternatives have not been 
considered seriously, or they have been systematically eliminated during preliminary evaluation. 
The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) from Kapolei to UH Manoa with an extension to 
Waikiki was selected because the end-points make sense and the route passes through the highly 
populated east-west corridor where traffic relief is badly needed. When it was realized that the 
cost of this route was significantly higher than the City could afford, the expedient solution was 
simply to shorten the route, with the intent to complete the LPA at a later time. Other 
alternatives, which could be as equally effective — and perhaps tower-cost — appear to have been 
summarily dismissed without comprehensive, objective evaluation. The explanation of why 
alternatives were not feasible was based on flawed analysis and on the argument that they did not 
meet FTA or State criteria for funding. In reality, there are alternative federal funding sources, 
and the State could easily amend 1-113 1309 to accommodate other Alternatives. It is clear that the 
political will was and continues to be — focused on rail (note restrictions in HS 1309 for 
counties with population of greater than 500,000), and thus has limited the scope of selection of 
Alternatives. 

The current design of the fixed guideway will cause irreparable disruption of views through and 
across its path; it would ruin the aesthetics neighborhoods and important historical sites. These 
visual impacts would be impossible to mitigate. The noise of trains passing every 1.5 to 5 
minutes will be physically and emotionally distressing, especially during night-time hours along 
tight corridors. The FTA guidelines are for exterior noise, and do not consider the open window 
and door lifestyle of our residents. Many of the receptor sites evaluated in the DEIS would shift 

4 of 16 

AR0000341 5 



from "no impact" to "moderate impact", or from "moderate impact" to "severe impact" if the 
criteria were adjusted for our lifestyle. The assessment in the DEIS downplays the severity of 
noise impacts by not considering L„,,,, for instantaneous noise as recommended by FTA 
guidelines. At present, there are no City or State statutes that regulate noise from mobile 
sources. Hawaii HAR 11-46 [not HAR 11-16] regulates stationary noise sources. It is 
imperative that such statutes be legislated to protect the peaceful environment to which we are 
accustomed. 

All things considered, we need to step back and objectively evaluate alternatives that could be 
more cost-effective than elevated rail and could bring lesser environmental impact along its path. 
The following are examples that should be considered: 

a) A more environmentally-friendly rail system. The greatest concerns with an elevated 
guideway, steel-on-steel rail system is the high cost of the elevated guideway (-3-4 times 
that of at-grade systems) and significant visual, aesthetic, and noise impacts along the 
guideway. A potential solution would be to build the system at grade through rural areas 
where possible for lower cost, and through sensitive urban areas (where noise, visual, and 
aesthetic impacts are problematical), to build at-grade or underground. Fixed Guideway 
Alternative 4a (Kapoiei Parkway/Kamokila Boulevard/Salt Lake Boulevard/King 
Street/Hotel StreetJAlakea Street/Kapi'olarti Boulevard/UH Manoa) from the Alternatives 
Screening Memo, October 24, 2006 apparently attempted to do this but was eliminated 
from consideration late in the evaluation process. It (or optimizations thereof) should be 
revisited, and perhaps with shortened routes (e.g., an MOS from East Kapolei to Ma 
Moana Center) for greater affordability. 

This alternative would be expected to have lesser noise and visual impacts east of Iwilei 
Road since it descends to grade on Hotel Street and goes underground at Alakea Street to 
Waimanu Street. The cost of this alternative is expected to be less than or comparable to 
the DEIS Salt Lake Alternative. 

b) A bus rapid transit (BRT) system similar to that described in the "Primary Corridor 
Transportation Project" FEIS, July 2003 and "Honolulu BRT Project Evaluation", 
January 2006. The system began operation in November 2004, but was discontinued in 
June 2005, supposedly due to poor performance (and coincidental with change in City 
administration). 

A conclusion of the 2006 "Evaluation" report is: "Greater benefits in terms of improving 
ridership, customer satisfaction, capital and operating cost effectiveness, transit supportive 
land me, and environmental quality may be possible with more significant investments in 
dedicated running ways, advanced vehicles, stations. ITS elements, and fare collection." 
BRT has been proven successful in many U.S. and. foreign cities, and could be successful 
in Honolulu if given the chance. This alternative should be revived and given the 
necessary planning and engineering resources to make an objective evaluation. 

c) A BRT / Managed Lane AlternativelMLA) hybrid, similar to the EZ-Way proposal by 
Professor Panos Prevedouros and Councilwoman Ann Kobayashi during her mayoral 
campaign. A major deficiency in the evaluation of the MLA in the Alternatives Analysis is 
that the design developed by the City did not provide sufficient egress points along the 
route to enable uncongested flow at exit ramps. This was a major reason for its dismissal 
from further consideration. However, it is anticipated that with improved design to 
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overcome this deficiency, the EZ-Way proposal would ascend to become a viable 
alternative. 

All of the above alternatives would be expected to lessen the environmental impacts that a fixed-
guideway elevated system will bring to the highly populated urban center of Honolulu. 

Finally on the point of objectivity versus political will: the City Administration, City Council, 
and entire selection process have lost credibility over the Salt Lake Alternative versus Airport 
Alternative debacle. The initial selection of the Salt Lake Alternative was politically motivated; 
the change to the Airport Alternative was proposed the week after the election. The net result is 
that the whole process is now tainted. Let's take the appropriate steps to restore that credibility 
by giving all potentially viable alternatives an objective assessment. Yes, it will delay the 
project; but we "can not afford not to do it". 

B. Transit User Benefits and Cost Effectiveness of the Project 

a) User Benefits: 

This is an area where major change has been made in the DEIS versus the AA without 
sufficient explanation. To most readers of the DEIS, the change probably went unnoticed 
because of how the DEIS is structured. 

-Transit user benefits represent the amount of transit travel-time savings a user would 
experience with a given transit alternative compared to the No Build Alternative. "(DEIS p. 3- 
36). 

Table 3-19 lists the transit-time savings for various transit markets for the three Build 
Alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative. These represent future projections 
calculated by the travel demand-forecasting model. The model predicts that the time saved 
each day for users of the Project will be approximately 50,000 hours per day or 15-16 million 
hours per year. 

During the period between the AA and DEIS, the ETA allowed an additional benefit to transit 
users - again expressed in terms of time saved (Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 106. June 4, 
2007): 

"FTA adopts as final its proposal to allow project sponsors that seek to introduce a new 
transit mode to an area to claim credits (implemented through what is commonly called a 
mode specific constant) for the user benefits caused by attributes of that mode bevand the  
travel time and cost measures currently available in the local travel model. ETA will 
continue to work closely with sponsors ofprojects that have calibrated mode-specific 
constants to ensure that they are using constants that are generally consistent with the 
methods and values permitted for sponsors ofprojects which are new to an area." 

"PTA will assign credits for characteristics in three categories: (I) Guideway-like 
characteristics (equivalent to a maximum of eight minutes of travel time savings); (2) span of 
good service (up to three minutes); and (3) passenger amenities (up to four minutes). Further, 
ETA will define a discount of up to 20 ffercent on the weight applied to time spent on the  
transit vehicle. These credits and discount are applied to the calculation of user benefits only; 
ridership forecasts will not be affected." 
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This was superficially disclosed in the DEIS on p. 3-36: 

"Research indicates that positive attributes (both perceived and real) are associated with the 
use of a fixed guideway system, which make the system more attractive than general bus 
transit. These benefits include such things as improved safety, security, visibility, ease of use, 
comfort, and reliability. These factors or attributes are not captured by the standard travel 
demand forecasting process. To account for these attributes in this user benefit analysis, FTA 
has approved an additional factor equivalent to a 14.5 -minute savings of in-vehicle time. The 

factor was incorporated for riders taking the fixed guideway only. A 5.5 -minute savings of in-
vehicle time was incorporated for riders taking feeder buses to the fixed guideway." 

Basically what this indicates is that 14.5 minutes is credited to every guideway trip made, and 
5.5 minutes to every feeder-bus hip, to end up with an inflated "time" benefit for guideway 
trips. These "savings" are then multiplied by ridership estimates. Assuming —90,000 fixed 
guideway trips each day [Table 3-18], fed by —63,000 bus trips, this additional factor adds up 
to a 22,000-hour time credit for fixed guideway use and a 6,000-hour time credit for feeder-
bus use — for a total credit of 28,000 hours each dal,  of user benefit — or over 8.6 million 
hours each year. The total user benefit has now increased 56% to approximately 78,000 hours 
each day. This total amount is nowhere disclosed in the DEIS or Technical Reports, At first 
glance, this might appear as an innocuous adjustment; but it becomes significant in the 
calculation of the "Cost-Effectiveness Index" — one of the most significant criteria in the 
FDA's rating of the Project versus competing projects. 

The mode-specific constants are intended to be applied to account for attributes (such as 
safety, security, reliability, ease of use, etc.) above and beyond the time-savings predicted in 
the local travel model. However, these factors are subjective and arbitrary, unless they can be 
validated versus other operating transit systems. The derivation of the values in the DEIS are 
not explained at all, so appear to be strictly arbitrary values, or values negotiated with FTA. 
A full and open analysis is certainly missing, and needs to be included: What data supports 
the claim that trains are safer than other modes? Users of the Project will need to make more 
transfers than with the No-Build Alternative; does this really improve ease of use? 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority reports that the incidence of crime is 
approximately three times greater for train transport than bus: 

Crime rate per Million Riders 
	

2004 
	

2005 
	

2006 
	

2007 
	

2008 
Rail 1.76 I 	1.65 71.69 2.17 I  2.76 
Parking Lot I 4.28 I 3.55 I 3.97 4.38 , 4.40 
Bus I 0.60 I 0.68 I 0.79 0.79 I 0.95 

Reference: http://www.wmata.com/about  metroftransit_policedmtpd_crime_stats03.efrn 

Thus, if one assumes a similar trend in Honolulu, the modal-specific constant adjustment for 
"safety" should be zero or negative. The point is that the modal-specific constants use in the 
analysis need to be thoroughly explained in the DEIS. 

b) Cost-Effectiveness Index: 

According to the DEIS (p. 7-9): "Cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that FTA uses to 
evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts finding. The PTA's cost effectiveness 
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index is a ratio formed by adding an alternative's annualized capital cost to its  year 2030 
operating and maintenance cost, and the total is divided by user benefits", in hours saved. 
Further "The cost-effectiveness indices for the Build Alternatives compared to the baseline 
fall within the "medium" range established by FTAfor its New Starts ratings, which, along 
with other considerations, is currently required to quality for New Starts finding." The key 
criteria for determining the cost-effective index are annualized cost of the project, ridership 
estimates, and the time benefits realized by the riders. 

Any proposed New Starts project receiving less than a "Medium" cost-effectiveness index 
rating will not be recommended for funding by the FTA. The threshold between a rating of 
"Medium" and "Medium-Low" is $22.99 per user benefit expressed in dollars per hour of user 
benefit. 

According to the Alternatives Analysis, the cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is $21.34; and for the full project from West Kapolei 
to UH Manoa with an extension to Waikiki as $27.05. Thus, the full project would not meet 
the threshold requirement of $22.99, but the 20-mile alignment would_ 

City ordinance 07-001 defined a Locally Preferred Alternative for a fixed guideway transit 
system and authorized development of a minimum operable segment (MOS). The North-
South Road/Airport option was recommended by Council in the ordinance for several reasons, 
one of which being that the cost-effectiveness index of $22.56 was below FTA's threshold for 
receiving the necessary "Medium" or better cost-effectiveness rating needed to qualify for 
FTA's recommendation for funding. Note again that the threshold is $22.99. 

Now, in the DEIS, the cost-effectiveness index has markedly improved to a point that is 
significantly below the FTA threshold of $22.99: $17.53 for the Salt Lake Alternative, $17.78 
for the Airport Alternative, and $22.86 for the combined Salt Lake/Airport Alternative (DEIS 
Table 7-7). Information for the full project with extensions is not available in the DEIS. 

We know that the capital cost and O&M costs have not reduced (perhaps have increased 
slightly), so that the only explanation is that the user benefits have increased significantly. As 
discussed above, the user benefits have increased significantly because of application of the 
subjective "mode-specific" time adjustment to the actual time saved. Thus, if one adds the 
annualized capital cost to its year 2030 operating and maintenance costs, and divides the total 
by the user benefits (in hours saved), the result is a number that is significantly less than 
reported in the AA; e.g. $21.34 in the AA (20-mile alignment) versus $17.53 in the DEIS 
(Salt Lake Alternative). 

The application of this change is never clearly explained in the DEIS nor any of the 
supporting references. In fact, the level of detail in the DEIS on the Cost-effectiveness Index 
is restricted to Table 7-7. This certainly does not meet the requirement of a full and open 
analysis so that the public is able to make an informed decision. To the contrary, the City has 
disguised and concealed this information so that it is difficult to comprehend how Cost-
effectiveness Index was calculated. 

There is a disclaimer to the validity of the Cost-effectiveness Index calculations in the DEIS 
as follows: 

"FTA is currently reviewing the estimates made for ridership and user benefits, operating and 
maintenance costs, and capital costs for the Build Alternatives. If these results hold up through 
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subsequent phases of project development, along with other FTA considerations, the Project would be 
in the competitive range for funding consideration." (DEIS p. 7-9) 

ft is imperative that this whole area be scrutinized by the FTA, so that the merits of the project 
are accurately determined prior to issuance of an ROD. 

It is also noteworthy that the City has not included any discussion of the Cost-effectiveness 
Index of the Full Project as was done in the AA. One can surmise that it would be 
significantly higher than for the Project, and was intentionally excluded since it still might 
exceed the FTA threshold of $22.99 (my estimation is that it would be between $22 and $24). 

One final note on Cost-effectiveness Index: Since the Honolulu Project utilizes an elevated 
guideway along the entire length it would be expected to cost 3 to 4 times as much as an "at-
grade" system. Operations and Maintenance costs are expected to be higher tbart an at-grade 
system because of the higher infrastructure cost. User benefits (time saved) are expected to be 
the same as any rail transit system of similar size. Thus, with the significantly higher cost of 
the elevated system, it is difficult to rationalize how the Honolulu Project could have a Cost-
effectiveness Index that is competitive with other projects on the FTA docket. 

The discussion in the DEIS needs be expanded to elaborate the derivation of User Benefits 
data and Cost-effectiveness Index — in detail at least as extensive as in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The dramatic reduction in the Cost-effectiveness Index reported in the DEIS versus 
in the AA needs comprehensive explanation, and how this change will influence the ETA's 
evaluation of the Project. The FTA should explain how this project could be competitive with 
other projects with respect to this important rating criterion, considering its extremely high 
capital cost. 

C. Validity of Model predictions and interpretation: 

Many of the conclusions drawn throughout the evaluation process are based on predictive transit 
and traffic models commonly used for such evaluations. They are commonly used by most large 
cities for transit planning, and are usually tailored for the specific city or area. It is impossible 
for the layman to understand the operation of these models and their inputs and outputs (e.g., 
screenline analysis, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours traveled, vehicle hours of delay, transit 
ridership, transit time saved, etc), so we must rely on what is reported by the users of the models. 

In the DEES, these model predictions are reported as the gospel truth; the results are not reported 
as ranges, but as specific values; no probabilities are assigned concerning the confidence of the 
values reported. It is unreasonable that we should be expected to accept these predictions at face 
value. At a minimum, the DEIS should at least disclose that there is uncertainty around 
predictive model outputs, and report a range of probable output values that reflects the range of 
reasonable inputs into the model, and assign a probability of confidence to the values or ranges 
reported. Within the DEIS and supporting references, the discussion around confidence level or 
uncertainty around the values is conspicuously absent. 

The disparity between model predictions and actual transit ridership validates the need to report 
model predictions as ranges or to assign confidence probabilities. For the majority of rail transit 
systems put into operation within the last 30 years, actual ridership has not met ridership 
predictions; a few have exceeded prediction. For many of these cases, actual ridership might fall 
within a predicted range, and thus give greater credibility to the entire process. 
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The "Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Analysis Travel Demand 
Forecasting Results Report"  (RTD 2008t, October 2008) addresses changes made in the Travel 
Demand model, but does not address validation of the model. In fact the Report is elusive in 
describing details. For example in the section on Adjustment of the Mode Choice Model, it says 
"The mode choice model was re-calibrated as part of the Draft EIS process; however, the details 
of it are not discussed in this report" (p. 1-3). Regarding calibration and validation of the model, 
the Report states: "The 2005 model was calibrated as a result of all of the changes discussed. 
Calibration Target Values were assigned and applied to the model. Details regarding the 
calibration and validation process, including the specific Calibration Target Values, can be 
found in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Travel Forecasting Methodology 
Report (RTD 2006)" (g. 1-5). 

There are several examples from the DEIS that prompt one to question the validity of these 
models or whether the data is being reported accurately: 

a) Ridership Model: 

DEIS Table 3-17 shows Fixed Guideway ridership for the three Alternatives. It seems 
inconsistent that ridership for the "Airport & Salt Lake" Alternative (92,710 daily hoardings) 
is less than for the "Air Port" Alternative (95,310). One would certainly think that the Airport 
& Salt Lake Alternative, with one additional station than the Airport Alternative, would have 
greater ridership than the Airport Alternative alone. Perhaps there is good rationale for this, 
but it is certainly not disclosed in the DEIS. 

It is also curious that the data in Tables 4-21,4-22, and 4-23 of the Travel Demand 
Forecasting Results Report (RTD 20080 are significantly greater than reported in the DEIS 
(although the data in Appendix A of the Forecasting Results Report (RTD 20080 are the 
same). 

DEIS 	 RTD 2008t 	RTD 2008t 
Table 3-17 	Tables 4-21. 22,23 	Appendix  A 

Salt Lake: 87,570 102,174 87,571 
Airport: 95,310 120,231 95,305 
SL & AP 92,710 108,179 92,707 

Perhaps there are explanations (that are not obvious to the reader) for this "curious" data, but 
they are not discussed in the DEIS or Technical report (RTD 20080. 

Side note: As a point of reporting accuracy, there is obviously a gross error in Table 4-11 of the 
Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report (total AM peak hour volume of 93,410 appears to be off 
by factor of —10). Perhaps the wrong spreadsheet was inserted. 

b) Calculation and Interpretation of Congestion Data: 

The Oahu MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model is the primary tool for predicting future 
traffic patterns and transportation-related effects. The tables below show data extracted from 
the DEIS for Vehicle Miles Traveled per day (VMT/d), Vehicle Hours Traveled per day 
(VHT/d), and Vehicle Hours of Delay per day (VHD/d). A primary measure of traffic 
congestion in the DEIS (and AA) is based on "Vehicle Hours of Delay" (VHD) for each 
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VMT d 
	

VHT/d 
	

VHD/d 
11,206,000 305,000 57,000 

3,97L,000 395,000 82,000 

13,539,000 376,000 73,500 

14,034,000 397,000 82,500 

14,050,000 387,000 72 500 

VMT d 	VHT d 	VHD d 

24.7% 29.5% 43.9% 

20.8% 23.3% 28.9% 
25.2% 30.1% 44.7% 

25.4% 26.9% 27.2% 

2005 
2030 no-Build 
2030 20-Mile 
2030 MLA Rev 
2030 MLA* Rev 

transportation scenario. It is not clear from the DEIS how VHD is calculated in the model; 
nonetheless, if we take the data at face value, the following can be concluded: 

- In 2030, if the Project were not built, VHD would be 43.2% greater than in 2007 (even 
with planned roadway improvements); e.g., "congestion" would be 43.2% greater. 

- In the build scenarios, congestion in 2030 would be 10.8-13.5% greater than today 

- In the build scenarios, congestion in 2030 would be 20.8-22.6% less than the 2030 No 
Build scenario. 

From DEIS Tables 3-9 and 3-14 	
% Change from 2007 

VMT/d 
	

VHT/d 
	

VHD/d 
	

VMT/d 	VHT/d 	VHD/d 

2007 
2030 no-Build 
2030 Salt Lake 

2030 Airport 
2030 Both 

11,381,000 334,000 74,000 

13,583,000 415,000 106,000 
13,096,000 385,000 84,000 

13,086,000 385,000 82,000 

13,103,000 386,000 83,000 

17_3% 24.3% 43.2% 
13.1% 15.3% 13.5% 
13.0% 15.3% 10.8% 

13.1% 15.6% 12.2% 

% Chan e from 2030 no build 
-3.6% -7.2% -20.8% 
-3.7% -7.2% -22.6% 
-3.5% .  -7.0% -21.7% 

% change from 2005 

2030 Salt Lake 
2030 Airport 
2030 Both 

Similar data is presented in the AA (below). 

From AA Table 3-10 

% Change from No Build 
VMT/d 	VHT/d 	VI-10/d 

2030 20-Mile 	 -3.1% 	-4.8% 
	

-10,4% 

2030 MLA Reverse 
	

+0.5% I +0.5% 
	

-F 0 . 5% , 

2030 MLA* Rev 	 a 1 -2.0% 
	

I -11.6% 
., mLA reversible case with If-I zipper in place (estimated) 

Comparing the DEIS data with the AA data, the following differences stand out: 

VHD for the 2030 No Build case in the DEIS is 29% greater than the 2030 No Build case in 
the AA (106,000/82000); although VHD for the 2030 Build cases are only -13% greater than 
for the 2030 20-mite alternative in the AA (-83,000/73,500). 
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- Existing condition (2005 or 2007) VHD is 30% greater in the DEIS than in the AA, although 
VMT is only 3% greater. One would think that the increase in VHD would be much smaller 
for a 3% increase in cars on the road (VMT). 

Ultimately the Build Alternatives provide congestion relief (improvement in VHD) when 
compared with the No Build Alternatives of 10.4% in the AA and —21-23% in the DEIS.....or to 
put it in the Administration's words: "a 100% improvement in congestion." Lacking good 
explanation in the DEIS, this sudden improvement is difficult to rationalize or understand. The 
impression that was left with the public is that the benefits of the Build Alternatives are much 
greater than previously anticipated —just what the Administration intended. Nothing was said 
about the accuracy or calibration of the models as a possible explanation. 

The underlying uncertainty is whether the travel models are providing reliable data. Predictive 
models calculate future conditions based on the model's algorithms (mathematical manipulations 
via equations) and input data (including from other models). Algorithms can be optimized to try 
to better suit local conditions. Overall, getting a predictive model to make accurate predictions 
(validated) is an extremely difficult undertaking. If the assumptions that go into the model are 
not validated, the accuracy of the output can be in question. An obvious validation point lies in 
the comparison of 2005 traffic data (actually measured existing condition) with that predicted for 
2007. Unfortunately, do not believe that "actual" 2007 data has been gathered, and thus, 
validation is not possible. 

To demonstrate the point that it is an easy matter to achieve an entirely different outcome from 
small, and explainable differences in input data I have added an "new" alternative into the AA 
Alternatives evaluation: a Managed Lane Alternative with the reversible lane option, but using 
the H-1 zipper lane as an added lane (H-1 zipper was not used for the reversible MLA option), 
have assumed a reduction in daily delay of 10,000 hours; which is equivalent to a 2.4-minute 
savings for each of the 250,000 cars that would benefit from this option. This option is included 
at the bottom of the above table (in gray font). Isn't it amazing that this option reduces 
congestion 11.6% versus [0.4% for the 20-mile AA Build Alternative! If I had access to the 
model, I could just as easily have "optimized" inputs and algorithms to get a similar result. 

The main point in this example is that even small differences in model predictions can influence 
data used in making key decisions. In this case, the MLA Alternative looks considerably better 
than originally portrayed in the AA. Is the congestion relief quoted in the DEIS really 100% 
greater than in the AA? Certainly not; it is only 12% better (23% minus 11%).....or maybe not 
even that.....I really do not know because the accuracy of the model has not been validated! 

The magnitude of this Project requires that the City demonstrate through substantive assessment 
and analysis that all of the information used in the evaluation and selection of alternatives is 
accurate and can be validated within reasonable confidence levels. 

D.  Project Risks and Uncertainties  

Section 6.5 of the DEIS (Risks and Uncertainties) is designed to explain the financial "risks" 
associated with the Project; but in reality, it is more a compilation of "uncertainties" rather than a 
comprehensive analysis of the risks and potential consequences of these uncertainties, and a plan 
to mitigate their impacts on the Project. As a result, the reader (and thus general public) is 
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unaware of the impact these financial uncertainties could have on the Project and on the financial 
stability of the City. 

With respect to FTA's "Risk Analysis Methodologies and Procedures", June 2004, it appears 
that the City has completed the first two "Prepare" and "Identify" steps of the risk analysis 
process, but has neglected to "Quantify" or "Assess" the magnitude of the risks, or established a 
plan to "Mitigate" the risks). Rather, the City has reserved a large "contingency" in the Project 
budget to cover the risks and uncertainties. The FTA discourages this approach, and suggests 
that a comprehensive risk analysis is a tool for better communication and more cost-effective 
project management, and thus minimizes the need for large contingencies. 

The risk assessment should anticipate the following events and a plan to mitigate their 
consequences: 

GET surcharge fund plus New Starts funding is not sufficient to meet Project capital costs  
(including interest costs). Right now there is no assurance that the GET revenues will meet 
the anticipated $4.054 Billion, or New Starts funding will meet expectations. The DEIS 
states that additional funding would be possible to fund the capital needs of the Project, but 
does not specifically identify the sow -ce except by reference to "complemented by local 
assistance" (Section 6.2.2). Does this mean local taxes (State and City) will increase to 
cover the gap? Will the GET be extended beyond 2022? Will funds be transferred from 
the General and Highway funds (at the expense of other infrastructure projects)? Will the 
project be stopped short of Ala Moana Center? How will the Extensions be financed? 

The City needs to be more specific in defining sources of additional funds, and if in the 
form of General Revenue Bonds or "borrowed" from other City funds, how they will ba 
repaid. 

- Fare revenues are not sufficient to cover 27 to 33% of O&M costs or total transit subsidies 
exceed 15% of General and Highway fund revenues. What will be the source of additional 
funds? 

Construction delays or stoppage by discovery of Archaeological and Cultural Resources; 
construction impediments caused by concerned_groups. Virtually every major construction 
project on Oahu has been either stopped or significantly delayed because of anticipated or 
actual -discovery of Archaeological Resources. There will be no exception for this project. 
The City should expect construction delays of uncertain length. The impact of this 
scenario needs to be addressed in the financial Risk Analysis. 

Operating risks. In addition to those mentioned in the DEIS there is a risk that speeds will 
have to be reduced or headways extended for a variety of reasons: e.g., longer stops needed 
at stations, too noisy in sensitive residential neighborhoods. This will have a definite 
impact on cost. The financial implications of these situations on operating costs and/or 
cost of mitigation need to be assessed. 

A major concern of many residents is the impact that cost over-runs (either capital or 
operational) will have on quality-of-life programs for the benefit of the general public, such as: 
parks, recreational facilitie,s, road quality. This concern extends to the impact that higher taxes 
will have on disposable income, and thus quality-of-life on a daily basis for each individual and 
family. 
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FTA guidelines indicate that a comprehensive Risk Analysis has the potential to increase 
efficiency and reduce project costs. It is imperative the risks associated with this Project be 
addressed in much greater detail in the SEIS or FELS. 

E.  Economic Impact 

The DEIS must meet the requirements of both Federal and State EIS standards, It is clear from 
Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 that the DEIS should disclose "the environmental effects of 
a proposed action, effects of a proposed action on the economic welfare social welfare, and 
cultural practices of the community and State, directs of the economic activities arising out of the  
proposed action, measures proposed to minimize adverse effects, and alternatives to the action 
and their environmental effects." 

Section 4.2 of the DEIS (Economic Activity) assesses the impact of the Project on specific 
economic elements in the study corridor, but fails to consider the more global economic impacts 
on the economic welfare and social welfare  of the community (island of Oahu) either in this 
section or in cumulative effects. It covers the impact on employment, and the positive and 
negative impacts the Project will have on property values and tax revenues for properties near 
the guideway. But it fails to address the Project's impact on property taxes for all property 
owners on Oahu. 

It also fails to assess the impact that capital costs of the Project will have on the long-term 
economic and social welfare of the people, or on other infrastructure projects (e.g., roads, 
sewers, parks) and social programs. Financing of the Project capital cost via the GET surcharge 
costs each individual on Oahu -$125-150 each year (-$500-600 per family) and will continue 
for 16 years through 2022. In total, each family will contribute -$20K (YOE $s) towards the 
capital cost of the project. The 0.5% GET surcharge has already impacted the lives of many 
residents, and could impact many more because of the economic downturn in the local and 
national economy. The GET is a regressive tax and thus impacts the economic (and social) 
welfare of lower-income families more than higher-income families. There is no mention of 
these effects in the DEIS or supporting references. 

Any shortfalls in Operating and Maintenance costs are "assumed to be fitnded through City 
subsidies from its General and Highway Funds" (DEIS p. 6-10). Today, Operating and 
Maintenance subsidies represent -10% of the County's General Fund (which is 70% funded by 
property tax revenues) and are expected to increase to 14-15% in 2018 (DEIS Fig. 6.3). This 
translates to an increase of -$40M to $50M (2008 $), or -$44 to $55 for each resident each year 
(-$170 to 220 per family), which will be have to be funded by an increase in property tax of-5 
to 6% (despite the Administration's denial that there will be a need to increase property taxes for 
this purpose). 
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Note to correct misstatement in DEIS: To rationalize the curve in Figure 6-3 (resulting in a concomitant 
lower O&M cost as % of General Fund since 2002), it is stated in the DEIS, p.6-7, that "City revenues 
have increased, as a result of large increases in real estate values on O'cthu ....". This is a statement 
that the City has used repeatedly to rationalize why real estate taxes (revenues) have increased 
dramatically over the past five years. The corollary to this statement must also apply: City revenues will 
decrease as a result in decreases in real estate value. But this corollary will prove to be incorrect 
because of City statute. In reality, real estate revenues have increased because of increases in the City's 
operating budget (and thus need for additional revenues) proposed by the Administration and approved by 
City Council; real property taxes, according to the City's ROH Sec. 8-11.1, are determined by the product 
of real property values times the tax rate— and not real property values alone. In fact if real property 
values decreased during the same period, statute requires that the tax rate increase to provide sufficient 
revenue to support the budget. 

The City's share of project cost of $4.2 billion (YOE) will be irretrievably lost from other 
projects (e.g., sewer repair and maintenance, sewage facility upgrades, H-power waste-to-energy 
expansion, landfill expansion/relocation, road repair and maintenance, etc.), and the community 
may not have the resources to fund both the Project and these other necessary projects. There 
should be no dispute that the Project will have a significant impact on the economic and social 
welfare of residents of Oahu. It is critical that the EIS evaluate these impacts. 

F. Omission of Extensions from detailed discussion in the DEB  

The thesis on the first page of this discourse is amplified by the omission of the three "planned 
extensions" (to West KapoIei, University of Hawaii at Manoa, and Waikiki) from detailed 
analysis and discussion in the DEIS. The extensions are covered superficially as "cumulative" 
effects; even though the latter two extensions have greater potential impact on the environment 
(and cost) than the defined "Project" (Minimum Operable Segment). The Locally Preferred 
Alternative should not have been segmented into the "Project" plus three extensions for this EIS, 
but evaluated in its entirety. To cover the extensions as "cumulative" effectives does injustice to 
the process and the public. The use of the term "First Project" to describe the "Project" indicates 
full intention to complete the Locally Preferred Alternative at some point. Admittedly, inclusion 
of the extensions might change the overall conclusions of the DEIS — which is all the more 
reason for including them. 

G. Air Quality (Section 4.8)  

This section compares "regional [Oahu] mobile source pollutant burdens" for the three Build 
Alternates and the No Build_ 

"Air quality effects predicted to result from the Project's operation are based on the anticipated vehicle 
miles traveled (VM72 and average network speed for each alternative." (p. 4-94) 

"If the electricity used to operate any one of the Build Alternatives is generated by combustion, this may 
produce additional emissions. However, these emissions would be offset in whole or part by the 
reductions generated by reduced MT Furthermore, power plant emissions may be much more easily 
controlled than emissions from individual automobiles." (p. 4-95) 

These two statements indicate that pollution burdens of the four Alternatives have been 
calculated based solely on VMT, and that pollution caused by generation of electricity used by 
the Project is not included. The most audacious and ludicrous statement is that "power plant 
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emissions may be much more easily controlled than emissions from individual automobiles." At 
the present time there is no cost-effective process to do this, and none is foreseen in the 
immediate future. 

To the best of my knowledge, electricity from the project will come from HECO; 90% of whose 
energy comes from combustion of fossil fuels and trash. It is unlikely that this situation will 
change significantly in the future. If one considers this additional pollution source, the pollution 
generated by all four Alternatives is essentially the same, making the following statement false: 

"It is anticipated that the Project would reduce regional pollutant emissions by between 3.2 to 4.0 

percent (varying by Build Alternative) compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 4 -12)".(p. 4-95) 

In addition, the analysis does not reflect or even consider the impact of improved automobile 
efficiency (which is guaranteed to happen). 

H. Downtown Station Location  (a curious situation) 

The Dillingham Transportation Building is one of the most architecturally and historically 
significant buildings in downtown Honolulu; it is on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places. Yet, 
the current plan is to locate the entrance to the Downtown Station in full view of (and partially 
encroaching into) the building's courtyard. Several alternatives have been considered, but all 
have been dismissed for a variety of reasons. 

However, one of the alternatives requires comment. The "Fort Street" location would move the 
whole station in the Ewa direction to Fort Street with an entrance at either Walker Park or the 
Fort Street Mall on the mauka side of Nimitz and an entrance in Irwin Memorial Park on the 
makai side. A modification to this plan would be to place the mauka entrance Koko Head side of 
Walker Park on private TMK parcel 21013006. This alternative would completely avoid 
affecting the Dillingham Transpohation Building and Walker Park_ What is most interesting in 
the DEIS are the explanations on why this location is not feasible: 

"However, this station location would require a 250-foot curve radius to maintain a n7ininium distance 
between the edge of Me station plcrYbrm and end of curve. A 250 foot curve radius is substantially less 
than the Project's design criteria of 500 feet. Such a tight radius would necessitate reducing speeds to 5 
to 10 miles per hour, which is substantially below the Project's design speed of 30 miles per hour. This 

would result in increased travel time and o substantial decrease in user benefits." (p. 5-34) First, the 
current design radius is 600 feet, and with only slight changes in alignment on Nimitz Avenue, a 
radius of 500 feet could be maintained. Secondly, this curve is right at the entrance/exit to the 
station, and all trains should be going less than 1.0 miles per hour at that point. 

"Additionally, placing an entrance makai of Nimitz Highway would impact Section-40- protected Irwin 
Memorial Park and a mania; entrance would block either the Fort Street Mall or Walker Park, another 

Section 40 resource." As discussed above locating the entrance on private property on the mauka 
side of Nimitz eliminates the 4(1) concern there, and even though location of the makai entrance 
in Irwin Park represents a 4(f) impact, it has less historical and architectural significance than 
locating it next to the Dillingham Transportation Building. 

Thus, this location seems to be pretty attractive. One wonders what the real reason is for 
locating the station in front of the Dillingham Transportation Building with an entrance in the 
adjacent courtyard. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337486 

Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
41-1013 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, Hawaii 96795 

Dear Mr. Ubersax: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

A. Selection and Evaluation of Alternatives 

The Build Alternatives included in the Draft EIS are all similar, in that they have 
been developed through FTA's Project Development Process and meet the Purpose and 
Need for the Project. As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the process, as outlined 
in FTA guidance, has been followed to evaluate a broad range of alternatives and 
identify the Preferred Alternative. During the Draft EIS scoping process, the public and 
agencies were requested to comment on the alternatives that resulted from the 
Alternatives Analysis and were proposed to be carried forward into the Draft EIS and to 
identify any other reasonable alternatives that would meet Purpose and Need at lower 
cost or with fewer environmental impacts. No such alternatives were identified, aside for 
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the ones included in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS precisely addresses the requirements 
of 40 CFR § 1502.14. 

For further information, Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives 
screening and selection process. Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening 
process considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review 
of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study 
corridor, a literature review of technology modes, ongoing work completed as part of the 
Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments 
received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping 
meetings were held during the screening process in December 2005, which included a 
presentation of initial alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to 
receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives 
Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives based on the public input during 
scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public 
comments, the City Council identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from 
Kapolei to UH Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. 
This identification, which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from 
further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. The NEPA 
process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent with the identified Locally 
Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no alternatives that had 
not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would satisfy the 
Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

Regarding your comments on visual impacts, the assessment of visual effect due 
to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the 
visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. This includes the existing 
development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor the environment 
changes from rural at the Wailanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise development at 
the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which 
are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of 
Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual 
effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be 
selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape 
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and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-
level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed 
through the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and 
design guidelines were first developed with coordination between DTS and the 
Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design 
focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities served 
by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes 
information related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically 
architecture and landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, 
materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, and the 
guideway. 

The Project's effects on historic sites are discussed in Section 4.16 of the Final 
EIS. Under Section 106, the City has complied the requirements to identify and address 
any impacts to historic properties. These have been further reviewed through an 
extensive consultation process including private and public historic and agency interests 
such as the State Historic Preservation Division, National Park Service, Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, etc. in addition to the Federal Transit Administration.. 

Regarding your concerns about noise, according to the FTA Manual 
(Section 2.5.7), The Lmax descriptor is not recommended for transit noise impact 
assessment..." Separately described maximum noise levels are not necessary to the 
calculation of the Day Night Average Sound Level (Ldn), which is the prescribed metric 
(sound descriptor) to be used in an FTA noise impact analysis for residential uses or the 
Equivalent Sound Level (Leg), which is used for sensitive uses without a "sleeping" 
component. The maximum sound level is included in the Sound Exposure Level 
descriptor of rail transit noise that was used to calculate future project operational Ldn 
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and Leq noise levels. The information provided in Appendices E and F of the FTA 
Guidelines may be used to calculate the Lmax if desired. 

a) 	The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) 
recognized the visually sensitive areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, 
including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy 
of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic resources, visual 
aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 combinations 
of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. 
Five different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further 
analysis in the Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel 
Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway 
and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment 
alternatives based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and 
social impacts, and cost considerations. The report found that an at-grade 
alignment along Hotel Street would require the acquisition of more parcels and 
could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel under 
King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as 
impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and property 
acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel sections, which would cost an 
additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the 
congested east-west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need 
for the Project includes improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-
grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could 
not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project (see bullets below). 
Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-grade versus 
elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• 	System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) 
blocks in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car 
trains to prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. 
Under ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could 
reach 4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
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shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of the 
day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade rail 
system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only exacerbate the 
signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal of two or more 
existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant and would 
exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the streets that 
cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout Downtown. 
The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be isolated and 
minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide traffic delay by 
18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS). 
The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through travel lanes, 
while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or even stops due 
to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to operate without 
delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create 
major impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be 
closed to eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed 
to be accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. 
In addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have 
more effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and 
continuous footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail 
system (which touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power 
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substations, and station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts 
and impacts to sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes 
utilized by an at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that 
additional businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through 
Downtown. Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the 
community and environment with an at-grade system would be considerably 
greater than with an elevated system. Because of differing construction 
techniques, more lanes would need to be continuously closed for at-grade 
construction and the closures would last longer than with elevated construction. 
This would result in a greater disruption to business and residential access, 
prolonged exposure to construction noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to 
move passengers rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on 
other transportation system elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, 
safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system would have a negative system-wide 
impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. The at-grade system 
would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not require 
further analysis. 

b) Bus-based transit was evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis in 
two forms. The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative evaluated 
buses operating within the current system with minor system upgrades. The 
Managed Lane Alternative considered construction of a semi-exclusive guideway. 
As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, neither of these alternatives was as 
effective at meeting the goals of the Project as is the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 
Furthermore, the fixed guideway relies on the bus system to support its 
operation, so there is significant consideration of bus in the Project. The 
performance of any bus-only system, even a BRT-based bus system, cannot 
approach the performance of the Project because it will continue to be exposed to 
the vagaries on daily congestion. 

c) in "Chapter 2— Alternatives Considered" of the Alternatives Analysis 
Report, November 2007, as well as in "Chapter 2— Alternatives Considered" of 
the Final EIS, two options were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative: 
Two-direction and Reversible. This alternative would have provided a two-lane 
elevated toll facility between Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable 
pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and high-occupancy 
vehicles (HOVs). 

The Two-direction Option would have served express buses operating in 
both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-
direction Option, it may have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the 
number of HO Vs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person 
HOVs would have been allowed to use the facility for free, while single-occupant 
and two-person HO Vs would have had to pay a toll. Of the two options studied, 
the Reversible Option was found be preferable. 
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As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, transit reliability would not 
have been improved except for express bus service operation in the managed 
lanes. While this alternative would have slightly reduced congestion on parallel 
highways, system-wide traffic congestion would have been similar to the No Build 
Alternative as a result of increased traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. 
Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay (VHD) would have increased with the 
Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in systemwide congestion (see Table 2-2 of Final EIS). 

The Alternatives Analysis did address the Managed Lane Alternative in 
detail, including ramps at key locations, It did not perform as well as the fixed 
guideway and was, as a consequence, eliminated from further consideration. 
There is a trade-off between, the number of access points and the performance of 
the facility. More ramps means improved accessibility from more locations, but it 
can have a detrimental effect on traffic flow compared to the longer stretches of 
unimpeded operation. More ramps also significantly adds to the cost of the 
facility, which was not covered in the EZWay concept. Each ramp requires about 
1000 feet (including transitions) for safe access to the exit and the equivalent for 
an on-ramp merging move. That means about 2000 additional feet of structure at 
least 12 feet wider than the mainline width at each ramp location. In addition, 
there is the effect of the ramps on properties in the communities in which they are 
placed. The only certain effect of additional ramps is a higher project cost for the 
added ramps compared to the Managed Lane Alternative as well as access for 
more vehicles would likely mean higher tolls to maintain free-flow operation. Tolls 
needed to be about $6.40 using the configuration in the Alternatives Analysis. 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-
offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. 
Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft ES, the Airport 
Alternative will carry more passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International 
Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. 
Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative 
will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built environment. During the 
public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the 
Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which as noted earlier, preceded the EIS 
process, is documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of 
modal and general alignment alternatives, in terms of their costs, benefits, and 
impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis involved a 
presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and 
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scope of the analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that 
provides for a culling of alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives 
Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the Alternatives Analysis included a 
variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for consideration. During the 
later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose alternatives 
that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were 
not previously studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that 
emerged that met these criteria was a fixed-guideway alternative following 
several alternative alignments. All reasonable alternatives that emerged from 
these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses 
the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments 
were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and mitigation 
commitments. 

The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was 
made by the City to comply with the FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the 
Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). 
This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. 

B. Transit-User Benefits and Cost-Effectiveness of the Project 

a) User Benefits -  User benefit information is discussed in Addendum 01 
to the Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report and Travel Forecasting Results 
and Uncertainties Report, available on the project website 
(www.honolulutransitorg). The values used in the development of travel demand 
information and user benefits are not arbitrary or negotiated. FTA approves them 
based on evidence derived from systems in operation throughout the country for 
systems comparable to the type being developed for Honolulu. The analysis 
steps that led to the numbers in Chapter 7 of the Draft and Final EISs are defined 
by the FTA. Over the course of refinement in the model application, many things 
change. Many elements comprise the user-benefit calculation. Some are related 
to travel time or cost savings; others are related to the overall improvement in 
transportation-system performance derived from the Project. The user benefits, 
for example, could change if there is a change in ridership resulting from new 
information incorporated into the model. Cost-effectiveness for the other options 
evaluated did not rise to the level of the fixed guideway despite their lower overall 
project costs. The incorporation of "non-included attributes" in the calculation of 
user benefits is fully consistent with FTA guidance. 
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The question of safety is presented in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS as a 
benefit of the planned system and is corroborated by Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics (BTS) data that show the vast majority of rail-related collisions occur at 
grade crossings. (There are no grade crossings in the proposed system.) The 
convenience and ease of use of the fixed guideway is related to visibility (it is 
easy to find), understandability of travel options (the guideway connects origins 
and destinations in a single line), minimal headways (no waiting), travel comfort 
(smoother acceleration or deceleration than typical buses), and reduced travel 
time. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, with the Project, the rate of 
transfers will be higher than under the No Build Alternative because of changes in 
local bus service to maximize access to the fixed guideway system. However, 
because of the high frequency of the fixed guideway service (three-minute 
headways between trains during peak periods), riders transferring from buses to 
the fixed guideway will experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from 
the guideway service to buses will benefit from improved frequencies on existing 
bus routes serving stations. In addition, several new routes with high frequencies 
will be provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes will 
primarily operate in residential areas, they will provide greater reliability versus 
routes operating along congested arterials. The travel demand forecasting model 
includes a time penalty for transfers. With these characteristics in place, the 
transit system with the Project would still have ridership levels 44 percent higher 
than the No Build Alternative. While people typically try to minimize transfers on 
any trip, the more fundamental criterion for making a trip decision is how long the 
trip takes. Rail will offer people a shorter overall trip time compared to other 
options, even with the transfers, as noted in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the design of stations and 
public areas will apply Crime Prevention through Environmental Design principles 
to minimize the incidence of crime. These measures have proven effective with 
other systems. 

b) Cost-Effectiveness Index -  Extensions of the fixed guideway are not 
part of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. Cost-effectiveness consists 
primarily of calculating the benefit derived by users of the system in terms of time 
saved and cost as required by the FTA, The FTA specifies how these factors are 
to be used and how they must be reported to arrive at the cost-effectiveness 
index that will be reported for the Project. The same procedure is used for all 
projects reviewed by the FTA. 

The cost effectiveness index (CE!) is a measure of the project's ability to 
meet FTA qualifications for Federal funding. The CE1 compares the benefits that 
accrue to users as a result of the fixed guideway system being in place compared 
to the annualized costs (operating and capital) of the Project. The changes in the 
CE1 are the result of more comprehensive development of both costs and user 
benefits and review by the FTA. Since the Alternatives Analysis, ridership 
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projections for the system have increased while the costs are comparatively the 
same. 

As indicated in Table 7-7 of the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative has a 
CE! of $17.78/hour. This is well below the $2499/hour level currently required by 
FTA for a project to be cost-effective. Ridership and cost estimates are based on 
the best information available and have been developed consistent with FTA 
guidance and under FTA scrutiny. Even at lower ridership levels or higher costs, 
the Project would still qualify under FTA's CE! criterion. 

Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has been 
refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the 
corridor related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International 
Airport), defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations (driving 
alone or carpooling), and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based 
direct-demand element (trips that do not begin or end at home) based on travel 
surveys in Honolulu. The ridership and user-benefit forecasts presented in the 
Final EIS have been reviewed and approved by the FTA. The cost-effectiveness 
index of the Project, as shown in Table 7-8 of the Final EIS, is $16.24/hour. 

An elevated, fully automated transit system has lower operating and 
maintenance costs compared to an at-grade system operated by drivers. User 
benefits are higher because the performance of the elevated system is 
substantially higher than an at-grade system. This has been evidenced by grade-
separated systems throughout the U.S. 

The cost-effectiveness of the full LPA in not germane to the Project as it is 
not part of the project for which finding is being requested. At a future time, when 
the planned extensions are considered, new information about costs will be 
developed and evaluated, including a cost-effectiveness index of that project. 

C. Modal Predictions 

All model applications must conform to the requirements imposed on such work 
by the FTA. The FTA reviews, comments, and ultimately approves the model forecasts, 
including ridership numbers, to be used in all analyses. The FTA understands that an 
element of risk exists in model-generated travel forecasts. The FTA establishes the 
required practice and the ongoing review procedures with that in mind. The reports 
prepared as a result of the process discuss the risk elements and the steps taken to 
minimize them in the use of the numbers resulting from the application of the model. 
While ranges are not part of the FTA's current requirements, uncertainty analysis 
conducted for the Project show that the limits for ridership are between 105,000 and 
130,000 riders a day, bracketing the official forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all 
calculations. Chapter 3 in the Final EIS has been revised and now discusses the 
uncertainty analysis conducted for the Project and the anticipated limits for guideway 
ridership. The model has been validated and calibrated against the on-board survey 
conducted in 2005 and traffic ground counts taken in 2005, 2007 and 2008. Validation 
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and calibration are discussed in the Model Development, Calibration, and Validation 
Report, available on the project website (www.honolulutransit.org). 

a) Ridership Model - As stated in Section 3.42 of the Draft EIS, "service 
frequency would be lower on the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative where the two 
lines are parallel, so slightly fewer fixed guideway boardings are projected for this 
alternative." For the analysis, the operation of the system is assumed to "split" 
the train trips between the Airport alignment and the Salt Lake alignment in the 
Airport & Salt Lake Alternative. As a result, headways on the parallel portions of 
the track will be approximately twice as long as headways on the other parts of 
the track (East Kapolei to Aloha Stadium and Middle Street to Ala Moana Center). 
This maintains the overall frequency of the system. In effect, the system would 
approximately average the number of trips between the two branches. Hence, 
the number of passengers should be between the Airport and the Salt Lake 
levels, as noted in Chapter 3. 

Mahal° for bringing your next points to our attention. This error did not 
have any effect on the information presented in the Draft or Final EISs. 
Table 4-11 has been corrected in the Addendum 01 to the Travel Demand 
Forecasting Results Report. 

b) Calculation and Interpretation of Congestion Data -  The travel demand 
model used in the analyses for the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft and Final 
EISs was calibrated and validated based on the latest information available at the 
time. There are revisions that result from land use policy changes, demographic 
trends, and travel behavior, among others. For example, the model was 
recalibrated and validated after the Alternatives Analysis to incorporate 
information collected from surveys of bus users. It also incorporated changes in 
land use information throughout the corridor. The model will be updated 
periodically and the changes will be reflected in documents prepared at different 
times. The results are still the best information available and the basis for 
comparing the options under consideration. This is consistent with requirements 
imposed by the FTA which evaluates travel demand models very closely to avoid 
unreasonable forecasts. The model shows that a small decrease in cars can 
cause dramatic decreases in delay. 

Validation of the travel forecasting model was done using 2005 traffic data 
and transit ridership information. This information is presented in the Model 
Development, Calibration, and Validation Report available on the project website 
(www.honolulutransit.org). Any increase or decrease in results is generated by 
the model in response to external variables such as land use data and travel 
information. The Managed Lane Alternative was analyzed in the Alternatives 
Analysis using the same tool used to analyze the fixed guideway and did not 
produce comparatively favorable results. As a consequence, it was eliminated 
from further consideration. The issue with the alternative proposed in the 
comment letter is that the time savings was "assumed". In other words, it was 
exogenously developed. In the travel demand model, that number is developed 
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internally in the model based on the network and socio-economic data inputs. 
The model does not "select" a time savings to arrive at an particular outcome. As 
stated above, the same approach was used for all alternatives studied throughout 
the project development process. 

D. Project Risks and Uncertainties 

The FTA specifies contingencies based on the stage of a project. Contingencies 
increase before Preliminary Engineering and decrease as contract documents are 
prepared based on Final Design. FTA has performed an independent risk analysis on 
the Project's cost estimates and found them within the appropriate risk range for this 
stage of the Project. Further evaluations of risk will be completed before the project 
receives final federal approval. 

Section 6.3 of the Final BS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used 
to pay for the capital costs of the Project and the City's overall public transportation 
system. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 
Funds from the Federal government and the Count General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. 

In addition, Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting 
transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for 
from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS and 
includes a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. This 
section also describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding 
assumptions. It is worth noting that the amount to be derived from the GET Surcharge in 
the Final EIS is $3.5 billion to reflect the effect of the slower economy. 

Regarding fare cost recovery, it is the City Council's current policy to maintain 
fare cost recovery at a level between 27 and 33 percent of total system operating costs. 
If costs rise, policy provides for an increase in fares, which has been implemented in the 
past. 

Your letter also addresses concerns about encountering iwi kupuna (Hawaiian 
burials). Section 4.16 of the Final BS notes the likelihood of encountering iwi kupuna 
during construction. The City is working closely with the Oahu Island Burial Council to 
develop a plan to sample the corridor far in advance of construction to allow more time to 
resolve any questions or concerns that may arise as a result of finding burial remains 
along the route. This will also allow time to take appropriate action in keeping with 
affected lineal or cultural descendants wishes and State law. 
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The operating risks are incorporated in the operations planning work being done 
for the Project. Assumptions used in developing the plans have been reviewed by FTA 
third-party experts to ensure consistency with other guideway systems' operating 
practices. 

FTA imposes strict guidelines for estimating costs to prevent concerns, such as 
the potential overruns mentioned in the comment. Cost estimates are thoroughly 
scrutinized by various FTA third party representatives, and risks and uncertainties are 
considered in developing financial plans for the Project. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS 
discusses this, along with other financial information. 

The financial elements of the Final DS are based on the August 2009 Financial 
Plan which is a more advanced level of analysis than was available in the Draft DS. 

E. Economic Impact 

Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City 
develops rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no 
anticipated impact to property taxes for Oahu residents. Fixed guideway operation costs 
will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

The GET surcharge that funds the capital costs of the Project is a dedicated 
revenue source that the City Council adopted to pay for a priority concern of the 
community. Each of the other long-term issues mentioned in the comment will be 
addressed by the Council in an appropriate manner. Your other comments about the 
GET surcharge are noted but do not pertain to the project alternatives or effects. As 
indicated above and in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS, the operating and maintenance costs 
for the fixed guideway represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's operating budget. 

For further information on economic effects, Section 4.3 of the Final EIS 
addresses economic impacts, and Section 4.7 of the Final EIS discusses social welfare. 

F. Extensions 

The Project has logical termini and independent utility from any extensions that 
may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East Kapolei, Salt Lake 
Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of the Project, thus 
they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes 
and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the 
Final EIS and the City has not requested funding from the FTA for their construction. It 
would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond 
the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be 
taken by the City and FTA. If the extensions are proposed for implementation in the 

AR00003440 



Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
Page 14 

future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be 
undertaken at that time. 

G. Air Quality 

As stated in Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS, if the electricity used to operate the 
Project is generated by combustion, this may produce additional emissions. However, 
these emissions will be offset in whole or part by the reductions generated by reduced 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), as indicated in Table 4-15. Furthermore, power plant 
emissions may be more easily controlled than emissions from individual automobiles. 

Concerning the question about vehicle efficiency, the Project did take that into 
account. In addition, there would be a greater level of automobile use if the Project were 
not built (see Greenhouse Gases in Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS). 

The title of Table 4-12 in the Draft EIS was changed from "2030 Regional 
Pollutant Burdens (kg/day)" to "2030 Mobile Source Regional Transportation Pollutant 
Burden (kg/day)" in the Final EIS. 

The Section 4.9 of the Final EIS was revised to state, "However, these emissions 
will be offset in whole or part by the reductions generated by reduced VMT, as indicated 
in Table 4-15." 

Emission factors were developed using EPA's MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor 
program. Regulated fuel-efficiency rates, at the time of analysis, were incorporated into 
the program. Future fuel efficiency was not included in the analysis. 

Also worth noting is the effort to replace fossil fuels with renewable sources of energy by 
HECO. As stated in the comment, this could take a long time, but as the sources of 
energy become "greener, so too will the Project. 

H. Downtown Station Location 

To maintain a 500-foot radius curve in that location would require realignment of 
Nimitz Highway farther into the harbor, reconfiguration of Nimitz Highway with fewer Koko 
Head-bound lanes, or construction of several large straddle-bent structures over the 
Koko Head-bound lanes of Nimitz Highway. This is not a practical alternative. 

Under this avoidance alternative, the entrances would be in Irwin Memorial Park 
on the makai side and either Walker Park or Fort Street Mall on the mauka side. 
However, this station location would require a 250-foot curve radius to maintain a 
minimum distance between the edge of the station platform and end of curve. A 250-foot 
curve radius is less than the Projects design criteria of 500 feet. This tight radius would 
necessitate reducing speeds to 5 to 10 miles per hour, which is below the Project's 
design speed of 30 miles per hour. This would result in increased travel time and a 
decrease in user benefits. Additionally, placing an entrance makai of Nimitz Highway 
would impact Irwin Memorial Park, and a mauka entrance would block either the Fort 
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Street Mall or Walker Park, which are all Section 4(0 protected resources under the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Richard W. Ubersax, Ph.D. 

41-10L3 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, HI 96795 

UBERSAX@GMAIL.COM   
(808) 259-6895 

February 5, 2009 

To Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

CC: Mr. Ted MatIey 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Comments on Draft EIS Chapter 4.9 (Noise and Vibration) and Technical Report RTD 2008f 
(Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical Report, October 2008) 

Dear Mr. YoshioIca: 

have broken my comments into three separate areas with respect to Chapter on Noise: 

I. The DEIS and Technical Report do not meet the full-disclosure requirements specified in FTA's 
"Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment" Manual (FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006). 
It is imperative that modifications to the DEIS be made or included in a Supplementary EIS to 
satisfy these requirements. 

The noise impact criteria methodology used in the DEIS does not adequately address noise 
impacts for all situations along the guideway. The City should review each of the areas cited in 
these comments and address them . accordingly in the Final EIS or SEIS. 

III. Lack of accountability for operating within noise standards. Since there are no City or State 
statutes for regulation of noise from mobile sources, objectionable noise from Project operation 
will be difficult control. It is imperative that appropriate statutes be adopted prior to start-up of 
any segment of the First Project. 

Each of these areas is discussed in detail below. If you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me by phone or email. 

Respectfully yours, 

/fl 	Ue 

Richard W. Ubersax 

have also sent an electronic copy to you via email. 
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CONCLUSION:  

It will be evident from the discussion that follows that the DEIS has not adequately analyzed noise 
along the guideway and has grossly underestimated the impact that noise generated by the Project 
will have on the quality of life of residents living close to the guideway. The DEIS "Summary of 
Environmental Effects" (DEIS Table 4-1) relating to noise indicates that there will be numerous 
"Moderate Impact" locations along the guideway, and that "no feasible and reasonable mitigation 
is available to reduce moderate noise impacts that remain". The number of impacted sites would 
be much higher, and the level of impact would be more severe if the assessment: 

a) followed the guidelines and recommendations in the PTA "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment" Manual 

b) considered the open door and window lifestyle of our people, and 

c) extended the study to include the instantaneous noise from each passing train 

The ultimate message one gets from the DEIS is that there will be objectionable noise — although 
grossly understated — and that the City expects us to live with it or deal with it later. The time to 
deal with it is now, and not later. 

It is understandable that the City has tried to gloss over the negatives of the Project; but it is 
unacceptable to push the Project forward while knowing the problems — and expect the people to 
accept it. If there is no way to mitigate the impact of noise (or other environmental effects) along 
sections of the guideway, a new design or route needs to be devised. Anything less is a gross 
injustice to the people. No of the three Build Alternatives is acceptable in their current form. 

I. The DEIS and accompanvine Technical Report do not satisfy the "full disclosure"  
requirements of NEPA. 

Although the DEIS and Technical Report RTD 2008f provide much useful information on the 
fundamentals of noise generation, measurement, assessment criteria, impacts, and mitigation, they 
do not provide all of the information recommended by the FTA in the "Transit Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment" Manual (PTA-VA-90-1.003-06, May 2006). 

With respect to recommendations provided in the PTA Manna!: 

A. General 
"To be effective, the noise and vibration analysis must be presented to the public in a clear. vet 

comprehensive manner.  Tire mass of technical dato and information necessary to withstarrd scrutiny in the 
environmental review process must be documented in a way that remains intelligible to the public. 
Justification for all assumptions used in the analysis, such as selection of representative measurement sites 
and all baseline conditions. ITIUSE be presented for review."  (FTA Manual page 13 - 1) 

Although the Technical Report provides significantly greater detail than the DEIS, it does not 
provide sufficient detail to withstand "scnitiny" by the informed reader. There are remaining 
questions regarding the protocol used for determining existing noise, estimating project noise, 
evaluating noise impact at specific locations, and validation of mitigation measures. 
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There is also concern about the Project's planned extensions to UFI Manoa and Waikiki not being 
covered in detail in the DEIS. 

The Technical Report addresses this issue in the Preface: 

"Therefore, the focus of the Draft EIS is on the "First Project," a fitndable approximately 20-mile section 
between Eost Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. The First Project is identified as "the Project" for the purpose 

of the Draft EIS. 

This technical report documents the detailed analysis completed for the Full Project, which includes the 

planned extensions, related transit stations, and construction phasing. The planned extensions and related 
construction planning have not been Ally evaluated in the Draft EIS and are qualitatively discussed in the 

Cumulative Effects section of the Droft EIS as a foreseeable future project(s). Once funding is identified for 
these extensions, a fide environtnental evaluation will be completed in a separate environmental study (or 

studies), as appropriate." 

The extensions are an integral part of the ORTP 2030 plan and should be assessed with the same 
degree of detail in the DEIS as the three Project "alternatives" (Salt Lake alternative, Airport 
Alternative, and Airport & Salt Lake alternative), especially since the noise impacts of these 
extensions are expected to be greater and more difficult to mitigate than for the Project. The fact 
that the DEIS uses the term "First Project" as a descriptor for the "Project" fully indicates that the 
City's intent is to complete the Full Project, and thus the extensions should be treated with the same 
level of detail in the DES as the Project. 

B. Existing Noise 
"Measurement procedures should be fully described. Tables of measztrement instruments should include 
manufacturer, tsipe, serial number and date of most recent calibration by authorized testing laboratory. 

Measurement periods. including time of day and length of time at each site should be shown to demonstrate  

adequate representation of the ambient conditions. The measzo -ement data should be presented in well 

organized form in tables and figures." (FTA Manual p. 13-2) 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report adequately describe details of the methods used for 
measuring the ambient sound levels at each receptor site. The following information should be 
included: 

- detailed description of measurement instruments and calibration documentation 
precise location of receptor sites (exact coordinates including elevation); location of identified 
sensitive sites relative to each receptor site (including elevation); location of sensitive sites 
relative to guideway 

- precise time of measurement including day of week, time of day, length of time 

assumptions made in calculations of L„„ Leq, Ld„, etc. 

unusual occurrences and treatment thereof 

C. Prediction of Future Project Noise 
"The prediction model used for estimating future project conditions should be Milt described and 

referenced. Any changes or extensions to the models recommended in this manual should be fully described 
so that the validity of the adjustments can be confirmed. Specific data used as input to the models should be  
listed. Computed levels should be tabulated and illustrated by contours cross-sections or shaded mapping. It 
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is important to illustrate noise/vibration impacts with base maps at a scale with enough detail to provide 
location reference for the reader." (FTA Manual p. 13-2) 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report describe the methodology used for estimating project noise. 
The following information should be included: 

- detailed description of prediction model, and if different from that recommended in FTA-VA-
90-1003-06, the justification for deviation; any adjustments to the model should be described in 
detail. 

- specific data used as input to the model should be described including: 

• source reference noise level (unmitigated and mitigated) with supporting details (i.e., vehicle 
configuration, vehicle speed); details of mitigation techniques and comprehensive 
justification of mitigated levels (i.e., effect of skirts and parapet wall independently, and 
combined effect) 

- tabulated results for each specific receptor (and relevant impacted sensitive sites) with all 
assumptions disclosed 

- precise distance between receptor and source 

- location of receptors (and sensitive sites) relative to source (i.e., distance above/below source) 

It is not clear from the DEIS or Technical Report whether the noise impact of vehicles on opposite 
tracks are treated the same, or whether converging trains are treated_ The distance of the train from 
the receptor, and mitigation hy the intervening parapet wall (and thus the noise impact) will be 
different depending on train direction. This situation should be analyzed and treated appropriately 
(with explanation) in the FEIS/Technical Report, 

Similarly, the DEIS and Technical Report do not address the impact of reflection of sound energy at 
locations where the guideway traverses in close proximity to buildings on both sides (e.g., 
Halekauwila Street, etc., UH Manoa extension, Waikiki extension). If it is determined that 
reflection is inconsequential, it should be stated with appropriate justification. If not, it should be 
addressed in the assessment. 

The DEIS and Technical Report depict noise impact data as distinct individual points along the 
guideway at ground-floor elevations (except in locations that included buildings of four or more 
stories). In the FTA manual, it is recommended that impacts be presented in the form contour 
maps. It would be highly desirable to represent these contours as a function of distance from the 
guideway as well as overlays to represent elevations above and below the guideway. The maps 
should be presented in a scale with enough detail to precisely determine distance of each contour 
line from the guideway. A format similar to DEIS Appendix A would be acceptable, but at I" = 
100' scale). 

D. Mitigation 

"The mitigation section of the technical report should begin with a summary of all treatments considered, 
even ifsotne are not carried to final consideration. Final candidate mitigation treatments should be  
considered separately with description of the features of the treatment, costs, expected benefit in reducing 
impacts, locations where the benefit would be realized and discussion ofpracticalily of implementing 
alternative treatments. With respect to noise impacts, enough information is to be included to allow the 
project sponsor and FTA to reach decisions on mitigation prior to issuance of the final environmental 
document." (FTA Manual p. 13-3) 
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The project already includes an integrated noise-blocking 3'-high parapet wall on each side of the 
guideway and a system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. The parapet wall is expected to 
reduce noise at or below track level, and the skirts to reduce noise at or above track level. Each data 
point in the DEES represents the noise impact with the wall and skirt mitigation measures in place; 
while Appendix A of the Technical Report, provides project noise impacts with and without these 
mitigation measures. From Appendix A, it is clear that project noise would be "severe" or 
"moderate" at most receptor sites without the prescribed mitigation measures. Since the proposed 
mitigation methods provide only an estimate of actual noise attenuation, it is possible that many of 
the sites listed as "no impact" could actually be "moderate impact" and sites listed as "moderate 
impact" could actually be "severe impact". 

In situations where noise-sensitive sites exist above the guideway, additional mitigation measures 
might be needed because of reflection from the guideway surface and lower efficiency of the 
parapet walls. These sites should be identified and additional mitigation measures identified, The 
DEIS and Technical Report address this issue to some degree, but it would be highly desirable to 
include specific recommendations and supporting data to support the recommendations. 

The FTA Manual recommends that a summary of "all"  treatments considered. Although the 
Technical Report mentions two additional measures, there are numerous others available (such as 
an additional wail on the centerline of the guideway). These should be described in detail (along 
with the benefit expected). 

The FTA Manual discusses operational restrictions as a means to mitigate noise, but does not 
impose them because of their impact on system efficiencies, economics, etc. 

"Two changes in operations that can mitigate noise are the lowering of speed and the reduction of nighttime 
(10 pm to 7 am) operations. Because noise from most transit vehicles depends on speed, a reduction of speed 
results in lower noise levels. The effect can be considerable. For example, the speed dependency of steel - 

wheel/steel-rail systems systems for L el  and Lth, (see Table 6-4) results in a 6 dB reduction for a halving of the speed. 

Complete elimination of nighttime operations has o strong effect on reducing the LA, because nighttime 

noise is increased by 10 decibels when calculating Ld n . (FTA Manual p.6- 41). 

The City should anticipate reducing speed in noise-sensitive areas (below the 45 mph initially 
planned), and incorporate this scenario in the financial risk analysis section of the DEIS. 

The maximum acceptable limits for project noise should be specified in the FDES (or SEES), along 
the length of the guideway (depending on noise impact sensitivity). Shortly after commencement of 
system operation, detailed measurements should be made to ensure compliance with these limits. 

To further ensure that noise from the project is within acceptable limits, City Council (or if 
necessary, State Legislature) should legislate noise limits along the guideway. Prior to 
issuance of the FELS, a written commitment from the City (or State) should be made to pass 
legislation prior to start up of the project that specifies maximum noise allowed at residential 
building setbacks and requires a reduction in speed if Project noise level exceeds specification 
until other mitigation measures can be implemented. 
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U. The DEIS noise impact criteria methodology does not adeonately_address noise impacts in 
all situations: 

A. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by use of Ld n  or the Leg 

The FTA criteria incorporate average noise measurements and de-emphasize short-term noise  
occurrences. However, in some cases, the use of L.,x , or the maximum noise recorded over a short 
time interval, is a more meaningful measure of unacceptable noise level, as explained in the FTA 
Manual: 

The assessment of noise impact in this manual iodizes either the Ld„ or the L q  descriptor. As such, in 

determining impact it is not necessary to determine and tabulate the maximum levels (L,„„). However, it is 

often desirable to include computations of L„,„ in epzviranmental documents, particularly for rail projects, 

because the noise from an individual train pass by is quite distinguishable from the existing background 

noise. The Lma is also the descriptor used in vehicle specifications. Because 	represents the sound level 

heard during a transportation vehicle pass by people can relate this metric with other noise experzenced in 

the environment. Particularly with rail transit projects, it is representative of what people hear at any 
particular instant and can be measured with a sound level meter." "Thus, although L ,„, is not used in this 

manual as a basis for assessing noise impact, it can provide people with a more complete description of the 

noise effects af a proposed project and should be reported in environmental docurnents."(FTA  Manual p.ó -
2) 

"Although the maximum noise level (L m ) is not used in this manual as the basis for the noise impact 

criteriajOr transit projects, it is a useful metric for providing a fuller understanding of the naise impact from 

some transit operations. Specifically, rail transit characteristically produces high intermittent noise levels  

which may be objectionable depending on the distance fi-om the alignment. Thus, it is recommended that 

Lanax  information be_provided in environmental documents to supplement the noise impact assessment and to 

help satisfy the "fidl disclosure" requirements of NEPA.  "(FTA Manual p. 3-9) 

This is an especially critical issue in residential areas that are in close proximity to the guideway 
(<100 feet). In many cases, transit vehicles will pass well within 100 feet, and in some cases as 
close as 30 feet of windows in residential areas. In these situations, 1, 1  would be a more 
meaningful noise descriptor. 

In Hawaii's tropical climate, it is often necessary to keep windows and doors open for personal 
comfort since many residences do not have air conditioning. la this case, the actual noise of the 
passing train, Lmx , is the best measure for judging the real-life impact of the event. Although the 
FTA noise impact classification might be "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact", affected residents 
will perceive it as being "Severe Impact". Air conditioning as a mitigation measure would not be 
accepted by the tropical culture, and would increase the electrical burden of the public. 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report address this issue even though many residential properties 
will be severely affected. It is imperative that these issues be addressed in the FEIS or SEIS. 

B. ETA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by applying criteria "outside" of 
residential building locations 

"For residential lond use, the noise criteria are to be applied outside the building locations at noise-

sensitive areas with frequent human use including outdoor patios, decks, pools, and play areas. If none, the 

criteria should be applied near building doors and windows." (FTA Manual p. 3- (0) 

6 of 8 

AR00003448 



As discussed above, the nature of the climate and lifestyle require windows and doors to be open, in 
some cases year-round. In typical residential construction (double-pane windows and doors), noise 
can be mitigated by as much as 25 dB; but in Hawaii, with doors and windows open most of the 
time, the actual noise can be much louder than indicated by the FTA criteria, and thus, although 
classified as "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact", should actually be classified as "Moderate 
impact" or "Severe Impact". 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report address this issue even though many residential properties 
will be adversely affected. It is imperative it be addressed in the FELS or SEIS. 

C. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by referencing to ambient noise 

The FTA criteria for project noise impact is based on average project noise levels compared to 
average background (ambient) noise levels: higher project noise is permitted at higher ambient 
noise levels. However, in many cases, the absolute total noise level (sum of ambient and project) 
should be used to establish the impact of the project on noise severity as described in the FTA 
Manua!: 

"Ambient levels above 65 dB (1,,m) are considered "normally unsatisfactory" for residential land use b the  
Department of Housing and Urban Development. Thus there is a stronger need for mitigation if a project is 
proposed in an area currently experiencing high noise levels from surface transportation. An example would 
be a project where additional commuter tracks ore added to a very busy rail corridor. If this project were 
placed in a less noisy envb-onrnent, the impact assessment might show a Severe Impact, but when the project 
is overlaid on an existing noisy environment, the result could be Moderate Impact or, possibly ,No Impact. 
However, in this situation the new cumulative noise environment may be very objectionable because people 
will not be compartmentalizing the existing noise versus the new noise and reacting only to the new noise. In 
this circumstance impacts predicted in the Moderate range should be treated as if they were Severe.  (FTA 
Manual g. 3-12) 

In the FEIS or SEIS, every receptor site should be assessed to determine how application of this 
criterion would affect the noise impact rating. 

D. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by time averaging technique 

Ambient Ldn  is averaged over the full 24-hour day, and remains the same whether the Project is 
operating or not. Noise generated by the Project (Ld n) is also a 24-hour average, but the Project is 
not expected to operate during the nighttime hours of midnight to 4 AM. During this period, project 
noise is "zero", so the calculated Project Ld n  is lower than if trains were running through the night. 
This calculated Ldn could result in a reduction in noise impact from "Severe Impact" to "Moderate 
Impact" (or "Moderate Impact" to "No Impact") even though the instantaneous impact (L ma„) for 
each train passing is the same, independent of pass-by frequency. 
The same effect would be realized if the frequency of passing a specific receptor site were to be 
reduced, e.g., by increasing headway. Illustrative of this concept is in the comparison of common 
receptor sites along the Salt Lake Alterative versus the Salt Lake &Airport Alternative. The 
frequency of passing trains along Salt Lake Blvd for the Salt Lake & Airport Alternative will be 
one-half of that for the Salt Lake Alternative. Thus, the calculated project noise levels (Ld n) for 
receptors along Salt Lake Blvd for the Salt Lake & Airport Alternative are significantly lower than 
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for the Salt Lake Alternative. The consequence is that the five high-rise apartments along Salt Lake 
Blvd (receptors 0 and 16) are reduced in noise impact from "Moderate" to "No Impact" in the Salt 
Lake & Airport Alternative, even though the actual noise from each passing train is the same in 
either case. 

These factors should be explained in the FEIS or SEIS so that the general public — especially those 
living close to the guideway— has a fuller understanding of the adverse impacts of the Project. 

IH. Accountability 

At the present time, there are no State or County statutes for regulation of noise resulting from 
transit operations on the guideway. Without these statutes, it is virtually impossible for residents to 
force mitigation through legal channels_ The City has no incentive for mitigation; in fact, it has a 
disincentive in that any mitigation will result in higher capital. and/or operating cost. It is imperative 
that such statutes be enacted (with full involvement of the public) prior Co commencement of 
service. Such legislation should require reduction in speed as an interim mitigation measure until 
permanent physical mitigation can be implemented. 

I (Note: HAR 11 -46 is the correct statute for stationary noise Listed on DEIS p.4 -98, and not  11 - 16)  

It is unsettling that the City and its consultants have not addressed the noise issue — or other 
potential negative impacts of the project — more seriously; nor considered the reaction of the public 
after implementation. It's as if the attitude is to forge ahead and face the consequences later. For a 
project that has such a large environmental and economic impact, this is behavior is irresponsible, 
and should be accounted for. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gav 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT2/09-299118R 

Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
41-1013 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, Hawaii 96796 

Dear Mr. Ubersax: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical 
Report and Addendum include the methodology for the noise analysis, including the types of 
noise meters used for all measurements and the times of measurement. The technical report 
can be obtained from DTS and on the project website (www.honolulutransit.org ). The exact site 
locations are not relevant to the overall impact analysis because, per ETA methodology. all 
measurements were taken in representative locations that are typical of noise-sensitive uses in 
the vicinity of the measurements. 

FTA does not recommend use of contour maps. Section 13.2.1 of the ETA Noise and 
Vibration Manual specifies that locations where impacts are expected to occur should be 
described. These locations are shown in Figures 4-53 through 4-56 of the Final EIS. 
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Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
Page 2 

The project design includes an integrated parapet wall at the edge of the guideway 
structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will substantially 
reduce ground-level noise. 

In areas with high-rise apartments and hotels that have lanais above the elevation of and 
facing the rail, the parapet wall will have a limited benefit (less than a 3-dBA noise reduction) at 
floors above the level of the guideway. Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet 
wall at locations above the elevation of the track. Project noise levels without wheel skirts are 
provided in Addendum 01 to the Noise and Vibration Technical Report. 

The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the three areas that will 
experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors to 
below the impact level As a result, there will be no unmitigated noise impacts. System 
operations will not be compromised. 

Because other mitigation will eliminate noise impacts, operating changes that would 
reduce system benefits are not being considered. 

The appropriate noise impact criteria at each site along the project alignment are shown 
in Figures 4-53 through 4-56 of the Final EIS. 

According to Section 2.5.7 of the FTA Manual, "The Lmax descriptor is not 
recommended for a transit noise impact assessment..." Separately described maximum noise 
levels are not necessary to the calculation of the Day Night Average Sound Level (Ldn), which is 
the prescribed metric (sound descriptor) to be used in an FTA noise impact analysis for 
residential uses, or the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), which is used for sensitive uses without a 
"sleeping" component. While Lmax does reflect the maximum noise from a single event, it does 
not describe either the frequency or duration of the noise event. Lmax is not used in transit noise 
assessment because it would not differentiate the impact of a single transit vehicle occurring 
once during the daytime from a constant flow of vehicles occurring over all daytime and 
nighttime hours. The maximum sound level is included in the Sound Exposure Level descriptor of 
rail transit noise that was used to calculate future project operational Ldn and Leq noise levels. 
The information provided in Appendices E and F of the FTA Guidelines may be used to calculate 
the Lmax if desired. 

As described above, Lmax is not an appropriate descriptor for transit noise impact 
analysis. 

Figure 4-37 of the Draft EIS provided Lmax for a train pass-by at 50 feet (approximately 
68 to 70 dBA for the Project). 

Because the Project will not cause any adverse noise impacts, with the proposed 
mitigation, air conditioning equipment will not be necessary or installed, 

The FTA analysis methodology addresses noise impacts based on change in exterior 
noise levels caused by the Project. 
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Very r ly yours, 

Mr. Richard W. Ubersax 
Page 3 

Current FTA guidance is to use Ldn or Leq to address noise impacts. The consideration 
of Lmax is discussed above. 

Concern regarding noise ordinances and legislation related to fixed guideway noise is 
noted. 

Proposed changes in noise statutes should be addressed to the State legislature. All 
noise impacts have been evaluated, and mitigation measures have been developed to eliminate 
the impacts. 

HAR 11-46 is not intended to be used for transportation projects. As the purpose states, 
"It is the purpose of this chapter to define the maximum permissible sound levels and to provide 
for the prevention, control, and abatement of noise pollution in the State from the following 
excessive noise sources: stationary noise sources; and equipment related to agricultural, 
construction, and industrial activities. It is also the purpose of this chapter to establish noise 
quality standards to protect public health and welfare, and to prevent the significant degradation 
of the environment and quality of life." 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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FROM :MICHAEL LECH! MD 
	

FAX HO. :800 539 6761 	 Feb_ 06 2009 11:06P1 I-2 

Is it possible to solve traffic congestion and keep Honolulu 
beautiful? 

I believe that in the very near future that newer technology will make use of 
rail obselete; that new technology use will make vehicles cleaner and 
environmentally friendlier than rail. Just look at how technology has 
improved our quality of life by making things run better and more 
efficiently. Electric autos, hydrogen fuel cell powered magr.set guided buses 
anti the sky tran using meglev will change the way we travel and protect our 
environment. Fossil fuel use in Hawaii drop significantly and be supplanted 
by the creation of energy using natural sources of energy found in 
abundance here aided by the efforts of the federal government and our 
governor. 

Mass transportation using the Phileas magnetic guided bus for example uses 
CPS and magnets embedded in roads to guide buses on a concise path like 
rail automatically without need for steering. The bus will open with wide 
doors with its platform level with the curb height and within an inch of the 
curb to allow for wheelchair and children tram access without stepping into 
the street or need to climb stairs like conventional buses. This vehicle is 
currently being road tested by Caltran in California and is predicted one day 
to be operational in California and Oregon, It has been operational since 
2004 in Denmark and is being used in Turkey. Japan and South Korea are 
also considering using this bus. This same bus company came to present 
this technology to the city council, but was prevented from doing so by the 
pro-rail council, 

Governor Linda Lingle has given permission for a private company based in 
California to bring electric cars to Hawaii and be the first state in use this 
technology. It is her goal to make Hawaii 40% energy sufficient by 2030 
and eventually an energy exporter, using Hawaii's natural resources of wind, 
ocean (wave energy and thermal energy), geotheiTnal, and solar energies. 
We need the Governor to help provide traffic relief for H-1. Which is under 
the State's jurisdiction, The Governor believes that a non biased panel 
should assess whether rail is cost effective and the best solution available. 

The skytran is experimental vehicle that merits consideration. for use in 
Honolulu. It offers the potential of moving single passengers in small pods 
traveling via a sky grid using meglev technology for propulsion. This 
system is currently being tested in LA. and has seems to have the potential 

rtA WO.  GW.` 4  
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FROM :MICHAEL UECH1 MD 
	

FAX NO. BOB: 	539 6761 	 Feb. 06 2009 11:0(vm vs 

of moving people intracity and between cities. Like the meglov rail it has 
the ability to move people rapidly over long distances, This system uses 
commonly used materials found in all locales and easily assembled and cost 
effective. The grid system appears to be small and visually unobtrusive, 

Ur (AL-WI 
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FROM :MICHAEL UECHI MD 
	

FAX NO. :G06 538 6761 	 Feb. 06 2009 11:07PM P4 

What is wrong with rail? 

I envision delays especially eastward of Iwilei where Hawaiian burial sites 
or iwi. will alter rail's route and result in prolonged construction delays 
affecting businesses and traffic. The visual blight of rail in downtown 
Honolulu, especially the huge station on Bishop Street wilt he not only be FM 
eye sore but a reminder of the asinine short sightedness of our city planners 
as the heavy rail screeches on during the day and late into the night. 

Rail is old technology and hindered by extremely high capital costs and 
maintenance costs which will be the responsibility of our residents for 
generations. What will happen when the obsolete rail needs parts for repair? 
What happens to the white elephant if funds run out? What happens if there 
is poor ridership and we can no longer afford upkeep? What happens to rail 
and stations when they become perfect places for druggies, for graffiti 
artists, pan handlers, women of the night to conduct their business? Our 
eity's mai.ritentmce of infrastructure is so poor, one has to wonder how the 
city will manage maintaining the rail. 

The added expenditure of this costly project that will only increase traffic 
congestion to our already congested city streets and not provide traffic relief 
for our leeward and central Oahu commuters should be put to rest. Rail will 
not only be a detriment to our environment but be a detriment to our quality 
of life. By using the moneys for rail we Will further neglect our (1) aging 
sewers that are leaking "brown waste" that contaminates our beaches during 
heavy rains, (2) secondary treatment plants that continue to dump 
improperly treated sewage into our ocean, (3) waste management, (4) 
landfill and (5) "pot hole" roads and freeways. Our parks and recreational 
facilities also reflect our city's neglect of taking care of city property. 

We wonder how this city will be able to manage a complex rail system when 
it has proven to be woefully incompetent in managing its infrastnicture. 

(1,0. 	1.40-ed- 
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FAX 14). :608 539 6761 	 Feb. 26 2009 11:07Pfl PS 

flow was the public duped into choosing rail? 

The current city administration from its inception choose not to use public 
deliberation to discuss rail alternatives. I have attended almost all of the 
community outreach meetings and can testify that there was no meaningful 
intercourse between the pro rail city appointed panelists and the opposition 
group. From the inception the City administration had chosen to ram rail 
down our throats with no consideration for any meaningful deliberation with 
the public. An advertisement extravaganza by the Mayor using taxpayers 
money, some 3 milliom plus dollars, to dupe the public into believing in the 
meths of rail allowed rail to narrowly defeat no rail in the general election. 
The mayor stated that the feds mandated that the city promote rail through 
advertisements.. An inquiry by Hawaii Reporter proved this to be untrue. 
The Mayor used taxpayers money under a false premise. The Mayor also 
stated that he would stop the actions of StopRailNow, a citizens group 
formed to allow the people to vote on whether to choose rail. The citizens 
right to use initiative as prescribed by the City Charter was being publically 
attacked by the Mayor. These are examples of the Mayor's heavy hand in 
promoting only rail :  and nothing &se. 

As a result of the dictatorial, non democratic ,unrestricted whims of the city 
administratio.0 and a non bid rail procegs that proceeded without any 
oversight we end up with a rail project that according to the rail propaganda 
will be solely financed by federal and state .5% excise tax. Nothing could 
be further from the truth as the price tag of rail has been increasing 
exponentially in price from 2.7 billion in 2004 to 5.3 billion in 2008 
(Advertiser and Star Bulletin newspapapers 1.2/2008). 
To add to the insult rail was never intended to solve traffic congestion on 

our only major highway H-1. Congestion will worsen by 70% by 2030). 

As a physician we use a phrase called curb side consultation to seek 
solutions to prob1ems I find that the most prudent way to reach a reasonable 
solution to any problem is to consult with others, better yet with others that 
have opinions different than mine to learn of new teachings and technology 
for my patients well being. We are trained to defend our position until 
someone else has a better solution. We then work with the better solution 
and bury the older obsolete method or system. We should bury rail, for 
there are many more better solutions. 

(1.4.7 L4./E1W1 
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FROM :MICHAEL UECHI MD 
	

FAX MO. :e08 538 6761 	 Feb. 06 2009 11:8M PE 

Summary 

With the recent state's highway modernization project which will 
significantly reduce commute time, as well as be constructed much sooner 
and with significantly less cost to the public, the introduction of rail, which 
by comparison is definitely a very poor alternative. 

Ge1.14-1 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337646 

Mr. Mike Uechi 
98-111 Kaahele Place 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Uechi: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft ES during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Comments on Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS: Alternatives Considered 

Technology related to transportation continues to evolve. Improvements to all modes, 
including transit and single-occupant vehicles, will make those modes safer and more efficient. 
The changes mentioned in the comment may make the internal combustion engine used in 
automobiles today obsolete; however, they would enhance the attractiveness of an electrically-
powered rail system, which already consumes less energy per passenger-mile carried than 
automobiles, as is illustrated by the reduced energy demand shown in Section 4.11 of the Final 
BS. Furthermore, none of the technologies mentioned in the comment letter (Mag-Lev; Sky-
Tran and the Phileas system) are available for broad application at this time. They are all 
experimental or in demonstration modes. 
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As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, additional alternatives, including other 
technologies, were evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project (2005 to 
2006). The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. An initial screening process 
(fall of 2005 to winter of 2006) considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, 
a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for 
the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu 
Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during 
the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. The alternatives screening process is 
documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening 
Memorandum  (DTS 2006a). 

Three scoping meetings were held as part of the screening process in December 2005 
with the purpose of presenting alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials and 
receiving comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives 
Analysis: 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center, Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue 
in Downtown Honolulu from 2:00 pm to 4:00 pm (agency scoping meeting) 

• December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blaisdell Center, Pikake Room, at 777 Ward 
Avenue in Downtown Honolulu from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

• December 14, 2005: Kapolei Middle School Cafeteria at 91-5335 Kapolei 
Parkway in Kapolei from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. (open to the public) 

Refinements were made to the alternatives as a result of public comments. The 
comments received during scoping meetings are provided in Appendix G of this Final EIS. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment 
and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber- 
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tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV). The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

Comments on Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS: Environmental Analysis, Consequences, 
and Mitigation 

Regarding construction delays, FTA and the City have developed a Programmatic 
Agreement in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Division and other consulting 
parties to address any affected Native Hawaiian burials or other historical or archaeological 
resources. The Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix H to the Final EIS. The 
Project may be subject to compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 LISC 3001) where it crosses lands controlled or owned by the 
Federal Government. Any human remains found on lands owned or controlled by the Federal 
government will be addressed in accordance with NAGPRA and 43 CFR 10—the regulations 
that define the process and procedures of NAGPRA. 

The Programmatic Agreement requires the completion of archaeological inventory 
surveys prior to construction of project elements. During the archaeological survey, any Native 
Hawaiian burials that are identified will be managed in compliance with applicable laws. This will 
include consultation with project proponents, the Oahu island Burial Council, SHPD, and 
recognized lineal and/or cultural descendants to develop burial treatment plans. Although the 
goal of the archaeological sampling will be to identify all burials and treat them appropriately 
prior to the start of construction in a particular area, the possibility exists that additional 
previously undiscovered burials will be encountered during construction. In addition, protection 
zones will be created around resources that are identified prior to construction. The 
Programmatic Agreement stipulates that the treatment of burials discovered during construction 
will follow state law, which includes a timeline to address inadvertent discoveries of burials 
during construction and to avoid substantial project delays. 

The Project is a Fixed Guideway Transit system. The system will use steel-wheel-on-
steel-rail technology. Current versions of steel wheel on steel rail technology are quieter than a 
bus at the same distance. Noise and vibration effects from the Project were evaluated following 
FTA guidance and are detailed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS. The Project will cause no 
severe noise impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings 
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(as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the committed mitigation in place (sound 
absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated 
by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. The project design 
includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway structure that 
extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-
level noise. 

As committed to in the Final EIS, wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet 
wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below 
the tracks in the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise 
levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise 
levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft and Final EISs. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and 
differences in scales of structures are typical. The following measures will be included with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users, including tourists, with 
expansive views from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS 
under the heading Design Principals and Mitigation, specific environmental, architecture and 
landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the Project. 

The fact that this will be the only island with high-capacity transit, with an efficient airport 
connector, may in fact attract more tourists who value the convenience, potential cost savings, 
and decreased travel time between various tourist destination spots along the Project's 
alignment. 

Rail, as a technology, predates the automobile by a few years. It is a well-established 
technology with a long track-record of good performance and continued technological 
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development. The rail options considered for Honolulu are modern, quiet systems that are more 
fuel efficient per passenger than the automobile and which can easily carry large volumes of 
people. Please refer to the discussion on the technology selection process that was discussed 
earlier in this response. 

Ridership forecasts are over 116,000 per day in 2030 as noted in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIS. The Project's financial plan described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS includes ongoing 
operation and maintenance funding for the Project. One of the factors cited in the selection of 
steel wheel technology was standardization, so that replacement vehicles and other system 
elements would be available from multiple sources. Stations will accommodate an attendant to 
help prevent the types of vandalism and nuisances described in your comment. Section 2.5.4 of 
the Final EIS describes security measures that will be implemented with the Project. 

Table 3-14 of the Final EIS shows that implementation of the fixed guideway alternative 
is forecast to result in an 18 percent decrease in traffic delay and congestion compared to the 
No Build Alternative or the other alternatives that do not include a fixed guideway system. The 
local and federal New Starts funds anticipated to be used for constructing the Project are 
available only for the specific purpose of building a fixed guideway system. They cannot be 
used for sewer, solid waste, or highway projects. Chapter 6 of the Final BS contains a detailed 
discussion of the financial analysis prepared for the Project and the availability of the proposed 
funding sources for the Project. 

Comments on Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS: Comments and Coordination 

The overall public information program has been continuous since the beginning of the 
Project in 2005 and has met the requirements of SAFETEA-LU Section 6002. The Alternatives 
Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general alignment alternatives in terms of 
their costs, benefits, and impacts. During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and 
County of Honolulu completed the alternatives screening process that is documented in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum. As 
detailed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, scoping meetings were held, which included a 
presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and officials to receive 
comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the analysis for the Alternatives 
Analysis. Refinements were made to alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

Guidelines set forth by NEPA, as amended, and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes stipulate that public involvement be carried out on large-scale projects such as the rail 
project. As a large infrastructure project, the City felt it was important to disseminate information 
to as many people as possible. Thus, a broad range of print and visual media and community 
outreach were necessary to reach different population segments. Project funds were used for 
the public involvement activities listed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS as required by NEPA. in 
addition, all testimony and comments received during the public hearings were answered and a 
written or electronic letter was sent when the Final BS was issued. Questions and comments 
have been taken and addressed from all members of the public. Information presented about 
the Project in public presentations has been reviewed to ensure that information presented is 
accurate. All individuals have been provided equal opportunity to express their opinions within 
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an established time limit. Dates and times for meetings and discussions held under the public 
involvement process are presented in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 6, 2009 

Mr, Ted Matley 
U. S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration — Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
630 South King Street, 3" 1  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 I3 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS)/Section 4(1) Evaluation for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Messrs. MatIey and Yoshioka: 

UltraSystems Environmental (UltraSystems) was retained by Kamehameha Schools (KS) to conduct an 
independent review or the subject DEIS and companion technical reports, and to prepare the following findings and 
comments, (KS is preparing its own comments and sending them in a separate letter.) UltraSystems is one of the 
leading environmental piarming and consulting firms in the western United States, and has extensive experience in 
preparing technical studies and environmental documents. Its services include environmental analyses, air and 
noise impact studies, transportation, biology and wetlands, Phase I and II environmental site assessments, 
hazardous materials management, and land use studies, 

ultraSysterns has a distinguished track record in preparing high-quality environmental documents for residential, 
commercial, industrial, institutional, transit, transportation, and infrastructure-related projects for public and private 
sector clients throughout California and the western United States. Each of our six principals brings more than 30 
years of experience in the preparation and peer review of environmental documents. 

Besides reviewing the DEIS, UltraSystems reviewed the ,guidance provided by the Federal Transit Administration 
on preparing project Environmental Impact Statements the Honolulu High-Capacny Transit Corridor Project 
Alternatives Analysis Report, Cit). ,  and County of Honolulu,' Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 343 (Environmental 
impact Statements), Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 344 (State Environmental Policy); and the City and County 
of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance to gain a better understanding of the planning process being followed on the 
proposed Project and the local land use rules and regulations that will come into play on lands impacted by the 
Project. 

1  "National Environmental Policy Act." Federal Transit Administration — Planning ,Sc Environmental 
(www.fta.dotgoviprinter friondly/planning_environment 225.1ittnI). 

Corporate Office — Orange County 
15431 Scientific Way 
frvine, CA 92818-4355 
Telephone: 843.788.4900 Facsimile: 949.788.4901 
Website: 	w-vmultrasysterns.corn 
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The following comments summarize Project-related issues and questions that LiltraSystems identified during its 
investigations. For your case in consideration of the comments, they are organized into nine topics. The 
presentation of each topic includes a general comment, followed by specific concerns. 

A. 	Transportation 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor project may create significant construction and operational traffic, 
roadway and parking impacts on adjacent KS-owned land that have not been adequately quantified and the 
proposed mitigation measures lack specificity or evidence that they will effectively reduce impacts to property 
owners and businesses. 

Concern #A-1: Planned Parking Appears to be Insufficient and May Result in "Spillover" to Adjacent 
Commercial Properties 

• The proposed Pearl Highlands Station would have a I,600-space park-and-ride facility (DEIS, Page 2-27). 
Should additional parking be needed in the future, will sufficient space be available In expand the park-and 
ride lot? If insufficient parking is provided, those driving to this station will be forced to seek parking 
elsewhere. 

• Dedicated kiss-and-ride pullouts (passenger drop off) or parking spaces are planned at many stations to 
facilitate drop-off and pick-up (DES, Page 2-36). No additional parking is shown for the Kapalama 
Station (DES, Page 2-31, Figure 2-31), Given that there appear to be no residences within the standard 
quarter-mile walking radius, it is reasonable to assume that riders will drive to this station—and need 
parking—or that few riders are expected at this station because it may he easier to simply drive into town 
from there. Please confirm if this station is intended to have fewer than average riders. If it is expected to 
have average per-station ridership, then please explain how parking demand will be handled if the City 
plans on drawing many riders from this area. if off-street parking is planned for this station, then please 
provide the parking report for public review. Wort-street parking is not planned for this station, then please 
provide a report explaining the reasons for the expected low ridership at this station—and which stations 
are expected to carry the heavier rider loads. When showing the heavier rider loads please include in the 
report the number of riders expected there and the number of parking spaces required. Also, if people do 
end up riding from this station and parking, please provide a written plan showing how they will be 
accommodated so as to not have a negative impact on commercial tenants near this station. 

• Twenty-six off-street parking spaces would be lost on Dillingham Boulevard between McNeill Street and 
Waiakamilo Road due to fixed guideway column placement in the median (Transportation Technical 
Report, Table 5-54, page 5-114). Commercial properties a few blocks west of the proposed Kapalama 
transit station will be affected. 

• Ten off-street parking spaces would be lost on Dillingham Boulevard between Waiakamilo Road and 
Kohou Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the side (Transportation Technical Report, Table 
5-54, page 5-114). The loss of off-street parking could impact customer and employee parking at 
Waiakamilo Shopping Center and buildings on both sides of Dillingham. (KS-owned land is on both sides 
of this section - McNeill to Kohou). What impact would the loss of these off-street parking spaces have on 
the commercial uses along Dillingham Boulevard? 

• For the Kaka'ako station, 16 on-street Mauka and 22 on-street Makai parking spaces would be lost on 
Halekauwila Street between Keawe Street and Coral Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the 
side (Transportation Technical Report, Table 5-54, page 5-114; see also DES Page 2-32, Figure 2-35). 
Please describe the impact from the loss of these on-street parking spaces on businesses located on KS- 

2 
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owned properties and where those spaces could be replaced? This site is likely to be an a.m. net destination 
station more likely to have less parking demand than a net ride generating station. 

• The Transportation Technical Report states that park-and-ride usage would be free (Section 5.6.2, page 5- 
86). It is a common experience throughout California that parking at transit stations is underestimated, and 
consequently, additional parking is often required after the initial construction, to meet the increased 
demand. This was certainty the case at MiraSystems' home base of Irvine, California, where a three-story 
parking garage was recently built for the Irvine ArntrakMetrolink station, after the capacity of the original 
surface parking lot was exceeded. Based on this premise, land for more parlcing would likely have to be 
acquired. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Project should address the question of 
how the construction arid maintenance costs for these additional facilities would be paid for. The FEIS' 
cash flow and budget should address this. 

• The following additional mitigation measures for parking impacts should be included in the FEIS: 

7 The foundations ofparking garages for transit and bus patron parking shall be designed and constructed 
so that additional floors could be added as needed in the fhture. 

Where parking structures are not planned to be built, enough land shall be acquired by the City and 
County of Honolulu so that surface lots can be expanded as necessary to handle future increases in 
parking requirements. It will be less costly to reserve the land now, rather than when the demand 
becomes acute. 

Concern #A-2: Elimination or Narrowing of Rristing Traffic Lanes May Result in Safety Problems 

• In some cases, widening the existing street median to accommodate the columns for the fixed guideway 
would require reducing lane widths slightly. Table 3-21 (Column Placement Effects on Streets and 
Highways — page 3-39 of the DEIS) shows where columns would be placed and the new widths of traffic 
lanes on certain street segments. However, with only one exception, the table does not report the widths of 
the traffic lanes under the No Build AIternative. 2  Therefore, the extent of change in lane widths is not 
known. Although the transportation technical report reports historical accident rates, it and the DEIS are 
silent on the issue of impacts of lane width changes on road safety. UttraSystems requests that a fully 
documented analysis of the effect (if any) of lane width reduction on traflic accident rates be included 
in the FELS. 

• The FEIS should address the issue that the narrower lanes are likely to affect the operation of larger 
ve.hietes such as semi trucks and buses and create safety hazards. Operating large vehicles in 10 foot wide 
lanes may create an unreasonable risk of automobile accidents in these lanes and of risk to people and 
business near these rights-of-way, 

• Along three street segrnonts (Dillingham from McNeill to Waiakamilo, Halekauwita from Keawe to Coral, 
and Halekauwila from Punchbowl to South Street), sidewalks will be narrowed by one to five feet (DEIS, 
Table 5-57). Narrowed sidewalks can reduce bicycle and pedestrian safety, as sidewalk users would be 
moved closer to automobile traffic. 

2  information on existing lane widths is also lacking in the transportation technical report. 
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Concern #A-3: The impacts on traffic near the park-and-ride facility at Me Pearl Highlands Station may not be 
sufficiently mitigated by the measures proposed in the DEIS. 

Table 3-22 (Effects on Traffic near Park-and-Ride Lots — 2030 No Build and Build Alternatives) shows that the 
level of service (LOS) will remain at F for two intersections near the Pearl Highlands Station under the No Build 
and Build Alternatives. At a third intersection (Farrington Highway and Waiawa Street), the p.m. peak hour LOS 
will decline from under the No Build Alternative to F under the Build Alternatives. Except for one instance 
(p.m. peak hour at Karneharneha Highway and Kuala Street), delays at all the intersection will be greater under the 
Build Alternative than under the No Build Alternative. According to the DEB, potential mitigation measures 
include widening existing roads, signalizing intersections, and "other treatments." This raises some questions that 
need answering in the FES: 

• What is the approximate amount of mitigation (in seconds of delay, for example) that would be expected 
from road widening and signalizing intersections? 

• The term "other treatments" is too vague; what are some of them, and how effective would they be? 

• Could the incorporation of feeder buses in the project design provide additional mitigation? 

B. Safety and Security 

Construction and operation of the transit project will create significant safety and security problems at the proposed 
Pearlridge Center, Ka.palarna and Kakeako transit stations to he constructed near of adjacent to KS-owned lands. 
it is not clear from the DEIS how these problems would be addressed. Project safety features should be 
reviewed to determine whether they are adequate to ensure the safety of transit passengers at these stations. 

C. Land Use 

Construction and operation of the transit project will impact a number of KS-owned lands near or adjacent to the 
Pearlridge Center and Kapalama stations and along Dillingham Boulevard, particularly in the Dillingham Plaza 
Area. The reduction in the size of KS owned parcels in these areas may result in the creation of existing, non-
conforming uses that may hinder future redevelopment of these lands, 

Concern #C-1: The loss of ten feet of land in front of commercial properties along Dillingham Boulevard, 
particularly in the area of Dillingham Ham will make land uses non-conforming and hinder 
future redevelopment. 

• The loss of 10 feet of land in front of KS commercial-use properties will result in the loss of most of the 
landscaped area in front of these businesses and a number of existing mature street trees that are required 
by the City and County of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance? Existing sidewalks in these areas will also be 
removed, with the sidewalks being moved back to the new edge of Dillingham Boulevard. This will result 
in a sidewalk/landscape area adjacent to the remaining businesses on these lands. It is assumed at this time 
that the loss of required lot size and landscaping will make all of these lots non-conforming, and subject to 
the constraints prescribed by Section 21-4.110 (Nonconformities) of the Ordinance. This may make the 
redevelopment of the commercial land uses on KS properties more difficult if these uses have to be brought 
up to the current City's current Land Use Ordinance at the time that they are developed. The FES should 
address this question and resolve it by more than providing perpetual variances, since this is also a matter 
of lost business opportunities caused by the impact of the Project. 

3  See Sections 21-3.110-1 (Business uses and developMent standards), 21-3.120-2 (Business mixed use district uses and 
development standards), and 21-4.70 (Landscaping and screening). 
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• Loss of land along Dillingham Boulevard may also impact the landscaping for off-street parking, the size. of 
parking spaces and the loading areas for the commercial uses along this street. These changes may make 
these lots non-conforming due to the lack of adequate landscaping for parking and loading area_s. 4  Again, 
future redevelopment of the commercial use along Dillingham Boulevard may be impacted, with these lots 
and uses considered. This is a particular concern for the Boulevard Saimin Restaurant (1425 Dillingham 
Boulevard), which has only twelve parking spaces, two of which potentially will be lost due to the 
widening of Dillingham Boulevard. 

Concern MC-2: The DEIS' focus on the impacts offall acquisition of properties (Le., change in land use, need 
for relocation) fails to acknowledge the impacts of partial acquisitions. 

The DEIS notes (page 4-20) that "Based on the relatively small number of parcels affected by full acquisition, the 
effects on different types of land uses in the study corridor would be minimal. No mitigation measures would be 
needed," As documented in the Land Use Technical Report (Pages 4-9 through 4-15). KS expressed its concern 
that the proposed Project's land acquisitions, including multiple partial acquisitions, may limit KS' ability to 
maximize the development potential of its properties. 

Concern #C-3: The DEIS fails to consider sufficiently the impacts of the Project on documented future 
developments. 

• The Land Use Technical Report's discussion of transit station land use impacts (pages 5-2 to 5-11) 
acknowledges that KS owns many properties near the proposed /Willi, Kapalarria, Kaka'ako, and Mo'ili'lli 
stations and has major redevelopment plans when current leases expire. The potential impacts of the 
proposed transit project on these documented plans for redevelopment are not analyzed in either the 
Technical Report or the DEIS. This is a serious deficiency, which should be corrected in the EMS. 

• Table A-17 of the Land Use Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Kalihi transit station, states that the City would "coordinate with Karneharneha Schools regarding 
redevelopment plans." The City should address these issues with KS prior to completion of the FEIS. 
Until such coordination is concluded, the City cannot claim that it has mitigated specific land use issues at 
least with respect to communities where KS owns substantial acreage at or near the proposed rail line, 

• Table A-I8 of the Land Use Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Kapalama station, acknowledges that "Kamehameha Schools owns much property west of' 
Honolulu Community College (HOC), and that "redevelopment possibilities exist a few blocks east and 
west." Section 3 of' Table A-18, under Refinements to Plans to Improve TOD, states that "Coordination 
with Honolulu Community College (HCC) will be necessary to create strong pedestrian connection to 
College buildings to enhance ridership." To not include coordination with Kamehameha Schools is a 
serious deficiency. KS owns over 105 acres of land in Kapalam a and has ownership of land on either 
side of Dillingham from Waikamilo Road to Kohou. 

• Table A-28 of the Land Use Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Mo'ili'ili station, acknowledges that KS is concerned that the height of the station will be at the 
6th  story of its planned building. The table also states that the City needs to coordinate with KS so the 
station and KS' plans "are compatible, particularly regarding pedestrian facilities." Therefore, it is 
requested that the following mitigation measure be included in the PM: 

See City and County of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance, Sections 21-6.10 through 21-6.140. 
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Ms. Betsy Lindsay 
ItraSystems 

16431 Scientific Way 
Irvine, California 92618-4355 

Dear Ms. Lindsay: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

A. 	Transportation 

Comment /1-1: Parking 

• The Pearl Highlands park-and-ride facility could be expanded upward with additional 
floors if more parking spaces are needed. This would be decided after the entire 
Project is in operation and if demand warrants the additional parking spaces at this 
facility. While there are 4,100 spaces identified as part of the Project, the experience 
with park-and-ride facilities in Honolulu to date is limited. They have been generally 
underused. The facilities contained in the Project are located toward the Ewa end of 
the route and are based on consideration of parking demand using the travel demand 
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forecasting model for the year 2030. Further, the projected mode of access shares 
was compared to observed data from several Mainland areas, notably San Diego. 

• Given the history of park-and-ride use on the island, it seems prudent to evaluate any 
need for additional or larger facilities on the basis of empirical experience rather than 
commit substantial additional funding now. The Kapalama Station will have relatively 
low ridership when compared to the guideway system average (as shown in Figure 
3-10 in the Draft EIS). This station is primarily a destination and, accordingly, more 
people will get off the train at this station during the a.m. two-hour peak period than 
board. The travel demand forecasting model has been refined since the Draft EIS 
was published to account for non-home-based direct-demand trips (trips that do not 
originate or end at home) during off-peak periods. In addition, the air passenger 
model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers arriving or 
departing at Honolulu International Airport) was updated to reflect current conditions. 
Figure 3-9 in the Final EIS presents the revised peak-period ridership numbers for 
each station. As noted in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.7 of the Final EIS, a park-and-ride 
facility will not be included at the Kapalama Station. As stated in this section, park-
and-ride facilities will be constructed at stations with the highest demand for drive-to-
transit access. As shown in Table 3-22 in the Final EIS, the Kapalama station does 
not have high projected parking demand. Given the high quality service and 
passenger facilities provided at stations, the potential walk market is within one-half 
mile of the station as compared to the one-quarter mile noted in the comment. Most 
demand is expected to occur by walking, biking, or taking the bus to the station (as 
seen in Table 3-20 in the Final EIS). Less than 1 percent of mode of access to this 
station will require parking. As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS, actual spillover 
parking at stations will be affected by several factors, such as availability of parking, 
changing conditions that will affect actual access to stations, and future development 
in station areas. As shown in Table 3-22 in the Final EIS, the projected demand for 
spillover parking at Kapalama Station is very low. Mitigation measures will be 
proposed at that time to alleviate the effects of spillover parking in station areas if it 
develops. 

• Section 3.4.4 and Table 3-24 of the Final EIS identified potential effects of the Project 
on parking, including the 26 off-street parking spaces that will be lost on Dillingham 
Boulevard between McNeil Street and Waiakamilo Road. Section 3.4.7 of the Final 
EIS states that private, off-street parking spaces will be purchased for the Project as 
part of right-of-way needed along the length of the corridor in accordance with the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. All landowners will be paid fair-market value for the 
land, including the value of the parking spaces. Where landscaping, sidewalks, and 
driveway access will be affected by the Project, coordination will occur with the 
landowner, and these property features will be replaced and/or the property owner 
will be compensated in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. The City does not plan to generally 
replace all of the private, off-street parking purchased and removed for construction 
of the Project. However, with the Project the need for such parking demand is 
reduced. 
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• Section 3.4.4 and Table 3-24 of the Final EIS identified potential effects of the Project 
on parking, including the 10 off-street parking spaces that will be lost on Dillingham 
Boulevard between Waiakamfio Road and Kohou Street. Section 3.4.7 of the Final 
EIS states that private, off-street parking spaces will be purchased for the Project as 
part of right-of-way needed along the length of the corridor in accordance with the 
requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. All landowners will be paid fair-market value for the land, 
including the value of the parking spaces. The City does not plan to generally 
replace all of the private, off-street parking purchased and removed for construction 
of the Project. As stated above, the need for such parking will be reduced with the 
Project. 

• Table 3-24 of the Final EIS identifies effects of the Project on parking, including on-
street spaces that will be lost on Halekauwila Street. Please note that the Project no 
longer plans to remove any parking between Keawe and Coral Streets. Section 3.4.7 
of the Final EIS states that in locations where parking will be removed by the Project, 
other parking capacity generally exists nearby to accommodate demand. The 
cumulative and indirect effect of removing parking spaces to accommodate the 
Project will be that some people who parked in those spaces will either use another 
space nearby, will choose another mode to reach their destination, or will not make 
the trip. 

• As stated previously, the experience with park-and-ride facilities in Honolulu to date is 
limited. They have been generally underused. Given the history of park-and-ride use 
on the island, it seems prudent to evaluate any need for additional or larger facilities 
on the basis of empirical experience rather than commit substantial additional funding 
now. Any need for additional parking at the four stations with park-and-ride facilities 
would best be determined once experience is gained about their use. Regarding the 
facilities that are identified, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS includes standard cost 
categories for the Project, including stations, stops, terminals, and site work and 
special conditions. Cost estimates for park-and-ride facilities are included in the 
sitework and special conditions category shown in Table 6-1 in the Final EIS. 
Ongoing operating and maintenance costs include park-and-ride facilities at stations 
(see Section 6.4 of the Final EIS). Any funding needed for future park-and-ride 
extensions would be identified at the time those extensions are constructed. 

• Your comments on additional mitigation measures for parking have been noted. The 
park-and-ride structures can be designed to accommodate upward expansion if 
needed. The Project will not acquire more property than what is needed. Given the 
history of park-and-ride usage, the purchase of additional land is not warranted until 
there is a verifiable need. 

Comment A -2: Traffic Lane Width 

• While Table 3-21 in the Draft BS does not report the specific width of travel lanes 
under the No Build Alternative, the width of traffic lanes was considered as an 
information item in the level-of-service analysis. With regard to potential safety- 
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related effects of reduced lane widths, a USDOT study found slightly higher accident 
rates associated with narrower travel lanes and shoulders'. However, all roadway 
widths will meet the standards of the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the Hawaii Department of Transportation 
(HOOT), and the City. 

• Truck traffic volumes will be considered during Final Design when determining lane 
widths. As discussed in Section 3.4,3 of the Final EIS, in some cases, lane widths 
that are wider than indicated in Table 3-21 in the Final EIS may need to be provided, 
although 11-foot through lanes and 10-foot turn lanes are commonly used throughout 
the U.S. Under any circumstances, the proposed lane widths meet AASHTO and 
HDOT standards and will not be a hazard for larger trucks. 

• As stated in Section 3.4.3, during Final Design the relationship of travel lanes, 
shoulders, sidewalks, and horizontal clearances to obstructions such as columns will 
be considered together in determining the final widths of each item. As noted earlier, 
some lane widths could increase from what is shown in Table 3-21 in the Final EIS. 
Permits for construction will not be approved unless a roadway facility that is safe 
and acceptable to the responsible transportation agency is provided. Sidewalks will 
meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and provide a safe travel 
environment for users. 

Comment A-3: Park-and-ride Effects 

• With the Project, deterioration of/eve/-of-service (LOS) will occur near some station 
areas. Project mitigation measures are designed to reduce the negative impact to a 
level that meets or surpasses 2030 No Build conditions. For example, Table 3-23 in 
the Final EIS shows that the level-of-service at Kamehameha Highway and Kuala 
Street is projected to remain at LOS F under the No Build Alternative and the Project. 
With mitigation measures to be implemented with the Project, including street 
widening and installation of signals, this intersection is projected to remain at LOS F 
during the p.m. peak hour and improve to LOS B during the a.m. peak hour. The 
average delay in seconds during the p.m. peak hour with this mitigation will be lower 
than that of the No Build Alternative. An impact is considered mitigated if the delay 
and level-of-service are improved or will be the same as the No Build Alternative. As 
shown in Table 3-23 in the Final EIS, the p.m. peak hour level-of-service at 
Farrington Highway (Ewa-bound) and Waiawa Street would decline from LOS D 
under the No Build Alternative to LOS F with the Project. At this location, mitigation 
measures include installation of signals, which will be synchronized with adjacent 
signals at Farrington Highway (Koko Head-bound) and Waiawa Street. With 
mitigation, this intersection is projected to operate at LOS B. The mitigation 
measures identified in Section 3.4.7 of the Final EIS and incorporated into the Project 
will fully mitigate the identified traffic impacts; therefore, additional mitigation 
measures will not be required. 

1 U.S. Department of Transportation, December 2000, Prediction of the expected safety 
performance of rural two-lane highways. 
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• As discussed in Section 3.4.3 and 3.4.7 of the Final EIS, mitigation measures for 
intersections near the Pearl Highlands station include widening Kamehameha 
Highway and modifying signal timings, and improved access to the H-2 Freeway near 
the Pearl Highlands Station. As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, these 
mitigation measures will reduce the delay at the intersections around Pearl 
Highlands. 

• As stated in Section 5.4.5 of the Honolulu Hiqh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Transportation Technical Report (RTD 2008) and Addendum 02 to the Transportation 
Technical Report, new bus connection service will be provided to Central Oahu and 
North Shore communities as part of the design for the Pearl Highlands Station. 
Service will include feeder buses to Koa Ridge, Waiawa, and other enhanced limited-
stop and peak-period express services serving Central Oahu and the North Shore. 
Appendix D in the Final EIS includes information on future bus routes and 
frequencies with the Project. These new feeder bus services are planned to provide 
alternative access to the guideway system. Additional mitigation measures are not 
needed because all project-related impacts will be fully mitigated by the measures 
outlined in the Final EIS and incorporated into the Project. 

B. 	Safety and Security 

According to the FTA's Safety Management Information Statistics for 1997, the most 
recent data available in the Transportation Research Board's Report, Improving Transit 
Security, there was one serious offense for every one million passenger miles carried on 
rail. There is a need for security on transit systems, just as there is a need for police and 
other security in all aspects of modern society, but there is no evidence that crime rates 
associated with transit are any higher than for society in general and no indication that 
any particular issues will be created in the areas listed. 

Stations will be patrolled by police, transit staff, and/or private security and will be closed 
at night when the system is not in operation (between midnight and 4:00 a.m.). 
Additionally, as stated in Section 2.5.4, of the Final EIS, security cameras that are 
monitored at all times of operation, audible and visual messaging systems, and an 
intercom link to the system operations center will also be included at all stations, park-
and-ride facilities, and vehicles. The system will also include park-and-ride facilities with 
security and lighting. The City is working with the Honolulu Police Department to develop 
the system's safety and security program. As discussed in this section, security 
measures will include Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
principles, which is a theory that proper design and effective use of the built and natural 
environments can reduce the fear and incidence of crime as well as improve the quality 
of fife. CPTED measures ensures that spaces are visible, open, well-lit and observable to 
minimize crime and will be incorporated at all stations. The City will provide maintenance 
to the guideway and transit facilities. 

As further stated in Section 2.5.4, a project-specific Safety and Security Management 
Plan has been developed in accordance with FTA requirements to define the safety and 
security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, and resolving potential safety 
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hazards and security vulnerabilities of these systems. It establishes responsibility and 
accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, 
construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Department of Emergency Management, 
and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in preparing and 
implementing the plan. 

C. 	Land Use 

Comment C-1: Dillingham Boulevard 

• As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS, "Where relocations (either full or partial) 
will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or 
residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the 
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act." 
DTS will work with land owners if nonconformities occur as a result of acquisitions. 
For instance, minimum requirements on existing or future uses (i.e., parking 
requirements or setbacks) could be reduced if nonconformities occur. DTS will work 
with the property owner to address these concerns. 

• As mentioned above, off-street parking on Dillingham Boulevard wi//be affected by 
the Project, as documented in Table 3-24 in the Final EIS. The City does not plan to 
generally replace private, off-street parking purchased and removed for construction 
of the Project. The City does not plan to generally replace all of the private, off-street 
parking purchased and removed for construction of the Project. As mentioned 
above, the Project will help reduce the need for such parking. 

Comment C-2: Partial Acquisitions 

Please see the response for the item above. In addition, Section 4.4 of the Final EIS 
addresses both full and partial acquisitions. 

Comment C-3: Future Development 

• The planned and reasonably foreseeable actions in the study corridor are provided in 
Table 4-36, in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS and as Table 4-39 in the Final EIS and in 
Figure 4-2 of the Final EIS. Table 4-29 in the Final EIS includes Kamehameha 
Schools redevelopment plans. The assessment of their impacts, both indirect and 
cumulative, is presented in Sections 4.18.2 and 4.18.3 of the Draft EIS and 
Section 4.19 of the Final EIS. The assessment of cumulative impacts followed 
Federal guidance, specifically the Council on Environmental Quality's Considering 
Cumulative Effects under NEPA. 

• As presented in Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS, "Based on the relatively small number 
of parcels affected by full acquisition, the effects on different types of land uses in the 
study corridor will be minimal. No mitigation measures would be needed." Project 
staff met with Kamehameha Schools on December 8, 2008 to discuss effects of the 
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Project on all Kamehameha Schools' owned properties, including those near the 
Kalihi and Kapalama stations. As a result of the December 8, 2008 meeting, a follow 
up presentation was held for Kamehameha Schools and their tenants on December 
18, 2008. City staff has continued communication with Kamehameha Schools, 
Commercial Assets Division regarding right-of-way impacts and the EIS. 
Coordination between the City and Kamehameha Schools will continue during project 
design and construction. Any mitigation required as a result of Kamehameha 
Schools' redevelopment plans will be developed during their redevelopment-specific 
impact analysis that would be performed prior to redevelopment. 

• Please see the previous response regarding coordination between the City and 
Kamehameha Schools regarding redevelopment plans at the Kapalama Station. As 
stated previously, coordination will continue. 

• The Project includes construction of an elevated fixed guideway from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana Center. A station at Moiliili could be constructed as part of future 
extensions. Coordination with Kamehameha Schools would occur when planning for 
that station occurs. 

D. 	Visual/Aesthetics/Street Trees 

Comment D-1: Viewer Groups 

The definition and description of viewer groups is provided in Section 3.1.4 of the 
Honolulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Visual and Aesthetic Resources Technical 
Report (RTD 2008). The following is an explanation of the terms "viewer exposure" and 
"sensitivity." Viewer exposure refers to the view groups' physical location, the relative 
number of people exposed to the view, and the duration of their view. This includes transit 
and highway users and people in the surrounding area. Viewer sensitivity refers to a group's 
expectations relative to a particular visual setting in a particular area. It is also the extent to 
which visual elements are important to the viewer group. Viewer sensitivity is affected by a 
variety of factors, including the activities a viewer in engaged in; the visual context; and their 
values, expectations, and interests. The assessment of visual effects in Section 4.8 of the 
Final BS has considered that each viewer group, including business owners, customers, 
and employees, are important (see "Viewer Groups," in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS). The 
methodology for the visual assessment is detailed in Section 4.8.1 of the Final EIS. In 
addition, each viewer group's characteristics were considered in the assessment of visual 
effects for each of the viewpoints described in Table 4-9 in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The 
effects, which are noted as low, moderate, or significant, also consider each viewer group's 
location, duration, and distance. As stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, in response to 
the viewer groups' responses, received during the Draft EIS comment period, further 
analysis of views and vistas has been done and the visual effects of several key views have 
been reevaluated. 
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Comment D-2: Views from Adjacent Buildings 

• Your letter accurately summarizes the visual impacts of the Project on adjacent 
property owners. The Project has selected a landscape architect that has prepared 
landscape architecture design criteria. Included in the design criteria are four color 
palettes that correspond to the four major geographic areas along the project 
alignment: Plains, Pearl Harbor Basin, Airport, and Coastal. 

• Further, the City and County of Honolulu is conducting workshops with communities 
that will have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public 
about rail stations and provide opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the 
appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops 
will be incorporated into the station planning process. For more information and to 
get involved in this process, please visit the project website at 
www.honolulutransitorg. 

Comment D-3: Mitigation 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those 
changes. This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the 
Project corridor the environment changes from rural at the Waianae end of the corridor to 
dense high-rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design 
Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the 
Project. For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in 
accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration 
between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape 
improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
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plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information 
related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape 
design criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, 
which apply to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

Even with mitigation measures, some obstruction and changes to views will result in a 
high level of visual impact, or, a significant impact, and changes to some views will be 
unavoidable. These effects will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are 
nearby or in the foreground of views. 

The following bullets correspond to those in your letter under Comment D-3: 

• Regarding TOD, the Project is focused exclusively on the construction and 
implementation of rail transit service, which is analyzed in the Draft and Final EISs. 
However, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is expected to occur in station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project will provide will also 
increase the desirability and value of land near stations, thereby attracting new real 
estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around station 
areas will be established and conducted by DPP under a process covered by the 
City's new TOD Ordinance 09-4. The TOD special districts will encourage public 
input into the design of TOD neighborhood plans to reflect unique community 
identities. Information on the TOD process is available on DPP's webs lie 
(http://honoluiudpp.orgIplanning). 

• The Design Pattern Guidebook is a design document, not an environmental analysis 
document, and is therefore not included in the Final EIS. It is available for review at 
the DTS office. The Guidebook reflects the sense of place in Hawaii. The guidebook 
is intended to create a design that is aesthetically appropriate as well as functional. 

• DTS has developed specifications and design criteria to address the City's 
requirements for the Project. Guideway materials and surface textures will be 
selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to achieve 
effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. 
Landscaping and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 

• The station area planning process will include public design workshops for each 
station area, as stated above. 

• As stated previously, the specifications and design criteria developed by DTS 
address the scale and character of the Project. In addition, the ongoing station area 
planning process involves numerous aspects of transit system design. The planning 
process addresses design and planning issues in an integrated manner and focuses 
on the characteristics and preferences of the communities adjacent to each station. 
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• As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS design criteria developed for stations place 
the highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. The Design Criteria provide 
specific direction for pedestrian and bicycle access features at stations. For 
example, the criteria state that adequate pedestrian circulation routes shall be 
provided with an emphasis on avoiding pedestrian and vehicular conflicts and 
enabling good visibility to each station entrance. This emphasis will be 
complemented by distinct and clear graphic signage. For bicycle access, the criteria 
include language stating that racks shall be placed at the station plaza near the 
station entrance where public visual surveillance is possible and/or where closed 
circuit television monitoring is present. 

• The Project's landscape architect has prepared the landscape architecture design 
criteria. Included in the design criteria are four color palettes that correspond to the 
four major geographic areas along the project alignment: Plains, Pearl Harbor Basin, 
Airport, and Coastal. Topography is included in the visual landscape. The Project will 
include design features, including building materials and landscaping, that will allow 
the Project to fit the topography and visual setting of the area. For instance, Section 
4.8.3 of the Final EIS states that "Stations and park-and-ride facilities will be 
designed in a manner that is compatible with the surroundings." 

• Chapter 25 of the design criteria is dedicated to the safety and security of the 
system. Guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effected integration between 
the guideway and its surrounding environment. Where the guideway columns fall 
within curbed areas, vines will be trained onto columns to reduce the possibility of 
graffiti and to soften the appearance of the structures. 

• The design criteria also address materials that reflect Hawaiian culture. Specialty 
stations will be designed with respect to historic context and careful design to 
reinforce the uniqueness of context or use (e.g., the Kapalama Station might have a 
special planting of true kamani trees). The physical form of the project stations and 
support facilities will embody Honolulu and Hawaii's rich cultural heritage. 

• The Project's landscape architect has prepared the landscape architecture design 
criteria, which includes the following goal regarding trees: "Transplant as many trees 
as possible displaced by the guideway to other areas of the Project that will be part of 
the first phase of construction or will otherwise not be disturbed by later construction." 
The design criteria also require the following: "Street tree planting or transplanting 
will occur adjacent to the station area and along the alignment where the existing 
streetscape is affected. Trees should be placed every 50 feet where adjacent to 
residential areas and every 40 feet where adjacent to commercial areas. Tree 
species, sizes, and details must conform to City standards." Street tree pruning, 
removal and planting will comply with City ordinances and will require that a certified 
arborist manage the pruning of any Exceptional trees. 

• The station design goals include the following regarding the reduction of light 
pollution: 
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1. Minimize light trespass from the building and site; reduce sky-glow to increase 
night sky access; improve nighttime visibility through glare reduction; and reduce 
development impacts on nocturnal environments. 

2. Only provide lighting for areas that is required for safety and comfort; all non-
emergency interior lighting shall be automatically controlled to turn off during non-
business hours; provide manual override capability for after-hours use. 

• Criteria have been developed that will guide design of project elements. As indicated 
in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public will help 
develop design measures that will enhance the interface between the transit system 
and the surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design 
measures will be determined through these coordination efforts. 

• The measures listed in D-3 under the "construction-related mitigation" bullet of your 
letter are generally included in DTS's Standard Specifications for construction. 

• It is acknowledged that the guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with 
smaller-sized buildings and change the character of some areas. In addition, some 
views Downtown and in other areas, including protected views, will be blocked, and 
some views will change substantially. However, the design criteria discussed in 
Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS states that station designs will be context-sensitive, 
functionally integrated, and culturally expressive of their specific locations and where 
there is an opportunity, the guideway design will incorporate materials, landscaping 
etc. to enhance the visual environment. Overall, the Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. Noticeable changes to views will occur where project elements are near 
existing views or in the foreground of these views. 

Comment D -4: Street Trees 

• Street trees along the project alignment are discussed in Section 4.15 of the Final 
EIS. Effects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting existing trees to areas 
as close to their original location as feasible or planting new ones. More detail on 
mitigation measures is discussed in Section 4.15.3 of the Final EIS. Specific sites for 
relocating trees will be considered during Final Design when plans for new plantings 
are prepared by a landscape architect. 

• In addition to transplanting existing trees, plans for new plantings will be prepared by 
a landscape architect during Final Design to further mitigate effects to street trees. 
To mitigate any substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special 
attention will be given to developing landscaping plans so that new plantings will 
provide similar advantages to the community. If new plantings will not offer equitable 
mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are removed), additional younger trees could 
be planted that will, in time, develop similar benefits. 
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• Trees that do not successfully transplant will be replaced by the contractor according 
to the terms of the construction contract documents. Monitoring requirements for 
successful restoration will be in the landscaping plan set; the responsibility is typically 
shared between the contractor and the owner. 

• The details regarding specific trees planted in specific geographic areas are 
controlled by the landscape architecture design criteria. As indicated in Section 4.15 
mitigation effects to street trees will be mitigated by transplanting existing trees to 
areas as close to their original location as feasible or planting new ones. Among the 
trees that require removal but could be transplanted are most of the trees along 
Farrington Highway. The location where street trees will be transplanted will be 
selected based on project specific criteria that could include the following: 
o Areas where existing landscaping will be lost along the study corridor 
o Areas where opportunities exist for enhancing existing streetscapes near the 

study corridor 
o Areas where stations and parking lots will be constructed 
o Areas where shared benefits will be accomplished, such as areas adjacent to 

parks or historic sites 

Street tree pruning, removal, and planting will comply with City ordinances and will 
require that a certified arborist manage the pruning of any Exceptional trees. Trees 
suitable for transplanting displaced by construction will be relocated to a City project 
nursery until they can be transplanted to another part of the project area. The City 
will coordinate with HDOT's highway landscape architect. In addition to transplanting 
existing trees, plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect 
during final design to further mitigate effects to street trees. To mitigate any 
substantial effects in areas that require tree removal, special attention will be given to 
developing landscaping plans so that new plantings will provide similar advantages to 
the community. If new plantings will not offer equitable mitigation (e.g., older mature 
trees that are removed), additional younger trees could be planted that will, in time, 
develop similar benefits. 

E. 	Noise and Vibration 

Comment E- 1: Noise Analysis 

The noise analysis followed FTA guidance and is documented in the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical Report (RTD 2008). The results of 
the predicted project noise exposure levels are presented in Appendix A of this technical 
report. The technical report is available at libraries, from DTS, and on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org . 

The methodology followed and the identification of sensitive noise receptors does not include 
commercial land uses as they are not noise-sensitive receptors. The FTA Noise Impact 
Criteria group noise-sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose. 
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Category 2:  Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes 
residences, hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Cateqorv 3:  Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This 
category includes schools, libraries, theaters, and churches where quiet is important. 

Comment E-2: Commercial Land Uses 

Impacts were evaluated to resources in these categories. Industrial and many commercial 
uses are not noise-sensitive. State of California guidelines are not applicable to projects in 
Hawaii. 

Comment E-3: Noise Mitigation 

As discussed in Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIS, "Moderate noise impacts also require 
consideration and adoption of mitigation measures when it is reasonable." During 
Preliminary Engineering additional measures were evaluated. As stated in Section 4.10.3 of 
the Final EIS, with the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and 
wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by the Project will be 
lower than the existing noise levels in most places. The use of these materials will mitigate 
all anticipated noise impacts, including those at upper building floors. 

F. 	Construction Impacts 

Comment F- -1: Farrington Highway 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic Plan 
(MOT) will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on 
transportation. The contractor will develop the MOT Plan with approval from the City and the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will address roadway closures for 
streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS, including those listed in your letter 
(specifically Farrington Highway between Makamaka Place and Waipahu Deport Road). An 
analysis of the impacts on local businesses is not anticipated as part of the MOT Plan. 
However, as stated in Section 4.18 of the Final EIS, access to businesses will be maintained 
during construction and a public involvement plan will be developed prior to construction to 
inform business owners and the public of the construction schedule and activities. 

Comment F-2: Access to Residences and Businesses 

The Final EIS includes commitments to maintain business access during construction. 
Requirements on the contractors to maintain access will be established through contract 
specifications. These measures will be considered during the development of the 
specifications. 
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The mitigation measures proposed on pages 10-13 of your letter, unless specified otherwise 
below, will be utilized as part of the Project and contained within contract documents and 
special provisions. 

• The City will not provide direct financial assistance to mitigate temporary impacts 
during construction to businesses. Where acquisition of property will occur, 
compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents 
in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 

• DTS developed a community involvement plan for the Project that includes 
community-based staff that will work with neighborhood groups, residents, and 
businesses in each segment of the Project corridor. Representatives will visit 
businesses in each area to discuss the Project and take comments and answer 
questions. The MOT Plan and other construction-related plans will also be 
developed to minimize the impact construction will have on businesses. 

• Every public involvement activity referenced in your letter will be undertaken during 
construction. An overall community involvement plan has been developed for the 
Project that details communications between the Project and the public. In addition, 
contractors hired for each construction segment will have a field office and will be 
required to meet with residents and businesses in the community and report to the 
DTS. The DTS and its contractor will jointly form a neighborhood-based plan of 
action to engage businesses throughout the process. The DTS sends monthly 
updates to the FTA regarding public involvement activities, which will continue 
throughout construction. 

• The Final EIS includes commitments for community information during construction. 
The community information program will work with the individually affected 
communities. Some elements suggested for the Business Disruption Mitigation Plan, 
such as having a staff person work directly with the public and property owners to 
resolve construction-related problems, will be part of the MOT Plan or public 
information program. The DTS will work with all adjacent property owners and their 
tenants during construction to minimize disruption to local businesses. 

• The Final EIS includes commitments to maintain business access during 
construction. Requirements on the contractors to maintain access will be established 
through contract specifications. 

• Project construction does not entail cut and cover segments. As a result, the 
mitigation proposed in your letter for cut and cover activity is not applicable. 

• As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5 of the Final EIS, access to existing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities will be maintained during all phases of construction as safety 
allows. Warning and/or notification signs of modification to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities during construction will be provided. Proposed pedestrian detours will be 
submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure they are reasonable for all 
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pedestrians and meet ADA regulations. Sidewalk widths after construction is 
completed are shown in Table 3-25 of the Final EIS. All sidewalk widths will comply 
with minimum width requirements or better. 

Comment F-3: Safety and Security Plan 

The City has prepared a Construction Safety and Security Manual that requires the 
contractor to adhere to safe construction practices. Each contractor will be required to 
develop a Safety and Security Plan for areas within their responsibility. The Plan will be 
reviewed and accepted by the City. The Safety and Security Plan will include the costs 
associated with those security measures. 

Comment F-4: Traffic Control 

Traffic control during construction is the responsibility of the contractor. The contractor will 
follow the MOT Plan during construction. The MOT Plan is prepared through close 
coordination with the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. As stated in Section 
4.18.2 of the Final EIS, construction in high-volume traffic and pedestrian areas could 
employ police support to direct and control traffic and pedestrian movements to lessen 
effects on mobility. Safety and Security plans have been developed in coordination with 
Honolulu Police Department (HPD) and HPD has provided assurances that they have 
sufficient staff to control and direct traffic when needed. This would be funded by the 
Project. 

Comment F-5: Electric Power and Telephone Service 

As presented in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, "Design criteria will govern all new utility 
construction outside of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and 
restoration of utilities encountered or affected by project construction." HDOT will be 
involved with utility coordination for utility work in state roadways and roadway rights-of-way. 
The design criteria for utilities are currently contained within Chapter 8 of the Design Criteria 
prepared as part of the contact documents. In addition, the General Conditions require 
coordination with property owners regarding, but not be limited to, underground utility service 
connections, access or driveway reconstruction, utility disruption, water service, grounding 
work, demolition, landscape protection, landscape restoration, fencing, mail delivery, and 
garbage collection. This includes notifying and working with adjacent property owners 
regarding non-state roadways and roadway rights-of-way. 

Comment F-6: Vertical Clearance on Dillingham Boulevard 

The City has been working with Hawaii Electric Company (HECO) from the beginning of the 
planning and design work for this Project. All parts of the Project, including those on 
Dillingham Boulevard, will meet clearance requirements for construction and maintenance 
of overhead cables. Given that construction will use overhead gantry systems for placement 
of The guideway, it will reduce the need for tall cranes. All construction systems will be 
properly insulated to ensure against any possible mishap. 
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Comment F-7: Air Quality during Construction 

For the purposes of disclosure in the Final EIS, the air quality mitigation measures in Section 
4.18.4 are sufficiently descriptive. As specified in this section, the Project must comply with 
the State of Hawaii's fugitive dust regulations, HAR 11-60.1-33, which provide more specific 
examples of mitigation measures. The contractor will select appropriate measures to comply 
with fugitive dust requirements. The following control measures will be considered to 
substantially reduce fugitive dust: 

o Minimize land disturbance 
o Use watering trucks to moisten disturbed soil 
o Use low emission equipment when feasible 
o Cover loads when hauling dirt 
o Cover soil stock piles if exposed for long periods of time 
o Use windbreaks to prevent accidental dust pollution 
o Limit the number of vehicular paths and stabilize temporary roads 

Comment F-8: Noise Mitigation during Construction 

There will be temporary noise and vibration impacts during construction, as presented in 
Section 4.18.5 of the Final EIS. For the purposes of disclosure in the Final EIS, the noise 
and vibration mitigation measures presented in Section 4.18.5 are sufficiently descriptive. 
As stated in this section, the Project must obtain from the Hawaii Department of Health an 
approved community noise variance. The detailed mitigation commitments will be included 
in the community noise variance application and may include the measures proposed in the 
comment. The Hawaii Department of Health includes public involvement in establishing 
variance requirements. 

G. Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

As noted in Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS, station areas with the highest estimated demands 
for spillover parking were at West Loch, Pear/ridge, Iwi1ei and Ala Moana Center. 
Table 3-22 in the Final EIS shows projected spillover parking demand near each guideway 
station. The Final EIS also notes that actual spillover parking at guideway stations will be 
influenced by several factors, such as availability of parking, changing conditions that will 
affect actual access to stations, and future development in station areas. As also noted in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, ridership information for the Project is based on demand 
projections for 2030. The sizing of the system, including park-and-ride facilities, is based on 
this estimated long-term demand. When the Project is implemented, access to stations will 
be monitored. If park-and-ride access is higher than estimated, overall access will be 
reviewed, including approaches to increasing shares of other modes, such as local transit. 

H. Section 4(t) Analysis 

One parking space will be lost on the Boulevard Saimin parcel as a result of the Project. 
Kamehameha Schools will be compensated for this space in accordance with the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. 
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I. 	Mitigation Measures 

• All mitigation commitments will be in the Final EIS, the Record of Decision, and 
permits (as appropriate), and will be incorporated into the Project's Final Design. 

• DTS and the construction contractor will prepare a schedule for implementation of the 
environmental commitments. DTS's Environmental Compliance Manager will ensure 
that the environmental commitments are adhered to during construction. 

• Mitigation measures required during construction of the Project will be included in the 
Record of Decision and included as requirements in the appropriate construction 
contract documents. 

• As the City must approve the contractors' work, the City will ensure that contractors 
comply with all construction and mitigation requirements. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAY Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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The City and County of Honolulu shall coordinate with KS on the latter's plans to redevelop 
its lands near the station in regards to the station's pedestrian facilities. 
Construction of this station shall not begin until this coordination has been completed and the 
appropriate pedestrian facilities have been included in the station's design. 

D. 	Visual/Aesthetics/Street Trees 

Construction of the transit project will create visual impacts on a number o f KS-owned lands ft will also result in 
the removal of a number of significant street trees and other ornamental vegetation on KS lands, which will 
diminish the value of KS property and create significant aesthetic impacts due to changes in perception of KS 
property, loss of shade, screening from adjacent land uses, etc. Operation of the transit project will also create 
visual impacts on a number of KS tenants who will have views of the transit way and transh support columns. 

Concern b(D-1; rite Visual and Aesthetic Resources Technical Report does not contain sufficient detail on the 
evaluation of impacts by "viewer groups. 

The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report utilized the methodology of the Federal Highway 
Administration's (FHVVA's) Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Prgiects, 5  for the proposed project since it is a 
linear transportation facility comparable to a highway, has a similar range of issues, and because the FTA has not 
issued comparable guidance. The FHWA guidelines (Page 7) state: 

"The major components of this process include establishing the visual environment of the project, assessing 
the visual resources of the project area, and identifying viewer response to those resources. These 
components define the existing conditions. We can then assess the resource change that would be 
introduced by the project.and the associated viewer response; these allow us to determine the degree of 
visual impact." 

The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report (Page 3-2), discusses how viewer groups have been 
categorized (i.e. residents, commuter, etc.) and indicates that viewer response to change is impacted by viewer 
exposure and viewer sensitivity. However, the analysis provided in Section 5.0 (Consequences) of the technical 
report contains few to no details regarding user group exposure to project alternatives for different user groups, 
inclnding such factors as location, duration, and distance. Please provide additional darification regarding 
viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity for the selected view points. 

Concern ltD-2: Numerous KS properties located adjacent to, or near the proposed fixed guideway system and 
stations would have their views impacted. 

The Build Alternatives would have an elevated guideway and elevated stations throughout the study corridor. The 
support columns would range from 3 to 8 feet in diameter. All stations would have similar design elements, 
platforms that would be between 270 and 300 feet long, and a rninimum of 10 feet wide. The Station height would 
be about 20 feet taller than the guideway. "As a result, the stations would be dominant visual elements in their 
settings and would noticeably change views. Systems elements for all technologies being considered would 
introduce new visual elements that may contrast with the existing environment's scale and character" (DEIS, Pages 
4-93, 6-1 and 6-2). 

• The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report (Page 6-1) recommends that, as a mitigation 
measure, project design should "incorporate elements of the Design Language Pattern Book being 
developed by the Project Team." KS would like to be consulted during development of the pattern book to 
help ensure that new stations and landscaping are compatible with existing land uses adjacent to the transit 
project. Therefore, it is requested that the following mitigation measure be included in the FEIS: 

3  Publication No. FHWA Hi-88-054. 
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The City and County of Honolulu shall consult with KS in the development of the pattern 
book that will be used in designing stations and landscaping. 

Page 6-1 of the Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report notes that impacts associated with the Build 
Alternative could include: 

• Removal or relocation of Exceptional Trees; 
• Changes in the settings of historic or cultural sites or Section 4(f) resources; 
• Alteration of mauka-makai views; 
• Introduction of project components that are out of scale or character with their setting; 
• Moderate to high viewer response to project changes; 
• Introduction of new tight sources in sensitive areas; and 
• Inconsistency with policy documents. 

Views of the Peadridge and Kapalama stations from KS properties are of particular concern. Tenants of KS-
owned lands near or adjacent to these stations will see stations looming over them. In addition, the stations may 
create shading problems on adjacent lands, 

Concern 	The miiigation measures for visual effects tack specifics. 

FHWA's visual impact assessment guidelines state, "To be relevant, visual mitigation measures must address the 
specific visual impacts or problems caused by project alternatives." The currently proposed mitigation in the DEIS 
(Page 4-93) is very general and lacks specifics as to how the mitigation measures would reduce or minimize 
specific visual impacts. The discussion of mitigation fails to provide a nexus as to how mitigation would address 
the specific visual impacts from the proposed project. In addition, the mitigation identified in the Draft EIS does 
not indicate any measures to mitigate construction-related visual impacts. However, the Visual' and Aesthetics 
Resources Technical Report does  provide greater detail regarding principles to minimize, reduce, or mitigate 
impacts, including those related to construction. The FEES should include no less than the following measures: 

• The City and County of Honolulu shah integrate transit-oriented development policies and principles with 
station designs, in consultation with developers and City, County, and State agencies before any station 
designs are completed; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall, in the FEIS, include a copy of the Design Language Pattern Book 
being developed by the Project Team and incorporate the applicable elements of the Design Language 
Pattern Book into the design of transit stations and landscaping; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shah ensure that the final project design is aesthetically appropriate—as 
well as being functional; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements and shall reach an agreement with all stakeholders before finalizing the station 
design: 

• The City and County of Honolulu shah create a project design that is appropriate in scale and character to 
its setting; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall incorporate project design components that help create a human-
scale and pedestrian-friendly environment; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall use project design features with materials and shapes that fit the 
topography and visual setting; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall look for opportunities to use materials that minimize the potential 
for vandalism; 
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• The City and County of Honolulu shall look for opportunities to use materials that reflect the Hawaiian 
culture; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall retain or replace existing street trees along sidewalks and in 
medians, and plant new vegetation to help soften the visual appearance of project elements (e.g., stations, 
guideway columns, and TPSSs); 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall use source shielding in exterior lighting at stations and ancillary 
facilities such as the maintenance and storage facility and park-and-ride lots, to ensure that light sources 
(such as bulbs) would not be directly visible from residences, streets, and highways, and to limit spillover 
light and glare in residential areas; 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall work with relevant adjacent land owners and developers to 
integrate project elements with area redevelopment plans as appropriate, particularly at stations; and 

• Construction-related mitigation shall include the following: 
o Removing visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices (e.g., silt fences, plastic ground cover, and 

straw bales) as soon as an area has been stabilized; 
o Replacing street trees and other vegetation that must he removed with appropriately sized 

vegetation; 
o Keeping roadways as clean as possible by using street sweepers and wheel washers to minimize 

off-site tracking; 
o During dry periods, applying water to exposed soils to minimize airborne sediment; 
o Properly maintaining construction equipment to minimize unnecessary exhaust; and 
o Locating stockpile areas in less visibly-sensitive areas and, wherever possible, placing them in 

areas that are not visible from the road, or by residents and businesses. 

The FEIS should provide site-specific mitigation measures for non-high-rise areas due to relatively higher 
visual impacts in order to adequately mitigate such impacts. This is particularly important for the 
Pea dridge and Kapalam a stations, which would be developed near or adjacent to KS-owned lands. 

Concern #13-4: The mitigation measures for removal of street trees are vague and inadequate. 

The DEIS indicates that numerous street trees that would be pruned, removed, or transplanted as a result of any uf 
the Build Alternatives. Of particular concern is the number of street trees that would be removed, including the 23 
"notable" true kamani trees along Dillingham Boulevard, and how their removal would be mitigated. The 
mitigation provided on page 4-138 of the DEIS is vague and lacks specifics on this matter. Should street tree work 
such as pruning, removal or transplanting, not be done correctly, trees may become disfigured or die, creating a 
significant aesthetic impact on the project area, along with a need for corrective measures and their attendant costs. 

• According to the DErS, effects on street trees would be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting 
new ones. While relocating a street tree would retain the tree, the relocation of that tree would change its 
original environment. Therefore, more specific mitigation for areas to which existing trees would be 
relocated or removed is needed to ensure that these locations are appropriately mitigated. Specifically, 
areas adjacent to and/or near KS properties requiring tree relocation or removal should be 
adequately mitigated. 

• What would happen in cases where the transplanted tree dies, as not all the proposed tree relocations may 
be successful? The mitigation on page 4-133 of the )EIS does not prescribe any post-transplant 
monitoring of relocated trees, nor does it provide any provisions for relocated trees that do not survive the 
transplant process. 

• The DES contains little information on how mitigation would be determined in cases where tree removal 
would be required. As indicated on page 4-138 of the DES, "To mitigate any substantial effects in the 
areas that require removal, special attention would be given to developing landscape plans so that new 
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plantings would provide similar advantages to the community. If new plantings would not offer equitable 
mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are removed), additional younger tees could be planted that would, 
in time, develop similar benefits." Would younger trees be planted at a 1:1 ratio but older more mature 
trees at a higher ratio? Based on the information provided in the Draft EIS, it is unclear as to what criteria 
would be used to determine adequate quantities of new plantings to mitigate tree removal. The mitigation 
measures also do not indicate any monitoring of new plantings, or identify provisions should any of the 
new plantings die. 

E. 	Noise and Vibration 

The noise and vibration impact analysis in the DEIS and associated technical report is not adequately documented 
and does not address potentially important impacts upon commercial properties. 

Concern 11.E-1; The noise analysis is not adequately documenia 

Neither the DEIS nor the supporting technical report discusses the method by which noise levels due to the Project 
were calculated. It is likely that methods prescribed in PTA's Transit Maise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
manual6  were used. Furthermore, the assumptions used to estimate noise attenuation due to the parapet wall and the 
wheel skirts for receptors higher than the guideway are not reported The uoise analysis in the FEIS needs to be 
fully documented and the assumptions and calculations need to be provided in an appendix, so that they may 
be checked. 

Concern #E-2: The noise analysis does not address potential impaas upon commercial land uses. 

The DEIS uses the aforementioned FTA guidance's noise impact criteria as the standard against which to evaluate 
noise exposures due to the Project. The PTA criteria apply only for exposures to three categories of "sensitive" 
receptors. Category I includes land uses where quiet is essential, such as outdoor amphitheaters and recording 
studios. Category 2 includes residences and other places where people steep. Category 3 is for "institutional land 
uses with primarily daytime and evening use," including schools, libraries, theaters, churches, historical sites, and 
parks. None of these category definitions includes, explicitly or implicitly, commercial operations. Furthermore, 
Hawaii State and local plans and regulations do not have standards for exposure of commercial receptors to transit 
noise. For this reason, the DEIS analysis did not consider impacts to commercial receptors. However, noise 
impacts to commercial receptors may be important in certain cases. This fact is recognized, for example, by the 
State of California in its General Plan Guidelines,' which include ranges of acceptable exposures for "office 
buildings, business commercial and professional" land uses. It is requested that the FELS consider the issue of 
noise impacts upon commercial land uses. 

Concern #E-3: The discussion of mitigation measures for noise impacts to sensitive receptors higher than The 
guideway is inadequate. 

The noise analysis conducted for the DEIS found that "moderate" impacts (as defined by the Federal Transit 
Administration) would occur at several sensitive receptor locations, including some residences that are at higher 
elevations than the guideway (DEIS, Table 4-16). The DES does not specify any mitigation measures. Instead it 
says that "measures to reduce noise levels above the track elevation would be evaluated during preliminary 
engineering of the Project. Once the Project is operating, noise laves will be measured to determine the actual 
extent of project noise impacts." (DEIS, pp. 4-101 and 4-107) The nearly complete deferral of the description of 
mitigation measures to the project engineering design stage is not acceptable under NEPA. Although it is true that 
Project design information is needed to determine the best mitigation measure for each predicted impact, it is 

6  U. S. Department of Transportation. 2006. Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and ,vit,ration Impact 
Assessment. FTA-VA-90-1003-06. May. 

7  State of California, General Plan Guidelines. Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento, California (2003). 
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possible now to present at least a list of mitigation options that can reduce exposures to 45 or 50 dBA Ldn or below. 
A list of mitigation options should be included in the FEIS. 

V. 	Construction Impacts 

Construction of the transit project will create a number of impacts on KS lands along the transit corridor including 
intwniption and/or temporary loss of access to businesses, potential temporary loss of utilities to businesses, 
temporary and/or permanent loss of on and off-street parking at KS businesses. 

Concern #17-.1: The DEIS does not adequately address left-turn closures on Farrington Highway in Waipahu 
during construction. 

The DEIS (Page 4.153) states that left-turn lanes on Farrington Highway in Waipahu would be closed during 
construction. There are KS owned properties at the intersection of Farrington Highway and Waipahu Depot Road. 
The DEIS does not discuss the impact of the lane closures on traffic levels of the surrounding roads. It is believed 
that motorists will avoid the lane closure by using other alternate routes. The HIS should inctude an analysis of 
the impacts on local businesses and KS tenants created by the closure of left-turn lanes on Farrington Highway in 
the Waipahu area, including the impacts of by-pass traffic. Mitigation, if necessary, should also be included in this 
analysis and included in the FES. 

Concern #F-2: Proposed measures for maintainMg auto access to residences and businesses during all phases 
of construction need to be made more specific. Additional measures are needed 

The ten mitigation measures to reduce adverse economic hardships for existing businesses along the project 
aligrunent during construction activities that are listed on page 4-154 of the DEIS should be included in the 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan that would be developed by the Project construction contractor prior to 
construction of the Project. However, as currently written in the DEIS, these measures arc very vague and do 
not dearly indicate who MU be responsible for Implementing them. These measures should be revised to be 
no less than the following—and be included in the project FE1S: 

• The City and County of Honolulu, in concert with the project construction contractors, shalt ensure by any 
necessary means that access to businesses in the project area shall be maintained during project 
construction activities. 

• The City and County of Honolulti shall develop a public involvement plan prior to the beginning of project 
construction to inform business owners of the project construction schedule and activities throughout the 
project constructioo phase. 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall initiate public information campaigns to reassure people that 
businesses are open during project construction activities to encourage their continued patronage 
throughout the project construction phase. 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access 
affected during project construction, by any means deemed feasible, throughout the project construction 
phase. 

• The City and County of Honolulu, to the extent practicable, shall coordinate the timing of temporary 
facility closures to minimize impacts to business activities in the project area – especially those reLated to 
seasonal or high sales periods- 

• The City and County of Honotuln shalt minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses in the project area, throughout the project construction phase. 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that 
businesses in the project area are open throughout the project construction phase. 

la 
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• The City and County of Honolulu shall provide public inforrnation (e.g., press releases or newsletters) 
regarding construction activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements in print and on 
television and radio on the Island of O'ahu during the project construction period, 

• The City and County of Honolulu shall coordinate with the project construction contractors the phasing of 
construction in each project construction area so as to maintain access to individual businesses for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during business hours and important business 
seasons, throughout the project construction phase. 

• The City and County of Honolulu, in concert with the project contractor, shall provide advance notice if 
utilities would be disrupted, during regular business hours and schedule major utility shut-offs during non-
business hours. 

The following additional mitigation measures to reduce this Project's impact on business access should be 
included in the Project FEB. 

• Prior to and during construction of the East Kapolei-Ala Moans Center Segment, the PTA and the City and 
County of Honolulu, Transportation Services, Rapid Transit Division (RTD) shall contact and interview 
individual businesses potentially affected by construction activities, and maintain appropriate records. 
Interviews with commercial establishments will provide FTA and RTD staff knowledge and understanding 
of how these businesses carry out their work, and will identify business usage, delivery, and shipping 
patterns and critical times of the day and year for business activities. Data gathered from these interviews 
will also assist the PTA and RTD as it works with the City & County of Honolulu Department of Facility 
Maintenance to develop the Worksite Traffic Control plans. Among other elements, these plans will 
identify alternate access routes to maintain critical business activities. 

• The PTA and RTD shall establish a "Public Affairs Program" that will be responsible for implementing the 
following actions: 

• Convey construction information to the community in a timely manner so as to minimize the potential 
disruption to businesses. 

• Develop a process that will enable the community to "speak" to the PTA and RTD during construction 
that includes a specific mechanism for responding to community concerns in a timely manner. 

V All PTA and RID responses to community concerns shall be coordinated with thc construction team. 

• The PTA and RTD shall work with community residents, elected officials, local businesses, and 
community organizations to tailor the mitigation program to meet community needs in an East Kapoki-Ala 
Moans Center Segment Business Disruption Mitigation Plan (EiDMP) prepared by FTA and RTD staff 
prior to the commencement of uonstruction activities. A copy of the East Kapoiei-Ala Moans Center 
Segment BDMP shall be placed in the East Kapolei-Ala Moana. Center Project Information Field Office for 
public viewing. PTA and RID shall inform the public of its progress in implementing the measures 
identified through a quarterly program of auditing, monitoring, and reporting. A quarterly status report shall 
be made available to the public. PTA and RID shall appoint a staff person to work directly with the public 
to resolve construction-related problems. 

The following mitigation measures should be minimum elements of the East Kapolei-Ala Moans Center BDMP: 

I. It may be necessary to temporarily relocate immediately affected owners and occupants of businesses or 
provide a rent subsidy if, for exampie, access to the business could not be maintained or the business could 
not be operated in a normal manner. These options shall be explored by PTA and R.TD staff if the need 
arises. 
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2. During construction of the project, FTA and RTD staff shall establish a project information field office 
located along the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Segment. The field office, in conjunction with other 
FTA and RTD staff, will serve multiple purposes, including: 

• Respond to and address community and business needs during the construction period, 
• Respond to complaints lodged by the public and construction 
✓ Allow PTA and RTD to participate in local events in an effort to promote public awareness of the 

project, 
✓ Manage construction-related matters pertaining to the public, 
• Notify property owners, residences, and businesses of major construction activities, 
✓ Provide literature to the public and press, 
• Promote and provide presentations on the project via FTA and RID's Speaker Bureau, 
V Respond to phone inquiries, 
• Coordinate business outreach programs. 
✓ Schedule promotional displays, and 
• Patticipate in community committees. 

3, The project information offices shalt be open various days of the work week for the duration of the 
construction period. A schedule shall be developed before project construction begins, shall be included in 
the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Segment Business Disruption Plan and shall be reported in the 
quarterly Mitigation Measures Status Report provided to the PTA. 

4. An information and voice mall telephone line shall be available to provide community members and 
businesses the opportunity to express their views regarding construction. Calls received shall be reviewed 
by PTA and RTD staff and will, as appropriate, be forwarded to the necessary party for action (e.g., utility 
company, fire department, Resident Engineer in charge of construction operations). Information available 
from the telephone line shah include current project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, 
notice of construction impacts, individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general 
information, 

5. The PTA and RID shall provide multilingual advertisements for local print and radio for affected 
businesses, throughout the project eonstntction phase. In addition, a multilingual construction update shall 
be available regularly throughout the community at least once a quarter. The languages for translation shall 
include, but not be limited to, English, Hawaiian, Tagalog, Japanese, Chinese, Korean, flokano, and 
Spanish. 

6. The PTA and RTD shall provide affected businesses with the support needed to implement promotions to 
help maintain their customary level of business throughout the project construction phase, 

7, The PTA and RTD shall work with establishments affected by the East Kapoiei-Ala Moana Center 
Segment construction activities. Appropriate signage shall be developed and displayed by the PTA and 
RID to direct both pedestrian and vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes. 

8. Traffic management plans to maietein access to all businesses shall be prepared for all project construction 
areas. 

9. Contractors shall clean work areas daily for the duration of the project construction phase. 

10. Provisions shall be contained in project construction contracts to require the maintenance of driveway 
access to businesses to the extent feasible. 
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11. To the extent feasible, in the East Kapolei-Ala Mamie Center project segment, concrete decking along the 
cut-and-cover segments shall be installed flush with the existing street or sidewalk levels. 

12. Wherever feasible, sidewalks shall be maintained at their current widths during project construction. 
Where a sidewalk must be temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), it shall be 
restored to its current width during the majority of the construction period. Each sidewalk design will be of 
good quality and be approved by the FTA and RTD Resident Engineer prior to construction. Handicapped 
access shall be maintained during construction where feasible. If handicapped access is not feasible during 
project construction, then alternative handicapped access shall be provided as necessary or signs indicating 
that such access is temporarily unavailable shall be displayed. Handicapped access that is temporarily 
closed due to particular project construction activities shall be reopened as soon as possible after those 
construction activities have been completed, 

13. Construction site fencing shall be of good quality, capable of supporting the accidental application of the 
weight of an adult without collapse or major deformation. Fence designs or samples shall be submitted to 
the FTA and RTD Resident Engineer for approval prior to installation. Where major boulevards must be 
fenced, business owners shall be offered the opportunity to request covered walkways in lieu of chain-link 
fencing. Where covered walkways or solid surface fences are installed, a program shall be implemented to 
allow for art work (e.g., by local students) on the surface(s). Where used, chain link fences shall have slats 
that will be maintained in good repair. 

14. The project construction site shall be maintained in a neat manner, with all trash collected daily, all wood 
and pipes stacked neatly, and all small parts stored in closed containers. 

Concern OF-3: A detailed Safely and Security Plan during construction is needed. 

The DEIS (Page 4-155) slides, "...During development of the Construction Safety and Security plans, measures 
wonld be identified to minimize effects on communities and their resources that address specific consequences 
anticipated at each location with the various communities, as well as ensure the safety of the public and 
environment." However, no measures are described in the DES. The FEIS should include a detailed Safety and 
Security Plan that fully explains measures that will be taken to minimize the Project's effects on communities, their 
resources and how the safety of the public will be ensured during Project Construction activities. 

For example: 

• Assuming each contractor has its own construction supplies security force, please show where the costs for 
such security are estimated. 

• Each contractor should prepare and implement a seenrity plan to minimize risks of creating an attractive 
nuisance and of theft of material and equipment—especially dangerous construction equipment. 

Concern it.F-4: Does the Honolulu Police Department have adequate resources to control traffic during 
construction? 

The DM (Page 4-155) also states that police services could be used to control and direct traffic. How would this 
impact Honolulu Police Department (BPD) resources? Can HE'D provide the necessary staff? 'What would be the 
impact on higher priority law enforcement activities if HIPD is used to manage traffic control throughout 
construction? The FELS should include an analysis of existing staffing levels of the HPD and their ability to 
provide staff to control and direct traffic during project construction activities and how this impacts overall staffing 
at HE'D for other law enforcement activities. 
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Concern #F-5: Electric power and/or telephone service may he lost during construction. 

There might be an unanticipated loss of power/telephone service to commercial properties should an unknown 
power or telephone line be severed during project construction activities. What assurances can be given that this 
will not occur and what recourse for damages will be provided should a power or telephone outage occur? 

Concern #F-6 .: Will sufficient vertical clearance de available along Dillingham Boulevard in the Dillingham 
Plaza area to provide to construct the elevated transit way? 

The DEIS does not address whether sufficient clearauce is currently available along Dillingham Boulevard in the 
Dillingham Plaza area to provide for enough space to construct the elevated transit way. Dillingham Boulevard in 
this area is very narrow. How can cranes safely operate in this area without hitting high voltage power lines that 
are located on both sides of this street? 

Concern #F-7: Proposed mitigation measures for air pollution during construction should be mark more 
specific. 

The control measures for air quality listed on Page 4-157 of the OBIS should be revised and expanded as follows: 

• Minimize land disturbance in any one area by project construction activities. 
• Use watering trucks on exposed soil surfaces to minimize dust from project construction areas at least twice 

a day. Watering may be required more often if any visible plume of dust drifts offany project construction 
site. 

• Use low-emission construction equipment when feasible. 
• Cover all loads when hauling soil from project construction sites. 
• Cover soil stockpiles if exposed for more than seven days at a time. 
• Use windbreaks to prevent accidental dust pollution, especially when construction activities are located 

near sensitive uses (hospitals, schools or residential areas) or near commercial areas. 
• Limit the number of project construction vehicle paths and stabilize temporary roads with water or soil 

binders. 
• Maintain stabilized project construction area ingress/egress areas. 
• Wash or clean trucks prior to leaving project construction sites. Install wheel washers if necessary. Soil 

tracked onto streets adjacent to construction sites shall be swept once a day to remove soil tracked onto 
them by project construction or delivery vehicles. 

• Minimize unnecessary vehicular activities, and limit vehicle traffic to 15 miles per hour on project 
construction haul roads. 

Concern ffF-8.• Proposed mitigation measures for noise during construction should be made more specific. 

Project construction noise will temporarily impact existing land uses on KS owned properties. Therefore, it is 
requested that the noise measures listed on page .4-158.of the DEIS be modified as follows in the project FEIS: 

• Develop a project monitoring plan with noise limits consistent with the construction contractor's noise 
permit. 

• Construct temporary noise barriers or curtains to shield sensitive noise receptors from project construction 
activities. 

• Equip project construction eqnipment engines with adequate mufflers and intake silencers. 
• Strategically place stationary equipment, such as compressors and generators as far away from sensitive 

noise receptors (hospitals, schools and single/multiple family residences) as possible. 
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G. 	Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

• UltraSystems does not believe that the transit project DEIS adequately analyzes the Project's indirect and 
cumulative impacts on KS-owned lands along the transit corridor. 

The DEIS lacks an adequate discussion in regards to the cumulative impact of parking around transit stations and 
its effect on available area parking. Given that Transit Oriented Development projects will be underway near 
transit stations, parking could be an issue and should be discussed in the Project FEIS. KS properties may be 
affected by the placement of parking near stations. If parking needs are underestimated, then parking will have to 
be increased at a later time to accommodate the additional parking spaces needed. Since the Peadridge and 
Kapalanna stations are near or adjacent to KS-owned properties, the planned parking and potential future expansion 
of parking could impact KS-owned properties and additional full or partial takes may be needed. These cumulative 
impacts should be discussed in the Projeet FEIS. 

H. Section 4(0 Analysis 

The Boulevard Saimin Restaurant, a cultural resource, is located on KS-owned property fronting on Dillingham 
Boulevard. The Boulevard Sairnin parcel would be affected by the widening of Dillingham Boulevard (by 
approximately 10 feet) to accommodate the fixed guideway in the median in Dillingham Boulevard. A total of 696 
square feet of parking area would be necessary to allow for the construction of the Project on this street. This lake 
of a parking area qualities as a direct use under Section 4(1). The City's acquisition of a portion of the parking area 
at the Restaurant will not only have impacts on the Restaurant parking, but also parking that is used Thr those 
patronizing the many stores that are co-located in the two-story building that houses the Restaurant. It appears that 
two of the twelve parking spaces provided for restaurant patrons will be lost as a result of the widening of 
Dillingham Boulevard. What provisions cao be made to compensate for the lost parking spaces that would be 
taken as a result of the land take? If' sufficient parking cannot be provided on or off the building site, will 
the whole building need to be taken, resulting in the loss of the Restaurant and the other businesses housed 
in this building? 

I. General Comments on Project Mitigation Measures 

UltraSystems' general comment on the mitigation measures included in the Project DEIS is that many of these 
measures are so vague that it will be difficult to implement them. To remedy this problem, a stand-alone mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) should be prepared for the proposed as part of the FES, The MMRP 
would include the following: 

• AU the mitigation measures included in the 17E15; 

• When these measures are to be implemented (e.g. during Project planning and design/Project 
construction/during Project operation; 

• Who is responsible to see that these measures are implemented; and 

• A place for a City and County of Honolulu staff member to sign-off that the measure has been completed. 

UltraSystems believes that the City and County of Honolulu should appoint a monitor or monitors whose 
responsibility would be to ensure that the MMRP is being implemented as project construction takes place. This 
could be a City/County staff member. The City/County staff member could work with the Project Construction 
Contractor to implement Project mitigation measures. A report should be prepared annually on the status of the 
MMRP and what measures were implemented, including evidence that they were implemented (copies of required 
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permits etc.); changes to measures that were implemented; and what measures were not implemented and why they 
were not. The status report on the MMRP would be presented to the Honolulu City Council annually for approval. 

UltraSystems has found that for mitigation measures to be implemented they must be located in a stand-alone 
document and be easily understandable by all parties responsible for their implementation, A commitment by a 
public agency is also necessary to implement all project mitigation measures, with follow up by elected officials to 
see that the NC.MRP has been implemented. 

Should you have any questions concerning UItraSystems' comments in this letter on the DEIS, please call me or 
Bob Rushy, UltraSystems Senior Project Manager, at your convenience at 949-788-4900 or email Bob at 
misby@ultrasystems.com , 

Sincerely, 

ELTRASYSTEMS ENVIRONMENTAL INCORPORATED 

Betsy A. Lindsay, President/CEO 

cc: Mike Dang, larnehameha Schools 
Director, Planning & Development Division 
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Mark 
van der Leest 

3031 New Brighton Gardens SE 

Calgary 
CA 
92234 
rnvdleest@ shaw.ca  
403-284-1171 

Email 
Website 

12/11/2008 
: I've been a Flail Traffic Controller in Calgary, Alberta, Canada (home of 

North America's busiest and most successful light rail transit system) for 
4 years. I think that this Rail project can be a great success and really 
make a positive change for Honolulu. I'm interested in the development 
of the system, and keeping informed so I know when 1 can apply for a 
job and help develop a system from the ground up. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPure DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331801 

Mr. Mark van der Leest 
3031 New Brighton Gardens SE 
Calgary 92234 
CANADA 

Dear Mr. van der Leest: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
indentify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)) This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your interest in the Project has been noted. You can keep op-to-date with the Project through the 
Project's website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You can find out about available job positions through the 
City and County's main website at www.honolulu.qov. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve rul yours, 4  
WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/9/2008 

Steven 
Vaspra 
Individual 
67-055 Kaioe PI 

Waialua 
HI 

96791 
vaspres001@hawaii.rr.com  
292-0912 

Email 
Webslte 

12/09/2008 
I am definitely for the Rail project and prefer the airport route starting 
from Kapoleil 

I am born, raised and live in Waialua and have made the commute into 
Honolulu for 44years (I am 59) for school, work and I still commute into 
Honolulu for work. I have seen, and experienced, the traffic nightmare 
get worse over the years. With the development of the second city in 
Kapolei, the traffice has gotten, is getting, and will get even worse. 
Councilman Djou is an idiot and Kobayashi and Dela Cruz (our 
councilman!) aren't far behind. 
Steve Vaspra 
Watalua, Oahu, Hi 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8'305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-331519 

Mr. Steven Vaspra 
67-055 Kaioe Place 
Waialua, Hawaii 96791 

Dear Mr. Vaspra: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS. the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 

AR00003501 



Very trul yours, 

6P--  WAYNE . YOSH OKA 
Director 

Mr. Steven Vaspra 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, r i  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

January 30, 2004-7- ' 

L1,1 
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Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (HHCTCP). 

The Waikiki Improvement Association continues to follow with great interest how the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project will improve the ability of people to move in the highly 
congested east-west corridor from Kapoici to the University of Hawaii at Manoa and Waikiki. 
We continue to support the Project. 

We have taken a keen interest in carefully examining the Project's impacts as documented in the 
DEIS. Our evaluation is based upon identifying needed commitments to assure the HHCTCP 
supports the facts and findings of the DEIS and the achievement of the Waikiki Transportation 
Strategy to the maximum degree possible. 

Our comments on the last three pages of the attached document address the following three 
areas: I) the need for a high quality transit link between the Ala Moana Center station and 
Waikiki, 2) the need for implementation of pedestrian and bicycle connections as recommended 
in the City's Waikiki Livable Community Project, and 3) further definition of an off-street transit 
center at the Ala Moana Center station designed to accommodate the enormous travel demands 
anticipated at this location. 

The Waikiki Improvement Association appreciates the opportunity to offer comments on the 
HHCTCP DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

74,A );-/. / 

Rick Egged, President 

Attached: Waikiki Improvement Association Comments On The Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) / Section 4(f) 
Evaluation, November 2008. 
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Waikiki Improvement Association 
Comments On The 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DES) / Section 4(f) Evaluation 

November 2008 

Introduction  

The Waikiki Improvement Association (WIA) has reviewed the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (HHCTCP) Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) dated November 2008. Comments are preceded by 
highlighting the references to Waikiki in the DEIS and summarizing the Waikiki 
Transportation Strategy. Comments focus on identifying commitments needed to 
assure the HHCTCP supports the facts and findings in the DES and the 
achievement of the Waikiki Transportation Strategy to the maximum degree 
possible. 

HHCTCP DES Facts and Findings 

The DEIS acknowledges Waikiki's prominent position as a major transit 
travel market with the following statements: 

• "Overall, the largest share of TheBus riders' trips originate in 
Waikiki." (page 1-13) 

• "In 2007, O'ahu hosted 4.6 million visitors (DBEDT 2008), who 
take more than 17,000 transit trips daily. Many of these visitors 
stay in the Waikiki area and travel to points of interest outside of 
Waikiki, including many of the activity centers in the study 
corridor. (page 1-19) 

• The DEIS identifies "Visitor trips from Waikiki" and "Work trips to 
Waikiki" as "Key Transit Markets" with "Estimated Transit User 
Benefits Resulting from 2030 Build Alternatives (Hours per 
Day)". (page 3-36) 

The DEIS identifies transportation problems justifying the HHCTCP as a 
preferred solution. Many of these identified transportation problems feature 
references to Waikiki transportation issues: 

• Waikiki bus service has reliability problems. Route 42 has the 
largest reliability problem (as depicted by schedule increase) 
over the 1992 to 2008 period of those routes included in Figure 
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1-11. Route 42 travels from Ewa Beach to Waikiki, is "...part of 
the system's backbone..." with the second highest number of 
boardings of the selected routes included in Table 3-5. (pages 
1-18 and 3-9). 

• Waikiki has traffic problems, but Waikiki is not included in the list 
of committed congestion-relief projects in the O'ahu Regional 
Transportation Plan. (page 2-13) 

• Waikiki has parking problems. "On- and off-street parking 
facilities are heavily used in Downtown Honolulu, Waikiki, and 
along University Avenue.. Inadequate parking supply has been 
a long-term problem in this portion of the study corridor." (page 
3-15) 

The DEIS concludes that the HHCTCP will benefit Waikiki with the 
following: 

• "Bus and fixed guideway departures and arrivals would be 
coordinated and predictable to minimize transfer time..." (page 
2-36) 

• "Substantial increases in transit share would also occur.. the 
Waipahu to Waikiki market would increase from 8 percent ... to 
26 percent..." (page 3-33) 

The DEIS identifies several important unresolved issues potentially 
significant to Waikiki: 

• Funding sources for an extension to Waikiki are not identified. 
"...planned extensions, would be constructed once additional 
funding is secured." No potential sources of funding for 
extensions are identified in the DEIS. (pages 2-38 and 6-1 to 6- 
11) 

• Transit center details are characterized, but not specified. "Bus 
transfers would be made at off-street transit centers adjacent to 
fixed guideway stations at ... Ala Moana Center." No Ala 
Moana off-street transit center is illustrated in the DEIS. (page 
2-36) 

• Transit service details are characterized, but not specified. 
"Enhanced bus service would be provided between the terminal 
stations of the Project and the planned extensions of the fixed 
guideway system. System improvements, including traffic signal 
priority, automated vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare 
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collection, would complement frequent bus service at ... Ala 
Moana Center Station." No specific service frequency intervals 
are identified in the DEIS. (page 2-36) 

• Transit demand entering Ala Moana Center in 2030 is 18,750 to 
19,180, roughly three times higher than any other station. No 
specific analysis is included in the DEIS to accommodate this 
extraordinary volume of passengers. (Figure 3-12, page 3-31) 

• Transit travel time between Honolulu International Airport and 
Waikiki is a determining factor for supporting the 2030 Airport 
Alternative. Section 7.5, Important Trade-offs, should include 
these important destinations in the comparisons presented 
(Figure 7-9, page 7-11). 

Waikiki Transportation Strategy 

The DEIS review was conducted in the context of the Waikiki 
Transportation Strategy. This strategy is founded upon the 1999 report 
"Recapturing the Magic of Waikiki" and ifs following expectation: 

"In Waikiki the pedestrian, visitor and resident alike, will come first. 
Waikiki will be a pedestrian-oriented resort and a pedestrian-
oriented residential area. Walking will be the primary mode of 
getting around within Waikiki and it will be a pleasurable way to 
enjoy Waikiki." 

The problem encountered with seeing this expectation achieved is that too 
much traffic in Waikiki conflicts with pedestrians. It is unclear how future actions 
to implement the HHCTCP may help to solve Waikiki's transportation problems. 
It is reasonable to expect that safer and more direct pedestrian connections than 
exist today must be investigated with rail terminating at Ala Moana Center. 

Waikiki needs to immediately achieve the expectation of a "Pedestrian 
First" policy to retain and strengthen it's standing as one of the world's premier 
destinations, to maintain it's Hawaiian sense of place and to invigorate it's 
economic vitality. To do this, Waikiki requires the highest quality multi-modal 
transportation system possible. 

Waikiki's multi-modal transportation system needs to keep pace with its 
continuing transformation. Waikiki needs to evolve from a typical vehicle traffic 
congested urban atmosphere into a more appealing pedestrian-oriented 
environment reflective of its unique heritage. Waikiki's transportation 
infrastructure and services need proper prioritization and reorientation to respond 
to the "Pedestrian First" policy. 
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Solutions Required 

The Transportation Strategy builds upon previous efforts to update and 
advocate for the highest priority transportation solutions. Actions are drawn from 
past work completed by the City and County of Honolulu with the full involvement 
of the public such as the Waikiki Livable Community Project (December 2003). 
Three of the five solution elements directly relate to comments on the HHCTCP 
DEIS. These three elements are summarized as follows: 

1. Create High Quality Transit Link. The Waikiki Livable Community 
Project (WLCP) included an analysis and set of recommendations 
predicated upon the creation of a high quality transit link to Ala Moana 
Center, downtown Honolulu and other nodes along the primary urban 
corridor. Such a link is needed now more than ever to the future rail 
station at Ala Moana Center. 

a. Direct Transit Link  -- The transit route alignment must be quickly 
and easily understood. This is achieved using the most direct 
connection possible with Ala Moana Center. 

b. Vehicle Types  -- The transit alignment will be operated with 
advanced design vehicles that are environmentally progressive and 
reflective of Waikiki's standing as a major international resort 
destination with emphasis on safety, comfort and cleanliness. 

c. System Improvements  -- The transit operation will feature advanced 
technology passenger information system displays to make it very 
easy for people to identify how the link operates and how to use it. 

d. Traffic Priority  -- The transit operation must be given the highest 
priority at intersections except where pedestrians and bicyclists are 
given higher priority. General purpose traffic should be given 
lowest priority. 

e. Service Frequency  — The transit connection must have service 
intervals between departures equal to, or more frequent than, the 
rail operation at Ala Moana Center. 

2. Create Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections. The Waikiki Livable 
Community Project included a set of pedestrian and bicycle 
recommendations. These require immediate implementation before rail 
becomes operational at Ala Moana Center with added network elements 
to offer a high quality link to Waikiki. 
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a. Wider Sidewalks — Construct projects as identified in the WLCP. 

b. Ala Wai Pedestrian-Bicycle Bridges — High quality connections are 
essential between the termination of rail at Ala Moana Center and 
Waikiki. 

c. Intersection Re-orientation — Priority must be given to pedestrians 
and cyclists. Traffic signal wait times for pedestrians must be 
reduced. 

3. Locate Strategic Parking Capacity. Parking facilities are needed to 
replace on street parking to allow many of the proposals outlined to 
proceed. Parking facilities are needed to replace displaced off street 
parking and offset future development needs. 

a. Candidate Sites Have Been Identified: 

I. Central location — Fort DeRussy. National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (sec. 2832). 
Authorizes the Secretary of the Army to enter into a lease 
with the City and County of Honolulu to allow the City to 
construct and operate a parking facility. 

if. Central location — Residential. Two sites have been 
identified primarily for residential, long-term parking: 

1. Kuhio-Kaiolu. Increase the 72 current municipal 
parking spaces up to 525 spaces with a four-level 
parking structure. 

2. Aloha Street. Three-level parking structure. 

iii. Peripheral location — Kapahulu Corridor. An undeveloped 
site owned by DLNR may be available through the lease 
holder. The property (0.57 acres) is surrounded by the 
Prudential Locations building to the north, the Ala Wai Golf 
Course to the west and a Board of Water Supply booster 
station to the south. Adjacent sites may be available. Other 
sites in the corridor might warrant exploration. 

iv. Peripheral location — Kapialani Corridor. Several 
undeveloped sites (owned privately) are situated between 
Kona and Kapialani Boulevard in close proximity to the 
proposed Ala Moana terminal rail station. Some of these 
sites have potential for a combined parking and bus terminal. 
Other sites along Kapialani might warrant exploration. 
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b. Financial Approach Is Viable.  Construction could be funded with 
municipal bonds repaid through parking revenues and in lieu of 
parking payments. 

HHCTCP DEIS Comments 

W1A supports the HHCTCP DEIS and the implementation of the Project. 
WIA concludes that the intent of the Project is substantially supportive of the 
intent of the W1A Transportation Strategy. WIA seeks further clarity to be offered 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FE1S). In consideration of the facts 
and findings in the HHCTCP DEIS and W1A 1s Transportation Strategy the 
following comments are offered: 

1. A high quality transit link as outlined in the WA Transportation Strategy 
is essential. Figure 2-8 on page 2-18 of the DEIS includes an 
extension into Waikiki from Kapiolani Boulevard along Kalakaua 
Avenue to Kuhio Avenue with stations at the Hawaii Convention 
Center, the vicinity of Kalaimoku Street and Kuhio Avenue as well as a 
terminal stop near Liliuokalani Avenue and Kuhio Avenue. 

The Waikiki Improvement Association appreciates the need to 
guarantee access for not only our visitors but employees and residents 
as well. We believe that Waikiki is well served by the City's award 
winning bus system. W1A's primary concern with the High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Waikiki spur proposal is the loss of street 
capacity created by locating an overhead line down Kalakaua and 
Kuhio Avenues. 

We have concerns over the aesthetic and physical density issues of 
locating the overhead track in a resort and residential area. The 
Waikiki Improvement Association urges the City and County of 
Honolulu to continue to serve the area by bus transit or some other 
high quality transit link rather than add an overhead fixed guideway 
Into Waikiki. 
The high quality transit link must provide the minimum elapsed travel 
time possible not just between Waikiki and Ala Moana Center, but 
other important destinations as well such as the Honolulu international 
Airport. Therefore, we strongly endorse the alternatives including the 
Airport alignment. 

The DEIS confirms that "Overall, the largest share of TheBus riders' 
trips originate in Waikiki" and many of these riders will likely be those 
forecast to be entering the Ala Moana Center station by other modes. 
This will constitute, by far, the highest passenger volume accessing the 
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rail system. More specificity is needed in the FEIS. The FE1S should 
identify: 

a. A transit route alignment linking Ala Moana Center with Waikiki 
and preferably follow the one developed for the WIA's 
Transportation Strategy. 

b. The types of buses intended to be used for the most important 
transit routes, such as between the Ala Moana Center station 
and Waikiki. 

c. The specifics of the featured system improvements such as 
advanced technology passenger information system displays, 
traffic signal priority, automated vehicle identification, and off-
vehicle fare collection. 

d. Specific intersections along the most important bus shuttle 
transit finks where the bus will be given highest priority at 
intersections except where pedestrians and bicyclists are given 
higher priority. 

e. The service intervals for high priority transit connections. The 
FE1S should identify the link to Waikiki with a service interval 
between bus departures equal to, or more frequent than, the rail 
operation at Ala Moana Center. 

2. Pedestrian and bicycle connections, as outlined in the W1A 
Transportation Strategy, should be identified in the FES. The Waikiki 
Livable Community Project included a set of pedestrian and bicycle 
recommendations. These require immediate implementation before 
rail becomes operational at Ala Moana Center with added pedestrian 
and bicycle network elements to offer a high quality multi-modal 
transportation links to Waikiki. The FEIS should identify: 

a. The need to construct the projects as identified in the WLCP to 
support the HHCTCP. 

b. The need to construct high quality pedestrian and bicycle 
connections between the termination of rail at the Ala Moana 
Center station and Waikiki to support the HHCTCP. 

c. The need to give priority to pedestrians and cyclists. Traffic 
signal wait times for pedestrians at key intersections must be 
reduced to support the termination of the Project at Ala Moana 
Center station. 
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3. An Ala Moana Transit Center station transit center should be identified 
in the FEIS. The DES states: "Bus transfers would be made at off-
street transit centers adjacent to fixed guideway stations at ... Ala 
Moana Center." The WA Transportation Strategy includes locating 
strategic parking capacity. The Ala Moana Transit Center station 
transit center and the MA Transportation Strategy represent a 
consistent opportunity for a private-public partnership at this location. 
The FEIS should include further definition of the needs to 
accommodate the enormous travel demands at an off-street transit 
center at the Ala Moana station. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone; (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: WWW h o nol u I u.g ov 

MUF I HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE V YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336361 

Mr. Rick Egged, President 
Waikiki Improvement Association 
2255 Kuhio Avenue, #760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Egged: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address issues identified at the bottom of page 2 in your letter, 

• Funding sources for rail extensions have not been identified, although the capital 
costs of the extensions would likely be funded from a combination of Local and 
Federal sources. The planned extensions are not part of the Federal action 
covered in the Final EIS. 

• To answer your next point, transfers will continue to occur at Kona Street (a 
private street) and at the off-street bus stop on Ala Moana Boulevard. Text in 
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Mr. Rick Egged, President 
Page 2 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS has been clarified to state that transfers at Ala Moana 
Center will continue to occur on Kona Street. 

• Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequency, are 
provided as Appendix D in the Final EIS. 

• Ala Moana Center Station, like all stations, is being designed to accommodate 
expected passenger volumes, including the number of pedestrians, bicyclists, 
bus transfers, and passenger drop-offs that will occur at the station. Station 
components, including platforms, stairways, escalators, and elevators, are all 
designed to accommodate passenger volumes anticipated in the year 2055 
(achieved by applying a standard growth factor to the 2030 forecast volumes). 

In addition, the Ala Moana Center Station was one of five selected for additional 
traffic analysis due to the large volume of bus transfers and pedestrian activity 
anticipated. As shown in Table 3-23 in the Final EIS, the traffic analysis found a 
potential future effect at the intersection of Kona Street and Keeaumoku Street. 
To mitigate this effect, the Project will signalize this intersection. 

• Transit travel time between Honolulu International Airport and Waikiki is an 
important factor for supporting the Airport Alternative and, accordingly, Figure 3-7 
in the Final EIS has been revised to include this travel pair. As shown in this 
figure, transit travel time from the Airport to Waikiki will take 40 minutes with the 
Project compared to approximately 70 minutes without the Project. Table 7-9 in 
the Draft EIS compared the No Build Alternative and the three fixed guideway 
alternatives. While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has 
been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with 
FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). Table 7-9 has been removed 
from the Final EIS. 

Your letter next had a section titled "Waikiki Transportation Strategy," which is 
addressed below. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. 
The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH 
Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Final EIS. The future extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are 
not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes 
and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is 
a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are 
not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental 
analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
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they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the 
future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. The Project does not preclude bicycle or pedestrian improvements from 
occurring in Waikiki, although such improvements are not part of the Project. 

Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS shows travel time from Waipahu to Waikiki and from 
the Airport to Waikiki. As shown in this figure, travel times for both pairs improve 
with the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. 

As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for project 
stations place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access 
to stations, including accessible routes, will be given first priority for reasons of 
safety. The design criteria also state that, as a non-motorized mode, bicycles will 
be given second priority and will be placed over all motorized vehicular access to 
project stations. 

One of the major effects of the Project has a direct bearing on efforts to attain a 
"pedestrian first" environment in Waikiki. As indicated in Section 3.4.2 of the 
Final EIS, the Project will result in higher shares of travel by transit and less by 
automobiles as compared to the No Build Alternative. The Final EIS specifically 
noted that, for the Waipahu to Waikiki market, the transit share of home-based 
work trips in the a.m. peak period will increase from 8 percent under the No Build 
Alternative to 36 percent with the Project. 

A "pedestrian first" policy will also be supported by the type of access that is 
expected for the project system. The Final EIS noted that, with the Project, 
overall accessibility to transit will be enhanced. As shown in Table 3-20 of the 
Final EIS, bus and walk/bike access to stations will account for approximately 90 
percent of total daily trips. 

Your letter next had a section titled "Solutions Required," which is addressed below: 

1. As identified in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, enhanced bus service will be 
provided between the terminal stations of the Project and future extensions of the 
entire fixed guideway system. System improvements, including traffic signal 
priority, automated vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare collections, will 
complement frequent bus service at Ala Moana Center Station. Bus and fixed 
guideway departures and arrivals will be coordinated and predictable to minimize 
transfer time and total trip time. 

2. The Project does not preclude bicycle or pedestrian improvements from 
occurring in Waikiki in advance of any extensions, although such improvements 
are not part of the Project. 

3. The Project does not affect on-street or off-street parking in Waikiki. Potential 
spillover parking may occur as a result of the Project at the Ala Moana Center 
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Station area. Approaches to mitigating the effects of spillover parking will be 
unique to each station area. The City will conduct surveys to determine the 
extent of spillover parking near stations and implement mitigation strategies as 
needed. Strategies to be used include, but are not limited to, parking restrictions 
(where parking causes safety or congestion problems) and shared parking 
arrangements (at locations where parking is available but dedicated to another 
purpose such as retail centers, office uses, or places of worship). Implemented 
strategies will be monitored and necessary adjustments will be made as needed. 

Finally, your comments in the section titled "HHCTCP DEIS Comments" are addressed 
below. 

1. The Draft and Final EISs evaluate the Project, which is defined as extending from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project does not include construction of 
any elevated or at-grade structures in Waikiki. Accordingly, there will not be any 
loss of street capacity in Waikiki. A detailed environmental review would be 
conducted when the extensions proposed for implementation are implemented. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and 
impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest 
vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt 
Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts 
to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the 
Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For 
more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. 
Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis 
has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments 
on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process 
that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

As stated previously, Figure 3-7 in the Final EIS shows that transit travel times 
from the Airport to Waikiki improve substantially with the Project compared to the 
No Build Alternative. 

a. Frequent bus service will connect Ala Moana Center Station and 
Waikiki. A detailed description of bus routes, including route numbers and 
frequency, is provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
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b. The types of buses used in a given service area are selected based on 
need. If the demand is high, TheBus typically assigns longer, higher-capacity 
articulated buses to serve a route as long as the route can accommodate them. 
For smaller demands, shorter buses are used. The demand is forecast to be 
high so the expectation will be for articulated buses to be used, but a final 
decision will only be made at the time the service is implemented. Under any 
circumstances, TheBus will continue to operate between Ala Moana Center and 
Waikiki, and bus service will be enhanced to provide a reliable link between Ala 
Moana Center and Waikiki. 

c. The Project will provide passenger system information, automated 
vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare collection for the fixed guideway 
system. Specific designs and requirements for these systems will be developed 
during Final Design of the transit vehicle and systems portions of the Project. 

d. The Project will provide passenger system information, automated 
vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare collection to complement frequent bus 
service at Ala Moana Center Station. As stated in the previous response, 
specific designs for these systems will be developed during Final Design. 

e. Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and 
frequency, are provided in Appendix D in the Final EIS. 

2. Regarding pedestrian and bicycle connections: 

a. The bicycle and pedestrian recommendations of the Waikiki Livable 
Community Project planning study are acknowledged. However, the Project 
scope does not include improvements beyond station and guideway facilitates. 
Ongoing coordination efforts with the public and information from studies will help 
formulate design measures that will enhance the interface between the transit 
system and the surrounding community. 

b. The scope and resulting Draft EIS for the Project did not include 
improvements beyond stations and guideway facilities. However, as indicated in 
Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public will 
help develop design measures that will enhance the interface between the transit 
system and the surrounding community. 

C. The Project does not generally include improvements beyond stations 
and guideway facilities. However, as shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, 
signalization of the intersection of Kona Street and Keeaumoku Street will be 
included as mitigation. That will improve pedestrian and bicycle access and 
safety near the station. In addition, as indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, 
ongoing coordination efforts with the public will help develop design measures 
that will enhance the interface between the transit system and the surrounding 
community. These measures could include traffic operations, such as signal 
modifications. 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHI 
Director 
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Page 6 

3. Concerning the Ala Moana Transit Center, as identified in Section 3.4.2 of the 
Final EIS, enhanced bus service will be provided between the terminal stations of 
the Project and planned extensions of the system. At Ala Moana Center Station, 
bus connections will be provided along Kona Street, which serves as a bus 
transit facility. With planned improvements, such as signalization at Keeaumoku 
Street, Kona Street will have adequate capacity to serve the projected volume 
and frequency of bus traffic. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by 
the Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Ted Matley 

FTA Region Di 

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 

Department of Transportation 

City and County of Honolulu 

650 South King Street, 3'd  Floor 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Honolulu High -Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Draft EIS) 

Thank you for the chance to comment. As a property owner on Oahu, I support the general 

concept presented. I will rely not only on experiences gained from a career as a transportation engineer, 

but my current status as the interim chair of the Hawai'i County Transportation Commission and a 

proponent for balanced transportation, smart growth and more livable communities to offer additional 

comments and recommendarions,. 

As one of several transportation alternatives that would be acceptable solutions for the 

Honolulu environment, this decision will guide us how to prioritize all of our transportation options. The 

future remains shrouded and it Is truly impossible to determine form the study atone how successful the 

transit system will become. It will, however, be substantial enough that the government, residents, and 

visitors will have the resources and ability to steer the system towards ultimate success. 

The project as proposed will also help determine how we allocate our valuable and limited 

energy resources. This may be just as crucial of a decision. Sustainable energy systems will play an 

Increasing role in our island State. Fixed generation from natural or renewable resources will likely play 

an important role. When fuel sources and generators are not required on board, energy consumption 

and capacity improve. 

This project will also provide us with lifestyle opportunities and options on how we as residents 

and guests choose to move around. Balancing our time and how productively we use It are important 

considerations for all of us. How we access our transportation options are also important ibrtsiderati& 
7.7 

that will Impact our lifestyles, in light of the above comments. I offer the following recom@eVatio 
Q 

consideration during planning, design, and construction. 	 r, 
.045 

.r el 
'V  

•Cr., 

itZ3 
• 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

FIRST. Including direct access to Honolulu International Airport is absolutely essential. This is one of the 

largest origins and destinations in the State. This is our primary link to the mainland and international 

markets. it is also a critical portal for interisland travel fulfilling commuting, medical, recreational, and 

personal needs. 

SECOND.  Construction must start from the Ala Moana end. This is already a major transit terminal and 

is an existing TOD providing direct access to shopping, accommodations, recreation, and the convention 

center. This would also be the physical foundation to advance the planning forward on both additional 

routes. If financial, environmental, or unknown setbacks occur, a viable transit core remains available. 

THIRD. The design must include considerations for accommodating utilities and other facilities. 

Mounting points and potential loadings should be incorporated in the design to avoid unnecessary 

future costs and disruptions. The upfront costs would be minor, The large support structure could also 

carry electric lines, street lighting, communications, architectural lighting, and even replacement water 

lines. Perhaps the most desirable facility that could be added in the future is an elevated bikeway. 

Bicyclist would benefit from the same conditions as elevated transit, no intersections. Bicycle usage is 

increasing and a bikeway would provide additional commuting options, transit access, and a very unique 

tourism attraction, unparalleled in the world. 

T art yoV0).; your consideration, 

.W.41 
obert Ward 

Additional Copy! 

Director 

Office of Environmental Quality Control 

235 South Be retania Street, Suite 702 

Honolulu, HI 96813 

Return Address: 

77-6526 Ho'olaupal St 

Kailua Kona, 111 96740 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gou 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DRECIOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT1/09-294693R 

Mr. Robert Ward 
77-6526 Hoolaupai Street 
Kailua-Kona, Hawaii 96740 

Dear Mr. Ward: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address your first recommendation, your preference for the Airport Alternative has 
been noted. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs 
between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the 
greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide 
access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build 
Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to 
the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period 
on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments 
that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of 
the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, "Communication and coordination have 
been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue throughout 
design and construction." Further, "Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside 
of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered and affected by construction of the fixed guideway." In addition, "Along several 
roadway corridors, most existing overhead utilities in conflict with the guideway and safety 
clearance requirements will be relocated underground." Existing overhead electrical and 
communication utilities not in conflict with the aerial guideway and safety clearance requirements 
will remain overhead. Coordination will occur with emergency services and utility companies to 
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ensure that utility relocations meet their needs and that sufficient clearance is provided. The 
City will evaluate relocation of utilities that are in conflict with the fixed guideway during 
preliminary design. An elevated bikeway is outside the scope of the EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veryr ly yours, 

a ( 

WAYNE Y. YOSHI KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/4/2009 

Mary 
Warren 

60 N. Nimitz Highway 

1604 
Honolulu 
HI 
96817 
ralphie_2000@hotmail.com  
537-1655 

None 
Website 

01/04/2009 
I find it appalling that you will still consider this rail systen with our 
economy so bad and the GET collection is low. Instead of breaking up 
our island, I have never seen anyone try to close one lane for more 
busses to be able to bypass the traffic during peak hours. This would 
eliminate the danger of crazy cars cutting off busses and would give 
riders a faster ride to their destinations. We are on a beautiful island and 
ruining its beauty with a rail system is the most ridiculous thing I have 
ever heard of. Having additional jobs for these union workers and our 
county go into bankruptcy is STUPID!!! With the gas high I already see 
a cut in cars on the road. People love their cars and to cut down the 
roads they can drive on is STUPID! Unless you stop more cars from 
coming in, drivers will drive. The little ridership on this rail doesn't 
warrant the expense in building it or maintaining it. Both the state and 
county are cutting back in the budgets. We have much more pressing 
problems in this state and county. Wasting billions on rail instead of 
focusing on getting solar energy going in county and state offices or 
giving more to the education of our young is a much better way to spend 
our monies. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honowlu.gov  

MUF1 HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-332360 

Ms. Mary Warren 
60 North Nimitz Highway, #1604 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Ms. Warren: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the No Build Alternative has been noted. However, the No Build 
Alternative does not address the project needs or meet the purpose of the project, as 
established in Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the EIS. While each of the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As 
compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the 
most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle 
hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and 
Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus 
service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will 
have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. 
During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the 
Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more 
than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative_ For more information this selection is 
discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been 
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advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that 
was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-
making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Under the No Build and Build Alternatives, the travel forecasting model has assumed 
several transportation projects, including congestion-relief items for Oahu streets and highways, 
would be in place in 2030. These projects are detailed in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS. As 
identified in Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce vehicle delay by 18 percent 
compared to the No Build Alternative. This reduction in delay is attributable to shifts in travel 
demand from automobile to transit. 

As noted in Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS, the estimates for transit ridership were 
derived from a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030. The model is based on "best 
practices" for urban travel models in the U.S. and guidelines established by FTA. As shown in 
Table 3-18 of the Final EIS, the travel demand forecasting model forecast 116,300 daily fixed 
guideway boardings. In addition, total daily transit boardings (bus and rail) will increase 
44 percent compared to the No Build Alternative. 

Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 funds from the 
Federal government and from the County's General Excise Tax and Use (GET) surcharge 
levied from 2007 through 2022. Capital costs are discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

Enabling legislation for the County's GET Surcharge and Ordinance 07-001 preclude the 
use of the collected funds for education or purposes other than a fixed guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHFOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/9/2008 

richard 
wasnich 
kaa limited partnership 
401 karnakee st 

314 
honoluiu 
HI 
96814 
rwasnich@gmail.com  
808 398 2631 

Both 
Website 

12/09/2008 
1. I am a strong supporter of rail transit. 
2. understand the rationale for starting construction in Kapolei, related 
to space for a 
base yard. 
3. However I think the city should do whatever required to start at Ala 
Moana and work out towards Ewa. 
4. First, there will be income from the core traffic, which will not result 
from Kapolei to Waipahu. 
5. Second, if funding or other obstacles occur (perhaps I should say 
WHEN, not IF), we will have a usable system. 
6. Third, when Pearl City is reached, there will be a significant impact on 
traffic from Ewa, which will build and sustain the political support needed 
for this multi-year project. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3013 FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768 -8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331590 

Mr. Richard VVasnich 
401 Kamakee Street 
Apartment 314 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. VVasnich: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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/V( 

Mr. Richard Wasnich 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

▪ Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construcfion is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Lastly, it should be noted that project construction will be paid for with the local General 
Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge and Federal funding, as stated in Section 6.4,2 of the 
Final EIS. Revenue generated from ridership will be used to fund operating and maintenance 
costs. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Max H. Watson 
1777 Ala Moana Blvd., Apt. 1808 
Honolulu, HI 96815 
December t 8, 2008 

Dept. of Transportation Services 
650 S. King St., 3 rd  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Dot: 

The draft EIS is another step toward bankruptsy, No one has completely explained who 
is going to pay for this white elephant and how long our great grandchildren will have to 
pay for but never ride. 

Serious budget cuts are now going on. What has happened to common sense? 
Bottom line: Billions of tax dollars down a rat hole while our sewer systems deteriorate 
and other needs await funding. This will be Hawaii's "Big Dig" 

Sincerely yours, 

Max H. Watson 
Tax Payer 

Copy to: 
The Honorable Linda Lingle 
The Honolulu Advertiser 
The Star Bulletin 
The Honolulu City Council 
Pacific Business News 

• 

CA 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honoItriu.gov  

WWI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN 'THOM 
DEPullY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336144 

Mr. Max H. Watson 
1777 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Apartment 1808 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

Subject' Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses. as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the 
Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance costs will be 
paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
City revenues from the General and Highway Funds. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
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Very trul yours, 

WAYNE W YOSI-flO 
Director 

Mr. Max H. Watson 
Page 2 

Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/11/2008 

Claudia 
Webster 

14 Aulike St., #305 

305 
Kailua 
HI 
96734 
clwswirn@hawali.rr.com  
808-262-6243 

Email 
Website 

12/11/2008 
: Yes, I am in favor of the proposed rail system. I would think it more 

practical to start in downtown Honolulu and build out rather than starling 
in the west and building in. 
I lived in Portland, Oregon for 30 years. During that time the MAX 
lightraii system was built and expanded. It is a wonderful addition to city 
transportation. I remember when it was started in downtown as I was 
working there. It was a mess, but we all survived. And over the years 
additional spurs have been added. So from my experience in Portland 
and riding light rail in other cities I enthusiastically support light rail 
Claudia L. Webster—have lived in Kailua for almost 2 years now. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
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MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331802 

Ms. Claudia Webster 
14 Aulike Street, #305 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Webster: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Date : 

Submission Content/Notes 

Email 
Website 

11/05/2008 
: Hi. I am working on a research project and have a question, Can you tell 

me why you decided not to build your future rail system partially or 
completely underground? The costs of an elevated system seem to be 
about the same, and with land at a premium, this at first glance seems 
like a more logical choice. 

Thanks, 
Dan 

Action Completed 
11/5/2008 

Dan 
Weissmann 

3932 Spencer St 

Keller 
TX 
76248 
stripteesOverizon.net  
214-226-4439 
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Very jruIf your 

WAYNE YO HIOKA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: youw.honalutu.goy 

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SFIARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

RT9/09-330380 
May 21, 2010 

Mr. Dan Weissmann 
3932 Spencer Street 
Keller, Texas 76248 

Dear Mr. Weissmann: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental !mad Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As documented in the Alternatives Analysis cost estimate, the cost of an underground 
system would have been substantially greater than that for an elevated system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/7/2008 

Susan 
Werner 

2017 Lelehuna PI 

Haiku 
HI 
96708 
werners002@hawaii.rr.com  

Email 
Web site 

12/07/2008 
I would like to express my strong support for the rail line to include a 
stop at the airport. As a neighbor island resident who visits Oahu 
occasionally, it would mean a lot to me to be able to get to either Kapoiei 
or to the Ala Moana Shopping center directly from the airport, without 
having to rent a car or take a taxi, both of which would add an additional 
vehicle to the traffic. 

I am disappointed that a more modern bullet-train type of system was 
not chosen instead of steel rail, but I consider steel rail better than no 
rail. Honlulu could have used this opportunity to step into the 21st 
Century of transportation; a bullet-train or similar technological system 
could also be a tourist attraction as well as transportation for residents. 
But I support the plan as long as it includes a stop at the airport. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768 - 8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.lionolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-331309 

Ms. Susan Werner 
2017 Lelehuna Place 
Haiku, Hawaii 96708 

Dear Ms. Werner: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, arid 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very truly Vours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

1 

Ms. Susan Werner 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Your preference for a more modern bullet train is noted; however, high-speed bullet 
trains are only appropriate for long-distance travel between cities. Because the train will stop 
approximately every mile, high-speed trains would not be able to accelerate to full speed then 
stop at the next station. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Alan E. Wickens 
Ko Ofina Fairways 

92-1537 Alum' Drive # E 
Kapoiel, Hawaii 96707-2230 

3 December 2008 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Director of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, r Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Re: Professor Prevedourosi Letter in the 2 Dec 2008 Star Bulletin (enclosed) 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

The referenced letter poses sbdeen points which should be answered by your Department. I 
anticipate your response in the Star Bulletin. 

In addition to the Professore points would you also tell us where the rail yard and 
maintenance shops will be located? Will the yard and shops require additional 
condemnations? Also, will HECO be the sole provider of power or will there be a dedicated 
power source? If there is a dedicated power source (or perhaps a back-up source) will it be 
dependent upon fossil fuel? Will the rail cars have batteries so that they can 'creep" to the 
next station in case of loss of primary power? 

Sincerely, 

4e1t6/1----  

Cc: Councilman Apo 
Star Bulletin 
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Make sure you get 
the rail system you want 

,.C4-110111.. 
:KAM 

Panos Pracedoaros 

Regardless of whether you 
are for or against rail, the Draft 
Environmental Impact State-
ment (DEIS) is the document 
that should provide answers-to 
all reasonable Impacts. Does 
It? Here is a sample of ques-
tions: 

» The bus routes will 
change. What happens to yeur 
route? What happens to ex-
press buses? 

» Lanes will be taken away, 
- -some temporarily forconstnic-

tion and some permanently. 
Where are those lane closures 
and what's their dirratlort? Are 

'there traffic rerouting plans? 
» Will bikes, surfboards or 

luggage be allowed on the 
train? What about large items 
purchased at a big box re-
tailer? What's the size limita-
tion? 

a? Will there be washrooms 
at the stations? How about 
convenience stores, vending 
machines? Will the platforms 
have seats? Row many? 

» The plan calls for Aioun 
farms to relocate. is that possi. • 
hie? Where will they gd 

Sewer upgrades in Kalltra 
and IC.aplolani'led to the loss of 
businesses and fobs. Are de-
tails prOvided about shinier ef-
fects during the construction 
ofthe rail? 

a› Rag construction Involves 
unique skills and certifications 
that Hawaii construction work-
ers do not have.. How will this 
be addressed? 

Therity has declared that 
In many cases only a portion of 
a parcel needs to be con-
damned. Can the business sur-. 
viva with the remaining 
portion? Isn't this mandatory 
downsizing and fewer lphs? 

? There are 16 schoors adja-
cent to the route-Will the oiler- 

head structure, the continuous 
high current emosure and the 
Intermittent noise and vibra-
tion affect the learning envi-
ronment? Would it be prudent 
to relocate these schools? 

» Does rail-fit our Hawaiian 
sense of place? How was the 
Impact to tourism and local 
quality of life by a-large-ate-- 
vated structure through town 
"been assessed? 

?› Does the DEBaddressthe 
affected vistas and scenery? 
Are the aesthetics of the struc-
ture and each station ex-
plained and presented 
adequately? 

sa What will happen In the 
event of a hurricane? Will the 
train operate? Light rail in 
Houston was shut down for 10 
days due to Hurricane Ike. • 

» BART in the Bay Area 
uses fell cars made of alu-
minum to combat corrosion: Is 
the city's position that corro-
sionls not an issue? 

» Itappears that general ex-
cise tax surcharge proceeds 
for rail will be much lower than 
expected for at least four years 

-in a row. Howls this deficit go-
ing to be made up? 

?a If ridership turns out to 
be much lower than forecast, 
then what? if the city Is forced 
• to provide free train rides eke 
In Puerto Rico, how is the 
shortfall going to be covered? 

Is there a detailed plan for 
the effect of rail construction 
on water, sewer, gas and 
tile utilfties? Will there be di a-
tuptions of service? Does the 
budget cover all these? 

urge you-to review the DEIS 
and seek answers to the ques-
tions that are important to 
you. Write to the city director 
of transportation with your 
questtons and concerns and 
send copies to the CO Council 
and the governor. 

Regardless of whether you 
want rail or not, If the city 
builds the rail system, then - 
make sure that it Is clone in a 
way that satisfies your neecta - 
and concerns. 

PrThos D_ Preuedalans is a 
pefaxsor of transportation 
enjre&ngoithe Universi& of 
Hawaii-Hama. Ifs ran on 
mantras/at campa{gn Tor 
mayor as an anti-rail candidate 

• 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (806) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honoluIu.gov  

MOO HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11.2010 	 RT12/08-290101R 

Mr. Alan E. Wickens 
92-1537 Aliinui Drive, #E 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707-2230 

Dear Mr. Wickens 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009_ The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address your questions, the potential locations of the maintenance and storage 
facility are shown in Figures 2-8 and 2-9 of the Final EIS. As stated in Section 4,17 of the Final 
EIS„ two locations are being considered for the maintenance and storage facility: a 41-acre site 
in the proposed Hoopili development in Ewa and a 44-acre vacant site in Waipahu near Leeward 
Community College. Maps of these locations are provided in Figures 4-3 and 4-4 in the Final 
EIS. Depending on which location is used, property will need to be purchased. Right-of-way 
coordination will be ongoing with affected property owners. 

The transit system will obtain electricity from the grid on Oahu and will be a customer of 
HECO. The transit system will require approximately 17.9 megawatts (MW) of electrical power 
to operate. This represents 1 percent of the existing combined electrical-generating capacity on 
Oahu by HECO and independent power producers. Renewable sources of electricity account 
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Mr. Alan E. Wickens 
Page 2 

for 11 percent of the total electrical generation on the island. HECO is currently soliciting 
proposals for non-firm renewable-energy generating capacity of up to 100 MW that would be 
available between 2010 and 2014. 

Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is 
being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many 
points along the route so an outage in a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power 
is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even without power. 
Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide lighting for several hours. 
The train operations center will communicate with passengers via the public address system and 
intercom to provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. With 
a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along 
a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit 
rail cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff Passengers will be 
met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City 
transportation workers. 

The following responses address comments from the article attached to your letter. 

1) Changes to existing bus routes and description of new bus routes are included 
as Appendix D in the Final EIS. As noted in Section 2.5.6, of the Final EIS, bus 
service will be enhanced and the bus network will be modified to coordinate with 
the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes, including peak-period 
express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services 
provided by the fixed guideway system. 

2) As discussed in Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 
Plan will be developed in advance by the contractor with approval from the City 
and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify 
measures to mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation 
and will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final 
EIS. Unless unforeseen circumstances dictate, no designated major or 
secondary highway will be closed to vehicular or pedestrian traffic. 

There will be no lanes lost to the Project at completion. One of the benefits of the 
elevated guideway is that it can be accommodated within the roadway median 
with relatively minor adjustments to the roadway to maintain traffic lanes as they 
are. Some lane widths will be reduced to accommodate column placement; 
however, this will not affect roadway capacity. Table 3-21 of the Final EIS 
presents information regarding the effects of column placement on streets and 
highways. 

3) Rail vehicles will be designed to accommodate luggage, bicycles, and 
surfboards that do not interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers and 
will be regulated by a policy to be developed by the City. Purchases from big-box 
stores and size limitations have not been specifically addressed at this time. 
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Mr. Alan E. Wickens 
Page 3 

4) Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station 
attendant for access to the restroom. DTS does not intend to compete with 
private enterprise by placing retail within stations. Final internal configurations of 
stations, including the location and amount of seating, will be completed as 
station planning is finalized. 

5) The majority of the acres considered prime, unique, or of statewide 
importance are located at one of the two alternatives for a maintenance and 
storage facility. The other site, near Leeward Community College, is the site of a 
former Navy fuel drumming operation. This is the preferred site, and the City is 
working with the Navy and Department of Hawaiian Homelands to acquire it. 

6) An analysis of the impacts to businesses during construcfion is provided in 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS and in Section 5.2.2 of the Economics Technical 
Report. This report is available at the City and County of Honolulu and the 
Department of Transportation Services offices and on the project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org. The primary impacts are anticipated to result from 
inconveniences and disruptions to adjacent residents, businesses, and business 
customers that are inherent in any major construction project, which include the 
following: 

• Presence of construction workers and materials 

• Temporary road closures and traffic diversions 

• Temporary reductions in parking availability 

• Airborne dust, noise, and vibrations 

• Businesses' loss of visibility to their customers 

Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS states that proposed mitigation to reduce adverse 
economic hardships for existing businesses along the project alignment during 
construction activities may include the following: 

• Coordinate construction planning and phasing with nearby property 
owners and businesses 

• Develop a public involvement plan prior to construction to inform business 
owners of the construction schedule and activities 

• Minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access affected 
during construction 

• To the extent practicable, coordinate the timing of temporary facility 
closures to minimize impacts to business activities, especially those 
related to seasonal or high sales periods 
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• Minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses 

• Provide signage, lighting, or other information to indicate that businesses 
are open 

• Provide public information (press releases, newsletters) regarding 
construction activities and ongoing business activities, including 
advertisements in print and on television and radio 

• Phase construction in each area so as to maintain access to individual 
businesses for pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks 
during business hours and important business seasons 

• Provide advance notice if utilities will be disrupted and schedule major 
utility shutoffs during non-business hours 

Overall, the Project is projected to increase jobs in the nine years of construction 
to an average of about 10,000 per year (see Table 4-35 in Chapter 4). 

7) Construction activities for the majority of the transit system are similar to 
roadway and building construction. Appendix E of the Final EIS details 
construction methods that are widely used for both rail transit and elevated 
highway construction and were employed on the I-1-3 Freeway. Experienced 
labor is locally available. A limited number of specialists will be needed to work 
with locally available labor in certain areas, such as transit power and signaling 
specialists working with local electricians to install system equipment. 

8) It is true that in many locations, only partial property acquisitions are 
necessary. Every property acquisition is unique and will be addressed on a case-
by-case basis. All property acquisitions will be conducted consistent with Federal 
and State regulations. Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS 4.4.3 states: a partial 
acquisition typically is either a narrow strip of land or a more substantial portion of 
a large parcel. It is assumed that for the properties that will be partially acquired, 
existing land uses will not change. 

9) There will be no noise impacts to schools for the Airport Alternative. The 
Project will have an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends for three feet above the top of the rail and a 
system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. 

10) The ongoing station area planning process involves numerous aspects of 
transit system design. The process addresses design and planning issues in an 
integrated manner and focuses on the characteristics and preferences of the 
communities adjacent to each station. The City is also conducting workshops 
with communities that will have rail stations. The purpose of the workshops is to 
engage the public about rail stations and provide opportunities to residents to 
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contribute ideas about the appearance of station entryways in their areas. Ideas 
generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning process. 
For more information and to get involved in this process, please visit the project 
website at www.honolulutransitorg 

11) The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 
4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer 
responses to those changes. This includes the existing development along the 
Project alignment. Within the Project corridor the environment changes from rural 
at the Weanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise development at the Koko 
Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which 
are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium 
of Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to 
minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials and 
surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted 
architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway and 
its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will 
mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed 
through the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans 
and design guidelines were first developed with coordination between DTS and 
the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit 
station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of 
the communities served by the stations. 
The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design 
phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape 
architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate 
potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes 
information related to the mitigation framework described above. Specifically 
architecture and landscape design criteria include guidelines regarding site 
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design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station areas, 
and the guideway. 

12) The system will have an upper limit on operating wind speed. Vehicles will 
be stored during events that exceed the operating limit. 

13) Transit vehicle specifications are being developed that are consistent with 
environmental considerations in Hawaii. 

14) The financial discussions in the Final EIS address concerns about the 
uncertainties associated with financial markets. The capital plan for the Project is 
presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of 
funding anticipated from various sources. The capital plan takes the current 
economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and 
uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. The financial plan is a 
dynamic document that will be updated as conditions warrant. 

15) Ridership discussions in the Final EIS address concerns about the 
uncertainties associated with ridership. Ridership projections for the forecast 
year of 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which was 
calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information and then 
validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in 
the transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit 
survey was completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest 
socioeconomic information available as of October 2008 was incorporated. 
Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The model is based upon 
a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes 
between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on both the 
highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these key input 
assumptions, approximately 116,300 trips per day are expected to use the rapid 
transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air 
passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor related to passengers 
arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more realistic 
drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and 
recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element 
(trips that do not originate at home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis 
evaluates the variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and 
lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during 
this effort. A variety of factors was considered in the uncertainty analysis. Given 
all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is 
expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official 
forecast of 116,000 riders a day used for all calculations. A unified fare structure 
is planned, similar to the current structure for TheBus. 
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By City Council's current policy, ridership on the entire transit system is expected 
to pay for between 27 and 33 percent of the annual operating and maintenance 
costs. The City Council will adjust the fare to maintain that /eve/ of revenue. The 
balance of the operations costs will be part of the City's annual budget, which 
includes sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding and subsidies from 
the City's General and Highway funds. 

The amount of service provided will be scaled to generally match the demand. If 
the service attracts fewer riders than expected, then less service may be provided 
by adjusting headways or train length, resulting in lower-than-expected operating 
and maintenance costs. There is no plan to offer free ridership on the fixed 
guideway system. 

16) Communication and coordination have been initiated with the affected utilities 
and will continue throughout design and construction. Part of the contractor's 
work plan will include the relocation of utilities when and where necessary, which 
will be included in the cost of the Project. Close and ongoing utility coordination 
will ensure that construction of transit facilities will proceed without disruption of 
utility service. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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r: 

February 2, 2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3 1-6  Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support viable and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/29S excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum of $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 

When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by $473.5 million [Exhibit Aj. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 

projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [13] years [Exhibit 
81. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 

unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators) issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12, 2009 [Exhibit C. The forecast for growth 

in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%, 6.5%, and E5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections of 25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit D]. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 

surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 

3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 
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Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kathie, Hawaii 96734 

Telephone: 808.263.8884 
Facsimile: 808.263.2842 
Email: kmeier-cpa@hawall:rr.c_om  

- 	. 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 

Honolulu, Hawaii 9681.3 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 

Facsimile: 808.791.1440 
Email: JoeCawikof icombscpa.com  

Department of Transportation Service 
February 2, 2009 
Page 2 of 2 

How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DEIS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $ 1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S, Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their New starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for new starts" is $1,475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 

The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds [2/3] of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 

5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 

great competition for these grants. The DEB assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

• Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 

project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

• Honolulu's credit rating could plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 

funds. 

• Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

• Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 

when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 

your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@maneotre.com  

B. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 

415 South Street #3502 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: heciberecoaPaol.com  

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamena.com  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone -  (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolutu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-298713R 

Mr. Joe Wikoff 
VVikoff Combs & Co. , LLC 
American Savings Bank Tower 
1001 Bishop Street, Suite 2760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. VVikoff: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS includes General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections 
through December 31, 2022, in accordance with City Ordinance 05-027 which established the 
0.5 percent County surcharge on the GET through this date. As shown in Table 6-4 in the Final 
EIS, the net GET surcharge revenue will equal $3,524 million (YOE $). The analysis in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS takes the current economic downturn into account. 

Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties associated with the 
funding assumptions for the Project. A subsection under Section 6.6.3 has been added since 
the Draft EIS was published to address the Council on Revenues' forecasts. As stated in this 
section, in the short-term, GET surcharge revenues are subject to uncertainties related to the 
magnitude and timing of the economic recovery on Oahu. Over the long-term, GET surcharge 
revenues on Oahu depend on a variety of underlying economic factors outside of the City's 
control that may result in a higher or lower projection than the one used in this EIS. 
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While GET surcharge collections have gone down, so too have the costs of the Project. 
However, if GET surcharge revenues and/or Federal funding are not sufficient to meet the cash-
flow requirement to cover capital expenditures, other potential revenue sources will be 
developed to close the funding gap. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be identified. As noted above, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and 
uncertainties, as well as the potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The magnitude and timing of Federal funding is one source of risk that is discussed in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Density and transit use in the corridor are among the highest in the 
nation and higher than most areas that have qualified for New Starts funding in recent years. 
This Project has been developed in coordination with FTA since its inception. There is no 
indication to suggest that the Project will not qualify for the Federal funding requested. 

The financial plan was developed in consideration of safeguarding the City's credit rating 
in light of the likelihood of General Obligation bond sales required to bridge any year-by-year 
funding shortfalls, with all debt service costs paid with GET surcharge revenues, because FTA 
Section 5309 will pay for some financing costs. The New Starts funds are also proposed for a 
significant increase in the latest Federal budget proposal. Further, there has been no indication 
from the FTA that the requested amount is unreasonable or unrealistic. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.2 of the Final EIS, the City's contribution to transit operation 
and maintenance is currently funded through Federal funding, fare revenues, and the City's 
General and Highway Funds. This funding will be used to fund operating and maintenance 
costs of the Project. The General Fund includes property tax revenues and other taxes and 
fees. Beyond collection of property taxes that fund City operations, for which the City develops 
rates on an annual basis and part of which will fund transit services, there is no anticipated 
impact to property taxes. Fixed guideway operation costs will represent between 2 and 
3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. Property tax revenues are not expected to be 
used to fund construction of the Project. 

The financial plan is structured to ensure Honolulu will not go bankrupt. The debt 
amount is a minor part of the Project at less than 10 percent. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission Content/Notes: Noise impacts: 
it is unclear if you are using Cylindrical or Point Sources for noise 
calculations. Distance attenuation is significantly different for each (point 
source is 6dB per doubling, vs 3dB cylindrical). A train passing by a 
residence is cylindrical source. Please clarify this in the document. (The 
equivalent "sound of a leaf-blower is not pleasant at 4 am.) 

Where to start / MOS 
The Draft EIS makes it clear that that the majority of ridership will be 
between home and school or work, and the vast majority of this is in the 
urban core between Waikiki and Pearl City, with the downtown area 
being the most common destination, and one which has severe parking 
limitations. So clearly, this is the area which would have the most 
ridership and should be built first, but the need to have space for a 
baseyard sways the development toward the Ewa end, where the 
intention is to spend years constructing a segment which is almost 
useless as a stand-along. 
• Please discuss the areas which would generate the most immediate 
usage (and revenue). 
• Please discuss economic collapse considerations, and how a partialty-
built rail system (e.g., East Kapolei to Waipahu) would be used if 
construction were to be halted if the project ran out of money. 
• Please discuss the minimum segment which could operate as stand-
along (e.g., Airport, downtown, and Ala Moana) 
Please discuss the most fiscally cautious build-out which would allow 
operation of working segments, considering both dedicated (rail) options 
and flexible (elevated guideway for multi-purpose vehicles, which could 
accommodate bus-type vehicles and could allow conversion to rail once 
the complete system is in place. 

Atternatives Analysis 
• The public needs to be fully informed about the possible alternatives 
before proceeding, and the most attractive and realistic alternative was 
intentionally excluded from consideration, which makes the draft EIS 
unacceptable. Panos (and others) have provided articulate arguments 
for a drive-on, drive-off elevated guideway which provides multiple 
benefits. 
• The system could bus-oriented and at-grade from Waianae or Haieiwa 
or Laie and then drive up on to the elevated guideway segment to 
bypass central corridor / downtown congestion, and continue at grade 
from Ala Moana to Waikiki or UH, which are the most heavily accessed 
end eastern end points. This means a single route from these origin and 
destination points can be easily managed, and express routes over such 
distances. Why is this not considered? 
• Such a system would also allow door-to-door service for Handivan 
(ADA) service for the disabled and elderly, for emergency vehicles 
(ambulance, fire, police, rapid-response, military, etc.) 
• The risk assessment should consider that this elevated roadway is not 
locked into one single technology, and even if the transit system fails 
completely, this system cen be used by any busses,and competing 
technologies. 

Failure Modes and Downtime 
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• An esseential part of the discussion is failure modes. How could this 
go down'? 
• An elevated rail system is inherently a brittle technology, and if a 
segment of line goes down, the system could be totally out of 
commission. We are also proposing TOO to get people into car-free 
lifestyles, so people need to be able to feel they can rely on the system. 
We need a serious discussion of worker strikes, seismic events, 
terrorism, power failures, cost over-runs leading to the bankrupcy of the 
system, and other issues which could lead to a failure of the system. 
That is, a complete risk assessment for this and competing technologies. 
(Please do not say 'Mat can't happen"; things do happen. Cost over-
runs are extremely common, and this could become embroiled in lengthy 
litigation over cultural resources or burials, etc. (Look up "The Big Dig" 
for Boston's example ....) 

What else can we get for our money'? 
The scenic vistas from many segments of an elevated guideway will be 
breathtaking. 
Imagine the value of utilizing the service access route on the elevated 
guideway as a cross-town, no intersections bicycle route. People would 
want to bicycle to work. Imagine using this so you could walk or run 
across town without fear of traffic, with a breeze blowing across you, and 
clean air to breathe above the street-level traffic. 
Imagine using this to get tourists to scenic areas at off-peak times. 
Imagine using this to get visitors swiftly to and from the airport, seeing 
panoramic vistas from the Waianae mountains to Diamond Head along 
the way, instead of the freeway or Nimitz industrial corridor. 
Imagine using this for a segment of the Honolulu Marathon, or bike 
races, or triathalons. Imagine Wide World of Sports following the 
leaders on live TV, with the beauty of the south Oahu coastline behind 
them. Talk about massive free advertising for tourism! What wonderful 
events to run in the winter, when football season is over, and we can get 
TV coverage for beautiful Hawaii weather while mainlanders are 
snowed in. 
Imagine being able to rent a bicycle with a credit card swipe at transit 
stations and conveniently bike to wherever you want to go, and then 
relock it in the rental station closest to your destination, saving time, 
carrying items you purchased along the way — all without ever needing 
to own a bicycle. 
Imagine a day off when the clouds are rolling toward your beach, so you 
hop on a train and pick up a bicycle to get to a sunny beach on the other 
side of the island. 

This investment is something we will be using and paying for for over 50 
years, perhaps 100. Please take your time and get this right, as it will 
shape the development of this island for generations. 

Thank you for considering these options. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax. (808)768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9109-334809 

C.E. Willson 
225 Queen Street, 7F 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear C.E. Willson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

This letter will address your comments in the same manner as your letter. 

Noise Impacts: 

The FTA Transit Noise Spreadsheet was used to calculate noise levels of the Project. 
The transit source is a linear noise source and will have a 3-dB distance attenuation per 
doubling of distance. 

Project Limits: 

The a. m. peak period and daily ridership information is forecasted for 2030 and shown in 
Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS. Figure 3-10 in the Final EIS shows boardings and 
alightings per station and indicates that the Ala Moana Station will have the highest daily 
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ridership on the system, followed by Pearl Highlands and East Kapolei. It is reasonable 
to assume that the stations with the highest ridership will also generate the highest 
revenue. 

Regarding your second bullet point, the capital plan for the Project is presented in 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of funding anticipated 
from various sources. The capital plan takes the current economic downturn into 
account. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with 
these funding assumptions. The financial plan is a dynamic document that will be 
updated as conditions warrant. 

Regarding your third bullet point, the financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so 
there will not be a situation in which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a 
shortfall, additional revenue sources will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

Alternatives Analysis: 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 
through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) (0ahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis scoping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review 
of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City Council 
identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent 
with the identified Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no 
alternatives that had not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would 
satisfy the Purpose and Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or 
community impact. 

The express-bus service described in your second bullet point does not serve any 
intermediate points. Also, if any portion of the bus trip is within mixed traffic flow, travel 
time reliability is less than for an exclusive right-of-way fixed guideway system. 

AR00003557 



C.E. Willson 
Page 3 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, transit reliability would not have been 
improved except for express bus service operation in the managed lanes. While this 
alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased 
traffic on arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay 
(VHD) would have increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No 
Build Alternative, indicating an increase in system-wide congestion (Table 2-1 of the 
Final EIS). Therefore, TheHandi Van service, despite going door to door, would not have 
been improved with the Managed Lane Alternative. 

Overall system reliability, considering all factors, for a fully grade-separated transit 
system is greater than for any system operating in mixed-flow conditions. System 
planning has considered power outages and other risks that could disable the system. 
The chance of a transit vehicle being stopped by a disabled vehicle is much greater in 
mixed-traffic flow, such as managed lanes, than in an exclusive right-of-way carrying only 
routinely maintained rail vehicles. In the event of a closure to the H-1 Freeway, a greater 
number of people will be accommodated by a fixed guideway transit system than in two 
highway lanes being used to detour traffic. 

Other: 

As discussed in the prior response, system planning has considered power outages and 
other risks that could disable the system. The Project does have a Safety and Security 
Committee that works on issues such as those raised in your letter. The elevated 
technology referred to is in place in a number of cities throughout the U.S. and around 
the world. It has operated with few problems, in some cases for over 100 years. The Bay 
Area Rapid Transit (BART) system in California, for example, functions in a much more 
active seismic environment than exists on Oahu and has withstood serious earthquakes 
with little, if any, disruption. In fact, it was BART that offered continued service during a 
time in 1989 when the 1-880 freeway collapsed as a result of an earthquake. Elevated 
rail, like any rail system, is designed with enough redundancy to guard against most 
predictable events. That includes the design as well as operational elements of the 
Project. 

The potential of worker strikes is a possible issue, but they can only be resolved with 
knowledge of the facts at the time of the occurrence. Since trains and rail stations will be 
electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is being designed to handle service 
disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an 
outage in a few areas should not disrupt service to other parts of the system. If electrical 
power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars even 
without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries will provide 
lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with passengers 
via the public address system and intercom to provide guidance. If power is restored 
within a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the operations center 
will direct passengers to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency walkway on 
the guideway to the nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be 
provided by emergency responders and transit staff. Passengers will be met at the train 
station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and city transportation 
workers. 
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The Project is being designed to address concerns about seismic activity that could 
occur on the island. In addition, the Project is working closely with first responders 
regarding security. The system's safety and security program is under development, 
although it will be finalized before the fixed guideway system begins operation. 

Cost overruns on transit projects have been curtailed dramatically over the past 10 to 
15 years through a number of safeguards imposed by the FTA to prevent such problems. 
There is no guarantee that problems will not occur, but the process has been structured 
so as to prevent problems or identify them quickly if they do occur so that a solution can 
be provided and the Project can avoid the issues that other projects have faced. 

The treatment of burial remains is being addressed currently to ensure that if iwi kupuna 
(Hawaiian burials) are found in advance of construct/on, they can be identified and 
protected or relocated before construction. This will provide better opportunity for 
families to provide for their ancestors and also help prevent project delays. This effort is 
being undertaken in cooperation with the Oahu Island Burial Council. 

Lastly, a service access route will not be used as a bicycle facility. Bicycles will be 
allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy. In addition, every station will have 
racks where bicycles can be locked. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter, Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

V ry ru I y yoeT,  (72  

r 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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cr . c5 C,a, 

Chang, Deanna 

From: Leonard Withington, Jr [makikistop©yahoo.com ] 

Sent: 	Friday, November 21, 20084:43 PM 

To 	Chang, Deanna 

Subject: pLEASE SLIBMITT TO RECORD 

Thanks for taking my call. Testimony forthcoming 
To the committee on Transportation and Public Works 

November 15, 2008 VI 

SALT LAKE VS AIRPORT ROUTE (REAL SERVICE TO REAL COMMUTER 
USERS) 

I wish you would listen to the Salt Lake/Ali'manu/Foster Village neighborhood board 
members testimony. They have spent a lot of effort to work with Romy C 

History 
For 18 years (1977 to 1996) Iwasaresident of Salt Lake. Back in the 70 and 80' 
Councilperson Donna Mercado Kim vastly improved the bus line #12 (Presently the 
#3.) Due to these great improvements, the Moanalua/Salt Lake/AW amanu communities 
improved real service to real commuter users. I have used mass transit for 14 years now. 
The service is excellent. 

Airport/Hickam/Pearl Harbor History 
We've always had poor bus service to this area. Only Nimitz and Kam highway service 
is used. Bus #19 to Airport/Hickam travels every hour To enter Hickam the rider must 
have a US Government ID on the bus. Bus #9 provides hourly service to Nimitz Gate 
only (Big deal). Bus #9 goes on the base only during the regular commute hours and 
must also have a Government ID. 

The #20 and #42, plus the Kam highway routes go by the airport and Pearl Harbor, 
I provide spotty airport visitor bus service. Luggage service on all busses is discouraged 

(restricted). Will visitors with luggage be allowed on hub and spoke bus service from Ala 
Moana Shopping Center to Waikiki hotels? 

Market Analysis 
I really think the survey which says that 7,000 more riders will use the Airport Route is 
flawed. I would think the Salt Lake corridor would be 7,000 more ridership than the 
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Airport route. Customers from Halawa Heights, Red Hill, Foster Village, Moanalua 
Valley, Salt Lake and Ma'punapuna would utilize the hub and spoke bus service to the 
Salt Lake Blvd rail corridor. They will not drive to Pearl Harbor or Damon Track 
(Airport) areas. What makes the high speed rail work is high speed between terminals 
and limited stops. I really think 19 stops are too many. 

If you are going to have a hub and spoke bus service with "park and ride" facilities at the 
stations, you can cut back 5 — 6 stops, so that the 40 minute ride becomes a 30 or 35 
minute commute to the bus transfer stations. Start to stop -xxxxx Kapolei to AMC 

Remember Express-Route A. The original UH (Sinclair Library) to Kalihi Transit Center 
provided limited stops, every 10 minutes. This system worked real well. They then 
added the Waipahu final destination and put stops at McCully Kamakee, Kokea, Gulick 
streets slowing the service down. That really screwed up the A Express Route. Once 
again we need limited stops and high speed. The new rail rOute would be from Aloha 
Stadium to Iwilei is much faster than the airport. 

Be real when it comes to moving the masses with speed 
The successful mass transit systems should move all customers with speed. Why else 
have an expensive system. Proven good service will change most car riders to consider 
alternative forms of transportation. 

Leonard Withington, Jr. 
1326 Piikoi Street #202 
Honolulu, HI 96814 
e-mail makikistop@yahoo.com  
(808) 535-9779 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet www.lionolulti.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT11/08-288635R 

Mr. Leonard VVithington, Jr. 
1326 Piikoi Street, #202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. VVithingtory 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Per your first comment, all correspondence received on the Draft EIS has been 
reviewed and considered. Also, your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS. the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y, OS !OKA 
Director 

Mr. Leonard Withington, Jr. 
Page 2 

specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

Regarding allowing luggage onto the system, no change to luggage policy on TheBus is 
proposed at this time. 	The fixed guideway system will allow luggage, surfboards, and 
bicycles, subject to policies to be developed. 

Under your topic of Market Analysis, you made several points which this letter will 
address. Figure 3-12 in the Draft EIS shows daily hoardings and alightings at each station. As 
shown, the stations along the Airport Alternative will attract higher ridership than those along the 
Salt Lake Boulevard Alignment. The Airport Alternative will serve major employment 
destinations, such as Pearl Harbor, Hickham Air Force Base, and the Airport. The number of 
stations affects riders in two ways. If stations are too far apart, the system is not convenient as 
users would need to walk too long of a distance. If they are too near, the average travel speed 
is reduced. To balance these concerns, the average distance between stations is 
approximately one mile, with shorter distances in dense areas that have greater transit demand. 
The Project is designed to maximize transit travel time savings and reliability. Table 3-16 in the 

Final EIS provides station-to-station travel times. Since the fixed guideway system will operate 
independently from traffic, travel times will be the same at all times of the day, every day. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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11/24/2008 

Taryn 
Wong 

Hi 
96744 
kerotw24@hotmail.com  

Email 
Website 

11/24/2008 
I am totally against the rail system. It is too expensive, will take too long 
to build, and will ruin our island. Hawaii does not even allow billboard 
signs and they want to put a rail up across our skyline? What are we 
going to do about traffic NOW until the year 2030? This is not a 
federally funded project, so how is Hawaii going to pay for this? 
Shouldn't we use the state money for our public schools? 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (809) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUR HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330793 

Ms. Taryn Wong 
kerotw24(@,hotmail.corn 

Dear Ms. Wong: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

You opposition to the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative is noted. Regarding 
construction. the Project is scheduled to open in phases beginning in 2012. As each segment is 
opened, the transportation benefits of the Project will increase. The completed 20-mile Project is 
anticipated to be fully operational by early 2019, as shown in Figure 2-42, Project Schedule, in 
the Final EIS. 

This is a federally and locally funded project. The Project is following the Federal New 
Starts process in anticipation of receiving substantial Federal funds for construction. Federal 
funds have been appropriated for the Project. The General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
surcharge enacted by the City Council will provide the remaining funds. On Oahu, the local 
funds raised by the GET surcharge can only be used for construction and operation of a fixed 
guideway project. The law forbids using the GET surcharge revenues to fund public schools or 
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Very trulpitours, 

Vi a  
VVAYNE Y. YOS 'OKA 
Director 

Ms. Taryn Wong 
Page 2 

any other purpose. While the State authorized the surcharge, the City imposes the surcharge. 
Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for information regarding Project funding. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at  www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Submission Content/Notes : To Whom It May Concern: 

My concerns for the transit project are not so much with the rail itself, but 
rather the effects the rail will have on mixed-income development in its 
surrounding areas. 

It is my understanding that government officials are looking to Hope VI 
projects to model our own mixed income redevelopment. In places like 
Oakland, Seattle, and across the country, this mixed income 
redevelopment has been paired with transit rail development. In 
Oakland for example, every station stop has become a site for mixed 
income redevelopment. 

This has impacted low income residents in nearby areas tremendously. 
Oakland Coliseums mixed income development displaced 178 families, 
and only 4 families returned. This is consistent With Hope VI national 
statistics. 

So I'd like to know what steps are being taken by the transit project 0 
insure that this doesn't become the case on Oahu, especially in high 
density areas like KaIihi-Palama. urge you to consider these solutions: 

1. Remove barriers for low-Income residents 0 return to housing near 
the rail redevelopments 
2. Ban no-fault evictions and criminal history disqualifications in areas 
near the raii 
3. Ensure that the timing of the rail is not disruptive to existing residents 
4. Ensure case management and social services attached to relocation 
counseling 
5. Guarantee no net loss of affordable housing units in areas near the 
rail 
6. Maintain rental affordability at current levels in areas near the rail 
7. Ensure family and culturally appropriate amenities in all 
redevelopments connected to the rail 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet. www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-334580 

Mr. Thomas Wong 
47-549 Hui lwa Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr Wong: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As discussed in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS, the effects of the Project on identified 
OahuMPO Environmental Justice (EJ) areas were analyzed in regard to how well the Project 
will serve the transportation needs of the identified EJ populations and communities of concern 
in comparison to all other population groups within the study corridor. No specific community 
will have diminished access or ability to use transit. 

Planning and zoning around station areas will be established by the City's Department of 
Planning and Permitting (DPP) in compliance with the City's new transit-oriented development 
(TOD) ordinance 09-4. Reestablishment of affordable housing is the responsibility of the City. 
No affordable housing is removed due to the Project. 
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Mr. Thomas Wong 
Page 2 

Your letter contained several considerations regarding no-fault evictions, criminal history 
disqualifications, and the ability for low-income residents to return to housing near potential rail 
development. Unfortunately, these requests are beyond the control of the DTS. In addition, the 
real estate market is affected by market forces beyond the scope of this Project. 

However, to address your comment about disruption to existing residents, Section 4.17.2 
of the Draft EIS discusses the construction-related effects on Communities and Neighborhoods. 
Effects will be temporary and could include dust, noise, and traffic disruption and diversion, as 
well as limited or temporarily lost access and parking to residences and businesses. 
Coordination and communication with affected communities and neighborhoods will continue 
throughout the construction process. 

As discussed in Section 8.4 of the Final EIS, the City is conducting workshops with 
communities that will have rail stations. This is independent of the City's DPP TOO work. The 
purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations and provide residents 
opportunities to contribute ideas about the appearance of station entryways in their areas. 
Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the station planning process. For 
more information and to get involved in this process, please visit the project web site at 
www.honolulutransitorg. 

The FTA and OTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE YO !OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00003570 



Status : 

Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 
Last Name : 

Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference : 
Apt/Suite No. : 
City : 

State : 
Zip Code : 

Email : 
Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 

Add to Mailing List 

Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method 

Submission Date : 
Submission Content/Notes 

Initial Action Needed 
1/22/2009 

Betty 
Wood 

1980 Halekoa Drive 

Honolulu 

96821 

None 
Website 

01/22/2009 
: I support the development of rapid transit thr Honolulu. 

In my opinion: 
1. the train should connect to the airport. 
2. construction start with the Pearl City to Honolulu segment and then 
build out. You'll get more riders immediately. 
3, all stations should have elevators or ramps for wheel chairs and bikes. 
4. all trains should have bike storage areas. 
5. all new transit oriented development zoning changes should support 
pedestrian and bike access. 

Good luck, 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolutu.gov  

mun HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-334265 

Ms. Betty Wood 
1980 Halekoa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821 

Deai Ms. Wood: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments in the order listed regarding 
the above-referenced submittal: 

1. Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and 
impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest 
vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts 
to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
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Ms. Betty Wood 
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Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, 
more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since 
publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that 
was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in 
the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

2. As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction 
phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires 
considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient 
available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction 
will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be 
constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

3. Access to all stations will meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements, 
including elevators and escalators. 

4. Bicycles will be allowed and accommodated on the system and regulated by a 
bicycle policy. In addition, all stations will have parking areas for bicycles. 
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5. The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (the Project) is focused 
exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit service, and that 
is what is covered in the Final EIS. As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.19.2 of the 
Final EIS, transit oriented development (TOO) will be expected to occur in project 
station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. Planning and zoning around 
station areas will be conducted by the City's Department of Planning and 
Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD ordinance. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

71/Iti V 	t ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Department of Transportation 12/8/08 
650 South KING Street, 3rd Floor] 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mayor of Honolulu: 	12/6/08 

It is time that the State took a position on 

the economic feasibility of rail rapid transit. 

The bill for elevated transit became law 

without the signature of the Govenor. 

The public vote on rail was close, and 

forecast future dissension. Subsequently, 

the visitor count has gone down, while the 

estimated cost of rail transit has gone up. 

The State has the responsibility to consider 

the impact of these developments on the 

future of rail transit, and to report to the 
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The Govenor must take a position on the 

economic feasibility of rail transit before he 

can sign the draft Environmental Impact 

Statement into law. Please tell him so, 

orally or in writing, and that the former 

State Director of Transportation for 

Govenors Burns and Ariyoshi said so. 

I have been a Democrat for 99.8 years 

Sincerely, c. 
E r, Alvey right 
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Very truly yours, (1  

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax. (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu,gov 

MOH HANNEIVIANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THONI 
DEPUTY OIRECToR 

June 11,2010 	 RT12108-290976R 

Mr. E. Alvey Wright 
45-090 Namoku Street 
Apartment 914 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The Project is being undertaken by the City and County of Honolulu and the Federal Transit 
Administration, not the State of Hawaii. The Governor's acceptance of the EIS will conclude the Hawaii 
HRS Chapter 343 environmental review process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Initial Action Needed 
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Michelle 
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956 Hunakai St. 

Honolulu 
HI 
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raedey@rnsn_com 
608732.0046 

Email 
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01/31/2009 
Please tell me its not true that the first leg of the transit to be built will 
run from Kapolei to Ewa/Ewa Beach. That would be silly and ridiculous. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808)768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-338270 

Ms. Michelle Yamaguchi 
956 Hunakai Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 

Dear Ms. Yamaguchi: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The first phase of the Project will not run from Kapolei to Ewa/Ewa Beach. As described 
in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6,9, Construction Phasing, in the 
Final DS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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12/25/2008 
Instead of building a rail, we should use the funds for education, fixing, 
improving roads and higher capacity or more buses to make it more 
convenient for riders. 
Why gamble and spend so much money for rail without knowing the 
results. What if you don't have the desired results? You are stuck with a 
white elephant. Get more buses on the routes and make it so convenient 
that people will gladly ride it. If it does not work you won't have a white 
elephant to deal with. Residents on Oahu are very used to convenience 
and they won't ride the rail if they have to run errands or drop their 
children off at school, etc. 
We need to invest in our keiki and give them the chance to succeed. Fix 
our terrible roads. 
Please give this some thought. Mahal°. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332255 

Mr. Earl Yamasaki 
859 Papalalo Place 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825 

Dear Mr. Yamasaki: 

Subject -  Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)) This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

You comments regarding how the City should use the General Excise and Use Tax 
(GET) funds is noted: however, the enabling legislation for the GET Surcharge precludes the 
use of the collected funds for anything other than a new transit system. In addition, the enabling 
legislation for the GET also precludes the use of the collected funds for education or other child-
related issues. However, the Project will provide additional travel options for children and 
enhance mobility throughout the corridor, helping to create access for educational and 
employment opportunities for the community 

Your comments regarding the system have been noted. As stated in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS, "Adding substantial passenger capacity with more buses is not feasible in some key 
locations along the system because of roadway capacity constraints. Choke points occur in 
Downtown Honolulu during the a. in. peak period, especially at the merger of North Beretania, 
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North King, and Liliha Streets, and Dillingham Boulevard and along Hotel Street. King Street 
has been used to introduce new service in recent years due to the capacity limitation of Hotel 
Street; however, choke points occur at the Chinatown bus stops and at the Punchbowl Street 
and King Street stops. Buses often must wait to move into an open and safe boarding position. 
Continuing to add additional service to King Street without major physical improvements would 
add to the gridlock in this corridor, deteriorate transit service, and complicate pedestrian and 
traffic safety issues. In the p.m. peak period, choke points occur along Beretania Street, Hotel 
Street, Nimitz Highway, and Ala Moana Boulevard in the Downtown area." For buses operating 
on the remainder of the island, most of the service will be in mixed traffic that will be subject 
to increased delays. This compares with the rail service that will be operating on an exclusive 
guideway completely separated from traffic. 

With the Project, bus service will be enhanced and modified to coordinate with the fixed 
guideway system. Some existing bus routes will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication 
of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses removed from service in the study 
corridor will be shifted to service in other parts of the island. Certain local routes will be 
rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest fixed guideway station. 
Existing and future routes, including route numbers and frequency, are included in Appendix D 
of the Final EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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11/17/2008 
: I have a compromise route which includes part of the Salt Lake and 

Airport routes. 

Have the route continue from Pearl City/Aiea to the Aloha Stadium (park 
& ride) then onto Bougainville Drive and Radford Drive to the Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base. 

Then onto Nimitz and the Airport. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-330549 

Mr. Kenneth Yoshida 
1516 Hoolehua Street 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Mr. Yoshida: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed 
in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest 
transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural 
and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported 
one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. 

Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of alternatives 
studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated for the 
Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, and 
mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Vertrul i  your i 

7 

WAYN . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Alternative Preference : 	Neither 
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City : 	 Pearl City 

Stale: 	 HI 
Zip Code : 	 96782 

Email : 	 kkyoshid@juno.com  

Telephone : 	 808-455-9442 

Telephone Extension; 

Add to Mailing List : 	Both 

Submission Method : 	Website 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 	 11/20/2006 
Submission Content/Notes: Here is a compromise route. 

Have the rail continue from Pearl City/Ales on the Salt Lake route with a 
stop at Aloha Stadium (park & ride). 

Then onto Bouganville with at stop at the old Costco (park & ride). 

Then onto Radford Drive and continue on the airport route with at stop at 
Pearl Harbor. 

I submitted this compromise route on 11/17/08 via email and have yet to 
receive a response or acknowledgement. 

I would appreciate a confirmation when you receive my email. 

Mahal°, 

Ken Yoshida 
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May 21, 2010 	 RT9/09-330576 

• Mr. Kenneth Yoshida 
1516 Hoolehua Street 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Mr. Yoshida: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Several alignments were considered during the Alternatives Analysis, including an 
alignment serving both the Airport and Salt Lake areas. Challenging issues associated with 
directly serving the Airport, including crossing U. S. Department of the Navy property and 
crossing the H- -1 Freeway, made such options impractical. Also, crossing Navy property was 
rejected by the Navy. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
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Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Enclosure 
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11/12/2008 
I think routing the initial rail line to the Airport instead of through Salt 
Lake is unwise. I would imagine that riders going to/from the airport 
would have luggage/baggage, so traveling by rail (or other public 
transportation) would be cumbersome and difficult, and people would be 
less willing to take public transportation to the Airport. (For instance, 
whenever I travel to New York City, Boston, or Washington, DC, I never 
take the subwayrr/metro from the airport because with luggage it is just 
too much of a hassle!) I believe a route through Salt Lake would be more 
beneficial initially to service the numerous residents there, and 
expansions to include the (more expensive) Airport route could be 
decided at a later time. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-330431 

Josalyne 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Josalyne: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
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been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The travel demand forecasting model for the Project did have an air passenger 
component. As shown in Table 3-12 of the Final EIS, there will be about 103,900 daily trips by 
air passengers in 2030 of which 3,500 (3.4 percent) will use transit (bus and rail). Without the 
Project, only 1,200 daily trips by air passengers would have used transit to travel to or from the 
airport (or 1.2 percent). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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sense to build the rail if it doesn't include an airport stop if its going to 
(finally) be done, it should be done right. And the state should help 
finance the project since they will benefit from the rail, especially lilt 
extends to the airport, 
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Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous Commenter: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS_ During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The travel demand forecasting model for the Project did have an air passenger 
component. As shown in Table 3-12 of the Final EIS, there will be about 103,900 daily trips by 
air passengers in 2030 of which 3,500 (3.4 percent) will use transit (bus and rail). Without the 
Project, only 1,200 daily trips by air passengers would have used transit to travel to or from the 
airport (or 1.2 percent). 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses potential funding sources for the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 

of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-330580 

mar fsihotmail.com   

Dear Concerned Citizen: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Finai EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
In conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honoluiutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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: I voted against rail but since we have to move ahead lets do it right and 
go the airport route. Its a no brainer, more riders and revenue. Salt 
Lake make very little sense at all. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-330586 

Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous Commenter: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication or the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
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been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The travel demand forecasting model for the Project did have an air passenger 
component. As shown in Table 3-12 of the Final EIS, there will be about 103,900 daily trips by 
air passengers in 2030 of which 3,500 (3.4 percent) will use transit (bus and rail). Without the 
Project, only 1,200 daily trips by air passengers would have used transit to travel to or from the 
airport (or 1.2 percent). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

AR00003601 



Status : 

Creation Date : 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 
Last Name : 

Business/Organization: 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 

Apt/Suite No. : 
City : 

State : 
Zip Code : 

Email : 
Telephone: 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 

Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date: 

Submission Content/Notes 

None 
Web site 

11/25/2008 
: My Opinion: Ten years from now when the keiki's grow up and the 

populace has grown the problem will be the same as it is now. When I 
see the island chain on the map, it looks like a big band-aid. Change the 
driving age? Limit the no. of cars per familly? This deal is ail about 
money and jobs to keep Hawaii fluid not about alleviating the traffic 
problem. If the rail absorbs 22% of the traffic now, what is the 
percentage for ten years from now? My guess is it will be ground hog 
day. 

Inal Action Needed 
11/25/2008 

HI 
96778 
pukanala@ptd.net  
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June 11,2010 RT9109-330866 

Concerned Citizen 
RukanalaAptd.net  

Dear Concerned Citizen: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opinion has been noted. The roadway system will continue to experience 
congestion in 2030, but it will be substantially less than if the Project were not built. Based upon 
the analysis contained within the Final EIS, the Project will reduce island-wide congestion 
compared to the No Build Alternative by 18 percent as measured by daily vehicle hours of delay 
(as shown in Table 3-14 of the Final EIS). The proposed measures of changing the driving age 
or limiting the number of cars per family do not address the desire for individual mobility. The 
proposed measures are also beyond the scope of the authority of the Project and not within the 
authority of the City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services Rapid 
Transit Division. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
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Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-331306 

Concerned Citizen 
2345 Ala Wai Boulevard, Suite 1601 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Concerned Citizen: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
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Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The travel demand forecasting model for the Project did have an air passenger 
component. As shown in Table 3-12 of the Final EIS, there will be about 103,900 daily trips by 
air passengers in 2030 of which 3,500 (3.4 percent) will use transit (bus and rail). Without the 
Project, only 1,200 daily trips by air passengers would have used transit to travel to or from the 
airport (or 1.2 percent). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

AR00003607 



Status : 
Creation Date : 

Creator Affiliation : 

First Name : 

Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 

Address : 

Alternative Preference: 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 

Email : 

Telephone : 

Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 

Submission Method : 

Other Submission Method : 

Submission Date : 
Submission Content/Notes: 

Initial Action Needed 
12/7/2008 

Steven 

96814 
kokoheadlk@hawaiiantel.net  

None 
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12/07/2008 
Question: What changes will be made to the Country Express bus route 
after the rail is operational? 

I currently take the C Express bus from Ala Moans shopping center to 
Kapolei transit center and back. One bus takes me all the way (23-24 
miles one way). The rail will not take me all the way. If I have to use 
(transfer) to/from The Bus once or even twice, the total commute time 
one way would take me longer when you factor in the additional waiting 
and transferring which I do not have now. 

I would like a reply. Mahal°. 

AR00003608 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone; (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www,honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-331308 

Steven 
kokohead7khawailantel.net  

Dear Steven: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft ElS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Once the fixed guideway system is completed and open for revenue service in 2019, 
Route C will operate between Makaha and Kapolei serving the East Kapolei and UH West Oahu 
stations. Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are 
presented in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Travel time by rail, including transfers to bus. will be the same as today or less. Under 
current conditions, travel times via bus can vary considerably due to traffic congestion and 
unpredictability. Longer-distance buses (such as Route C) are predicted to take longer in the 
future due to worsening traffic conditions. 

Future travel times with rail will be highly reliable. The rail system will operate in its own 
right-of-way every three minutes during peak periods and every six minutes during mid-day. 
Route C currently operates every 30 minutes during peak and mid-day periods. Three bus 
routes will provide connections between the UI-1 West Oahu Station and the Kapolei Transit 
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Center, and five bus routes will provide service between the East Kapolei Station and the 
Kapolei Transit Center. As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, because of the high 
frequency of the fixed guideway service, riders transferring from buses to the fixed guideway will 
experience minimal wait times. Riders transferring from rail-to-bus will benefit from coordinated 
transfers between trains and buses, thereby minimizing wait times. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us'' tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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12/11/2008 
:I agree with Charles Djou. I would like to see the rail route moved to the 

airport & the first segment start in Honolulu & move up to either Aloha 
Stadium or Pearl Ridge. Also, it is critical that you locate the changing 
station in the most convinient & safest parts of the community or the only 
people who will be using the rail -will be low income & homeless. 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-331800 

Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (PTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft ES, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result 
in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built environment. During 
the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport 
Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project,. 

As discussed in the Final EIS Section 2,5.4 Safety and Security Measures, a project-
specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been developed in accordance with PTA 
requirements to define the safety and security activities and methods for identifying, evaluating, 
and resolving potential safety hazards and security vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes 
responsibility and accountability for safety and security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police 
Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the Honolulu Department of Emergency 
Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services Department have been involved in 
preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The plan addresses public safety and 
security concerns, including threats and hazards associated with the Project, specific issues that 
were identified through community outreach efforts, and design and architectural details to 
enhance safety. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
In conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honoluiutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
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Very tru yours, 

WAYNE Y. YO IOK 
Director 

Anonymous 
Page 3 

content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Hawaii has a very strong natural tropical and green environment. Why 
would you opt for conventional trains elevated when a monorail is the 
most suitable technology for such beautiful setting? Just take a look at 
Okinawa's monorail. 
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June 11,2010 	 RT91090-331947 

Mr. Daren D. 
cooIdsterhotmail.com  

Dear Mr. Darer D.: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In parallel with the alignment analysis, as stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final BS, the 
NEPA Notice of intent requested input on five transit technologies. A technical review process 
included the opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives 
analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for information 
that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 
responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent five-
member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic 
appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas 
bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation 
(MAGLEV) . The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed 
technologies. 
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Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final BS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Wai'anae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOO planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final BS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 
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Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y YOS !OKA 
Director 

Mr. Darer D. 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Submission Content/Notes : For the rail system to actually achieve its stated purpose of alleviating 
traffic from the West side, the main line MUST include in its initial build 
stops at Oahu's 2 major employers (Pearl Harbor & Waikiki) and 2 major 
destinations (Airport & Ala Moana Center). However, the current plan 
only includes Ala Moana Center. So you're not actually moving the 
people to where they actually want to go. And you're not actually going 
to take that many cars off the road. 

The same thing goes for the continuing argument that UH Manoa needs 
to be connected by rail. First, you'd lake more cars off the road at much 
less expense by actually building UH West, which has been waiting for a 
permanent campus since the 1970s. 
Secondly, by 2030, we will no longer actually need to move people to 
the universities. We'll be able to move the universities into people's living 
rooms. In fact, UH already has a instructional telecommunication 
network linking students at other campuses to UH Manoa. 

Likewise, closing the State government's Mililani telecommuting center -- 
instead of opening new ones in other communities -- was equally short-
sighted and backward-thinking. Some people actually need to show up 
at work -- (like Pearl Harbor and Waikiki). But work that CAN be done 
offsite SHOULD be done offsite. THAT would take more cars off the 
road than any train would. But, again, the government is still trying to 
move people to their jobs instead of moving their jobs to the people. 

Were already living in the Information Age. So why does it seem like our 
planning is still being done by cavemen? 

I don't have a problem with building a rail system. While its not a perfect 
or complete solution, I still think it's a good start. I just have a problem 
with being stupid about it. 

The "Locally Preferred Alternative" (the Salt Lake route), which doesn't 
include Pearl Harbor, the airport and Waikiki, will not achieve your stated 
goal of reducing traffic from the West side. Which begs the question, just 
which "locals" actually "preferred' this alternative? And what is your 
TRUE objective here? 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332344 

Concerned Citizen 
ihm245Pyahoo.com  

Dear Concerned Citizen: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The fixed guideway system extends from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center and points 
in-between. The travel demand forecasting model for the Project did have an air passenger 
component. As shown in Table 3-12 of the Final EIS, there will be about 103,900 daily trips by 
air passengers in 2030 of which 3,500 (3.4 percent) will use transit (bus and rail). Without the 
Project, only 1,200 daily trips by air passengers would have used transit to travel to or from the 
airport (or 1.2 percent). 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
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addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred 
Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts and 
mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for 
implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be 
premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 
Connection to UH Manoa and Waikiki will be served by buses integrated with the system. The 
Draft EIS reflects this operation. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS includes system ridership numbers in Table 3-12. In 2030, 
over 55,000 more person trips will be made on transit per day with the Project compared to the 
No Build Alternative. This will result in a daily reduction in vehicle trips of 51,200 and in vehicle 
miles traveled of 574,100 miles on the Island of Oahu. The Project is being constructed in 
coordination with UH West Oahu. A substantial portion of trips to the campus will be completed 
on rail. As shown in Figure 3-11, the transit mode share of trips from Ala Moana Center to UH 
West Oahu increases significantly with the addition of the Project compared to No Build 
conditions. 

One clarification is appropriate. While the Airport, Pearl Harbor, and Ala Moana Center 
are major employment centers, the Project, as currently being designed, does serve Downtown 
Honolulu, which is one of the largest employment centers on Oahu. It also makes provisions for 
growth planned in the Kapolei area as a future major employment core, which will allow for the 
establishment of a transit-based commuting pattern as the area evolves rather than after 
commuters have adopted the car for such trips, as has been the case elsewhere. 

The comments regarding travel in the "Information Age" are beyond the scope of the 
Draft and Final EISs. One general note, however, is that telecommuting has its applications in 
some industries and in some cities but has not been effective at reducing to any substantial 
degree the aggregate trip-making in a region. An emphasis on telecommuting is not a 
government decision but mostly a private-sector work choice that is made available by 
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employers and agreed to between employers and employees. Until such changes are adopted 
by a larger segment of the workforce, physical travel solutions are still needed to address travel 
demand. Any emphasis on telecommuting that provides access to education, work, or other 
activities should be encouraged as part of an overall travel-reduction strategy. However, while 
information technology has enabled people to remain connected from any location, it has not 
eliminated the need or desire of people to travel on the island. Agencies and businesses may 
allow their workers to work from home, which can assist in reducing congestion; however, there 
will continue to be a need to travel, and the Project will provide an additional travel option. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransitorq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve trul yours, /7 
WAYNE Y, YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-334600 

Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document, The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your opposition to the Project has been noted. The financial plan developed for the 
Project and summarized in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS indicates how the Project will be funded. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record 
of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

r 
V7/trul yours, 

a 
WAYNE Y. YOS !OKA 
Director 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-334601 

J. C. 
46-090 Konohiki Street 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

Dear J. C.: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your position is noted, but waiting ten years does not address the Project's needs or 
meet the purpose of the Project, as discussed in Sections 1.7 and 1.8 of the Final EIS. 
While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the FTA's NEPA regulations that state the Final EIS should identify the Preferred 
Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection is detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS 
and was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. Further, 
FTA's NEPA regulations for projects proposed to be funded with major capital investment funds, 
the level of detail necessarily increases between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS through 
preliminary engineering work (23 CFR 771.123 (j)). 
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As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, in parallel with the alignment analysis, a five-
member panel appointed by the City Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, 
and reliability of the five proposed technologies for the fixed guideway system. The panel twice 
accepted public comment as part of this review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel 
wheel operating on steel rail as the technology for the Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The 
four panel members selected steel-wheel technology because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, 
economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that 
would have required all future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single 
manufacturer, were eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial 
proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 
Selecting a proprietary technology also would have precluded a competitive bidding process, 
likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 

The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as described in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. 
This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within the Project corridor 
the environment changes from rural at the Weanae end of the corridor to dense high-rise 
development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are 
identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. 
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway 
and its surrounding environment. Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate 
potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between D TS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for 
the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
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criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

Lastly, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be 
needed to pay for the capital costs of the Project and for ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs. Capital costs, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a 
combination of funds from the Federal government and the General Excise and Use Tax 
surcharge revenues collected from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. Operating and maintenance 
costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and City revenues from the General and Highway Funds. These funding assumptions 
are subject to a number of risks and uncertainties, as described in Section 6.6, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

tru)y yours, 

WAYN Y6SH A 
Director 
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These are just a list of some concerns over the City Se County of Honolulu's proposed Light Rail 
Transit system. Many of these have been mentioned in various discussions, but none of the answers 
have been adequately answered by the City Transportation Director, Mayor, nor the Council. 

1. Building costs are understated, future increases in construction, labor, and material costs are not 
reported nor mentioned. Also, some of the City's plans for the terminals/terminus are 
incomplete, missing substructures, rails, handi-access, etc. Was this to artificially deflate the 
reportable costs? If so the City's entire plan is flawediand fraudulent. 

2. No mention is made of a turn-around or depot. There will undoubtedly be a maintenance yard or 
some related facility to take the tram down for repairs. This is not mentioned. 

3. The Administration has made repeated assurances that the project MD be done with minimal 
impact to neighboring areas, residents, businesses. This cannot be the case. Building and 
construction guidelines are very specific, requiring x amount of relief space, and will require 
shutdown of adjoining lots, properties, street and roads. 

4. many of the people who realized their properties will be (eventually) condemned via eminent 
domain are under the absolutely mistaken impression that they will be receiving the (at future 
time) full market value (frev) of their properties. This is not the case. Research into the City's 
sojourns into exercising eminent domain muscle reveals that they set aside a lump sum amount, 
to be paid to defendants served with the order Putting Plaintiff in Possession (i.e. City). Wording 
is usually like this: "The sum of isro:,x.lo< deposited with the Chief Clerk of this Court by the 
Plaintiff as estimated just compensation..." Usually the award is a few pennies an the dollar of 
the actual value of the conclemed and claimed property. The defendant usually has no recourse. 
Waianae residents were notified last July that they were losing portions of their property, after 
construction had already begun for the emergency amass road. 

5. Regarding property, it is likely the rail system will negatively affect property values. Cities have 
trended that property values drop near an existing commuter or rail line. The noise negates, for 
most people, the benefit of proximity to a transit line. Many cities found that rail ridership 
decreased, In favor of buses, bicycles, and scooters. 

6. 1 personally believe most people would favor a scooter over Inconvenience of driving to a depot 
yard and park their car with thousands of others, to catch a rail to work, 

7. The lifespan of a typical rail system is about 30 years. Thereafter, it must be 100% wholly 
replaced at full value at that future time. 	simply a matter of infrastructure breakdown. 

8. The lifespan of a typical tram system (light rail) is about 15 years. Thereafter, it must be 100% 
wholly replaced, or else repaired to the point where it's economically unfeasible, 

9, The mathematics of the City's plan to take 50,000 drivers off the road is not practical nor 
possible. Let's assume the City is extremely aggressive and forward-thinking in their planning. 
Let's say they build two rail systems, one that begins in point A (Kapolei area) and the other 
begins in point B (Downtown). Let's say there are 12 cars to a train (no longer considered light 
rail), each holding 200 passengers, which is 2,400 passengers total capacity per train, going a 
single way, or 4,800 passengers for the entire system. Let's say the trains will cross each other 
in the middle, so there is always a train going and coming in both directions. In order to meet 
the Administration's goal to take an approximate 50,000 drivers off the road at that future time, 
the trains will have to travel about 77 miles per hour, nonstop, in order to make the approximate 
10 round trips each train will have to make, in an hours time. This oversimplified math problem 
underlies the fatal flaw in the plan. The City's plan for light rail does not have the capacity for 
4,800 total passengers at any given time. This would be rush hour in the morning, from 5:30AM 
to 8:30AM, and 3:30PM to 6:30PM. It is not mathematically possible to do it with the above 
configuration, nor with the City's proposed version, which is much smaller passenger capacity. 
This may be decried by the Administration as "Mickey Mouse Math" but the figures cannot be 
doubted. The rail will not accomplish what it is envisioned to. 

10. The City's proposed 6,000+ jobs to directly or indirectly support the rail system, operations, 
maintenance, support services, administration, and vendor services, is not economically 
sustainable. The vendors have the best bet, at least people will stop on the way to buy coffee, 
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Pastries, morning paper, etc. But wait, they can't because the system has to run without stops 
to make its rush hour quotas. 

11. The City's Transportation Department has in effect given their current employees a potential for 
higher-paying and more executive jobs, 'fresh r and new. The current employees are capped 
where they are at, but the Rapid Transit Division (the most expensive and largest Division by 
staff and doilars) is a way for them to move up. See their presentation here: 
http://www.bonolulu.govicitsidis+fy2008+ope.ratIng+budget-Prequest.pdf If you scroll down to 
page 7, you will see "Rapid Transit Division", 35 proposed executive and administrative support 
positions, costing a whopping $2,338,644 in staff costs, dwarfing their next largest Division by 
over $500,000, but has only 1 position more. This indicates that, given civil service positions and 
current pay scales, these are much higher and more executive positions, possibly (POSSIBLY) 
created this way by the Transportation Department to give their currently celling'd staff 
someplace to go, and retire happily with a healthy retirement pay. 

12. No arnount of ridership fees could make up the construction, maintenance, and dairy operations 
casts of the entire rail system. Notwithstanding the payroll costs. The majority of the costs will 
become personnel-related, such as 41+% fringe rate, immediate salaries plus vacation payouts 
and other benefits. Throw in maintenance? That's also a personnel cost, with OT attached, at 
City & County rates. You know, 12 maintenance workers scheduled to perform upkeep, each 
files OT requests, however only 1 or 2 actually do majority of the work. A recent audit found 
many road crews operate in this fashion. However the audit was for City internal use only. 

13. No amount of taxes can make up the total cost plus ongoing upkeep. The burden on the 
taxpayers of the state would be astronomical, it could not possibly be estimated. 

14. People who voted 'YES" did not realize, they were not really indebtIng themselves, but their 
progeny, to a lifetime of debt service to this system. It cannot possibly be completed before, 
say, 2025 or 2030, when most of those who voted will be at or nearing retirement, and it will no 
longer make a difference for them. Many people simply jumped on the bandwagon without 
really thinking things through. 

15. A raised rail system lumbering many stories above buildings and 1-2 storey homes and 
apartments In the proposed areas would ruin not just the overall landscape, but many people's 
enjoyment of the view looking out not to the ocean, but the SKY. 

16. The Administration's claim is that if they get this project going now, they can jumpstart the 
state's economy and provide much-needed jobs through construction. This is short-term a truth, 
however if there exists no money to begin with, and the Council on Revenue's forecast shows a 
current year deficit, with factors of debt In the out-years, where is the funding going to come 
from? It reminds me of a very ambitious building project In Downtown, that sat for many years 
until another investor came by. Only the Federal Gov't can deficit spend. Flow can you 
ambitiously plan alternate and future routes (as the Council is debating now) without having any 
up-front direct revenues, Investor venture capital, bond interest, or other form of monies on hand 
to even "break ground"? 

17. Construction costs are years away, when materials, labor, and rates will be much higher. Final 
completion costs can be many times the $5 Billion thrown in front of the hapless public. And, 
once construction begins, final completion can be upwards of 20 years away, including the 
various legal battles and hurdles the City will no doubt face, in battling hundreds of home and 
landowners, businesses, and action groups. It will be unprecedented in our States history, and ' 
will likely bring emberassment to us nationally. 

18. Speaking of attention, it is likely that people will prefer (as they do now) places such as Tahiti, 
Fiji, Thailand, and New Zealand, over Oahu anyway. Many tourists surveyed by the KTA recently 
said they'd never come back if the beaches eroded. What happens If (i.e. by the year 2030) the 
beach in Waikiki is a memory, hotels are literally flooded, AND there is a lumbering, leviathan, 
hulking, dackety, metallic silver worm snaking its way through Downtown? Realistically, do you 
think any tourists would come to Honolulu, except to use it as a springboard from the Mainland 
USA to their exotic destination in the far Pacific or Asia? 

19. Other states that the Administration quoted as having successful rail systems have something 
that Hawaii will never have, regardless of how much development we want to create - land 
space. If anything, Hawaii - due to current erosion - can do nothing but lose lard space, at least 
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in Honolulu County. In order for the rail to be plopped down, people who are already there have 
to make way, As our proud and defiant mayor has proclaimed in various ways, "...anyone 
opposing this will have to just get out of the way..." The first time he said it on TV, we passed it 
off to his frustration and lack of self-control. Thereafter, it is a clear Indication of absolute 
superciliousness, self-love, and hubris which I do not ever recall seeing in any of our recent 
mayors of my memory. The sign of a bad publican is to - even modestly - threaten to shove it 
down the peoples' collective throats when his way is challenged, and his personal progress 
slowed. 

20. The Administration does not inform the public of the following: Chicago Mass Transit (Chicago 
Transit Authority), one of the original models for an earlier proposed transit system, is bankrupt. 
If not yet, pretty darn near. The cost of doing business has long overrun the intake due to 
ridership, which has decreased over the last 30 years. Even their bus rider -ship is down, largely 
due to increased crime In poverty-stricken areas near the center of town. Unfortunately for us, 
Pearl City &MIMani are becoming what Kailhi and Ultra have long been - our native slum. 

21. Sound is a pressure wave that eminates radially outward from Its source, decreasing as the 
inverse square of that distance the listener is from it The City's contention that erecting short 
walls, combined with the raised platform, will decrease noise to a minimal level, is preposterous 
beyond laughable. Any system, even a rolling wheeled vehicle, creates a significant amount of 
noLse, and particularly at night. Anyone who lives near the University or along the 1-1-1 between 
McCully through Pearl City knows this. Even if it is no louder than a small grass whip, it will be 
noticed, and people will be driven out. I used to live in a small apartment on Thurston Avenue In 
Makiki, and the simple act of the bus rolling at 11 at night was enough to jolt this young child - at 
that time awake from a light sleep, 

22. A research paper by Randal O'Toole from the Cato Institute, "Dees Rail Transit Save Energy or 
Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions?" (http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-615,pdf)  asserts that the 
following would be more cost-effective and reduce greenhouse emissions than rail transit: 
-Powering buses with hybrid-electric motors, bioruels, and non-fossil sourced electricity 
-Concentrating the major load of bus service to heavy-load routes, and smaller buses for off-peak 
and lower demand areas 
-Building new toll systems and coordinating traffic signals to relieve highway congestion that 
contributes to the waste of over] billion gallons of fuel annually 
-Encourage people to purchase fuel-efficient cars. Get 1% of commuters to switch to hybrid cars 
costs less and saves more energy than trying to get 1% to switch to public transit, and most of 
those keeping their cars. After ail, the rail only runs on one side of the island. 

23. This same research paper by Mr. O'Toole reveals the average light rail system of those studied, 
requires over 4,000 BTU and generates almost .7 pounds of CO2 PER PASSENGER MILE. To 
traverse the estimated 26-30 mile rail stretch, one way per trip (not per day) would require an 
average of 104,000 - 120,000 BTU in energy and generate 18 - 21. pounds of CO2, more 
than average of city buses running for one hour, 

24. This same research paper asserts that the mere construction, over many years, of the system 
would generate more CO2 and cost more in energy and fuel consumption, than the mil, 

and may "never be recovered by the savings (of constructing the rail in the first place). 
25_ Due to Homeland Security regulations involving public transportation, the City .i& County would 

have to establish, and integrate Into the Honolulu Police Department, a separate Honolulu Rapid 
Transit Police force, or else divert current - or future - officers to that duty. Security screens may 
be necessary at depots as well, adding to delays (but wait, they can't stop right?). 

26, The Administration claims that the economy will be stimulated, looking at (Le.) Denver, Portland, 
and San Jose light rail development, don't realize that those systems were supported by large tax 
or other subsidies, something dramatically lacking in Hawaii's economy. Even the current tax 
collected for transit is far short of proposed levels they would have to be at for the system to be 
a reality. 

27. Finally, no mention is made as to whether this light rail system can accommodate passengers 
(i.e. from the airport) with large luggage, or whether stowage space is or can be provided for 
safety, comfort, and security of others? 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT2/09-299021R 

Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal in the same way as submitted: 

1) Chapter 6 of the Final EIS addresses your concern. 

2) Chapter 2 of the Final EIS provides details about the maintenance and storage 
facility, and Section 4.17 of the Final EIS provides details about the environmental effects of the 
maintenance and storage facility options. 

3) Construction activities will occur and be contained within the study corridor as much 
as possible. The general mitigation measures related to acquisitions, displacements, and 
relocations are presented in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS. For those partial acquisitions, 
defined in Section 4.4.1 of the Final EIS, "For commercial properties, including situations where 
the commercial property could lose its function, full acquisition was considered." DTS's right-of-
way managers will be working with individual property owners to provide relocation services, 
"...to all affected business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; 
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persons, businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated 
fairly and equitably (Section 4.4.3). Temporary construction easements will be negotiated on a 
case-by-case basis, 

4) As stated previously in response to No. 3, the City's right-of-way staff will work with 
individual property owners to provide relocation services, "...to all affected business and 
residential property owners and tenants." Because the City will use Federal funds to finance the 
Project, it must comply with policies and procedures that conform to the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and 
49 CFR Pan' 24 implementing regulations (collectively the Uniform Act), as well as FTA 
Circular 5010.1 C and applicable implementation guidelines. 49 CFR Section 24.102 (d) states 
the amount of just compensation "shall not be less than the approved appraisal of the market 
value of the property..." 

5) The Project will include an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail, The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. With the recommended mitigation in place (sound 
absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated 
by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. Wheel skin's will 
increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the elevation of the track. The use 
of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that will experience moderate noise 
impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. 
Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise 
impacts from the Project. Section 4.3 of the Final EIS did not include an evaluation of the direct 
impact of the Project on property values, as those values are subject to economic forces outside 
the direct control of the Project. Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS did consider changes in property 
values as an indirect effect. This section states that "changes in property values that will result 
from construction of the transit system will have an indirect effect. Research based on New York 
and other cities has shown that residential property values can increase close to a transit station 
(Table 4-38)." Section 4.19.2 also acknowledges the potential for nuisance effects on property 
values, but notes that these negative effects are offset by the positive effect of decreased travel 
times and the desirability of properties near transit stations. 

6) Use of a scooter is a matter of choice to individuals. 

7) The design lifetime of the Project is 50 years. After that period, substantial renewal of 
the system is anticipated. 

8) The design lifetime of the Project is 50 years. 

9) As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, peak direction volume during the a.m. two-
hour peak period will be below the fixed guideway system's currently planned minimum 
capacity. Should higher volumes be realized, the system is expandable to accommodate longer 
trains and to reduce the headways between trains from 3 minutes to 90 seconds, thereby 
increasing capacity by 100 percent. As also discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS, the 
model predicted the maximum peak direction volume during the am. two-hour peak period will 
be about 14,700 passengers. The operating plan for the fixed guideway system has been 
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revised, and the system will have a minimum capacity exceeding 17,300 passengers per 
direction during the two-hour peak period. Table 3-12 in the Final EIS also identifies the 
estimated reduction in automobile trips resulting from implementation of the fixed guideway 
system. However, this reduction in automobile trips will occur over the span of one day and not 
just during the peak hour. 

10) The employment numbers quoted by the commenter are for the construction period. 
The Final EIS did not present estimates for labor for the operation of the transit system. Not all 
of the induced labor during operation will be employees of the transit agency. 

11) Staffing is defined around the needs of the division, and salaries are appropriate 
compared to similar transit operations in other cities. 

12) The City's fare policy is to recover between 27 and 33 percent of operating costs 
from fares. Assuming continuation of that policy, the City will raise fares to maintain the required 
percentage of costs. The other 70 percent or so of the costs is the subsidy of the transit system 
and will be handled during the City's annual budgeting process. Operating and maintenance 
costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare 
revenues, and City subsidy from the General and Highway Funds. 

13) The Financial Plan is balanced using currently identified sources, including the 
General Excise and Use (GET) surcharge, Federal funding for capital costs, farebox revenue, 
and other sources of revenue that support the City's operating budget for operating expenses. 

14) The funding sources for the construction and operation of the transit facility are 
presented in Section 6.3.2 of the Final BS; this includes City General Obligation (GO) Bonds. 
As presented in Section 6.5.1, "All GO debt is assumed to mature in FY2023..." The completion 
date for construction work is 2018. 

15) Shadowing and views of the sky may only be affected for those low-lying buildings 
immediately adjacent to the elevated guideway; however, this is partially mitigated by placing the 
elevated guideway within roadway right-of-way such that skyward views by vehicle occupants 
are the only viewers typically affected. Refer to Figure 4-21 of the Final EIS. 

16) The Financial Plan is balanced and includes capital and operating costs. Moreover, 
the Plan has been adjusted for lower GET surcharge collection consistent with Council on 
Revenue's forecasts. The Project will generate 7,500 jobs per year during construction, which 
will have a positive impact on the economy. 

17) As presented in Section 6.2.1 of the Final BS, "Estimated costs for each standard 
cost category were increased in accordance with FTA guidance for estimates developed prior to 
Preliminary Engineering to account for unknown but expected additional expenses." 

18) Section 4.3 of the Final BS indicates that tourism will continue to be the largest 
industry and job generator on Oahu. The fixed guideway will offer an alternative not currently 
available for those who travel within the highly developed and congested Honolulu corridor. The 
corridor itself is now the site of major residential and employment activity, as noted in Section 4.2 
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of the Final EIS. The Project will not affect beach erosion rates because it is located away from 
the shoreline. 

19) Limited available right-of-way is a major factor in the decision to construct an 
elevated system within existing street rights-of-way wherever possible. 

20) The financial health of the Chicago transit system is not related to the Project. 

21) As presented in Section 4.10.1 of the Final EIS, "Noise impacts from transit projects 
are evaluated using criteria established by the FTA, which are based on community reaction to 
environmental noise exposure." 

22) The paper cited is not project-specific. The statements are general and are not 
applicable to this Project. 

23) As stated in Section 49.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in a reduction of 
171 metric tons of carbon monoxide daily from transportation, including the energy generation to 
power the rail. 

24) While the Draft EIS does not analyze the energy payback period for energy 
consumed during construction of the transit system, the commenter does acknowledge that 
there is an energy payback period for transit. The same cannot be said for highway construction 
that would be needed to accommodate the growth in vehicle miles traveled on Oahu. 

25) As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS, all stations, park-and-ride facilities, 
and vehicles will include security cameras that are monitored at all times of operation, will have 
audible and visual messaging systems, and an intercom link to the system's operations center. 
Security personnel will also patrol the system; however, security personnel may not be 
physically located at all stations and on all trains at all times. Transit security will be provided by 
the Honolulu Police Department. 

26) The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including 
a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. Section 6.6 of the Final 
EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions. In this 
section, the amount to be generated from the two primary sources of funding from the GET 
surcharge and the FTA New Starts funds is detailed. The financial plan is balanced, and it will 
continue to be updated over time as local and national economic conditions change. The 
updated capital plan presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS takes the current economic 
downturn into account. 

27) Rail vehicles will be designed to accommodate luggage that does not interfere with 
the safety or comfort of other passengers and will be regulated according to a policy to be 
developed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Anal EIS and additional 
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content through the "Contact Us" tab on the webs ite or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYN Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : I have no been a fan of Charles Djou, but I agree with him that 

construction on the rail project should begin in town. it is folly for us to 
begin it in West Oahu. Based on letters that have been published in the 
newspapers as well, there doesn't seem to be much disagreement on 
this issue. I can understand that construction will cause a lot more 
headaches in town than it will in West Oahu, but it is just common sense 
to start the construction in town, The rail will not be needed in West 
Oahu if it never gets to town and rail will definitely be a waste of 
taxpayer's money then! 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-331523 

Anonymous 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Anonymous: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft ES, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also inciudes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honoIulutransit.ord.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tOy yours, 

/) 
( 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Ted Made? 
FM Region D‹ 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. W.ay4e,Yos1ijo0 
Department' of Transportation Service's' 'A- 4-5 ' 41  
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3 1d  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Subject: 	) I-tonolnl.u. High Capacity TjansikCogidor Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Maley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

1.4 

We participated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision i8 consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ma Moans-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and analysis of bow access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEIS directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka`ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations...(DEIS, p. 445). While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala IVIoana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808)768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT2109-299053R 

Resident 
705 Piikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Resident: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
sidewalks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 
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Resident 
Page 2 

As indicated in Section 4,6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system and the 
surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will be 
determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly' yours 

WAYNE Y. YOS( 10KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3,2,009 

Mr. Ted Maley 	„ 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St., Ste, 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

, 	Mr. W.0,-Ae.Yos1lio)ta 
Department of Transportation Service's"' V 1 / 43' 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3 111  Floor 
Honolulu, III 96813 

Subject: 	)11,onolnlu Bh CapacityTiransil„Corridor Project 
'Clt)/ and Co y etizisaitihis 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Matey and Yoshioka; 

As long time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

We participated in the City and County of Hnnolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods, In Ala lvloana-Sheridan, over 
2,0% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore we reviewed the 
Transit DEB for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ma-Moana-Siteridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to he heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment The DEIS directly comments that the proposed TOD 'm the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kakasako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TO]) is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations...(DEIS, p. 4-45). While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ma Moarta transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEB, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

P/ease revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed desc-riptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station, If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Dons Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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MUFI HANNEMANN 

MAYOR 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 

DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT2/09-299053R 

Resident 
740 Sheridan Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Resident: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
sidewalks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 
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Resident 
Page 2 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system and the 
surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will be 
determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

A
Ve trul yours, 

(y, 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley  
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

• 	Mr- WaVil:e.Y-Qs110)61  
Department of Transportation Servicis" - 4•A" 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 31'd  Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Subject: 	) oolik kjgi CapacityTralsit,Corrielor Project 
Cit' nfCo1inPer1A81111ti. 	 isaot).i• 

Draft Environmental Impact Staternenti4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. lvlatley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the Ata Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 20,w010. i,   

We participated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ala MoanapSheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses hem public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Conidor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEIS directly comments that the proposed TOO in the area will change the 
feel of the area presumably making it more urban, "Because Kakealto has been designated a 
redevelopment area changes in land uses to TOO is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations...(DEIS, p. 4-45), VVhile we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 
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Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: wym.honolule.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THONI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21, 2010 	 RT2/09-299053R 

Resident 
650 Sheridan Street, #107 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Resident: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
sidewalks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 
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Resident 
Page 2 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system and the 
surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will be 
determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

WAYZY. OS OKA If 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3R0 FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 - Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu.gov  

MUF! HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THIOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 
	

RT9/09-334558 

Alex 
(No address or e-maii provided) 

Dear Alex: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
The first phase of the Project must be connected to the maintenance and storage facility 
because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and 
storage facility houses the main control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and 
operation of the system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been 
identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward 
Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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, 

/ 
WAYNE Y. YO HIOKA 
Director 

Very truly 'yours, 

Alex 
Page 2 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total 
construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction 
from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the web site or by calling the Project hotline at 566- 
2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Public Meeting and Hearing 

December 6, 2008 

Kapolei Hale 

1000 Uluohia Street 

Kapolei, Hawaii 

9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 

OF 

PUBLIC HEARING 

BEFORE: ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Certified Shorthand Reporter 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good morning. I'm 

Toru Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City 

and County of Honolulu, Department of 

Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer 

for this public hearing for the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit 

project regarding the Draft EIS; Section 106 of 

the National Historic Preservation Act process; 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 

Transportation Act; Right-of-way acquisition; and 

floodplains affected by the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways: 

1) Public spoken testimony to me here, 

in the Public Hearing Room. 

2) If you do not wish to speak in 

public, an individual spoken testimony for the 

record can be made to the hearing recorder, who is 
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near the Public Involvement station in the Project 

Information Area. 

3) Written testimony may be deposited 

in the black comment box at the meeting, delivered 

to the Department of Transportation Services 

office, or mailed or faxed [(808)523-4730] to DTS 

by January 7, 2009. 

4) And finally, testimony can be 

submitted online by January 7, 2009, at 

www.honolulutransit.org . 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS 

will be made as appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room, and 

will be called in order of registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

local civic group, organization, club or 

association, subject to the rules provided herein. 

Speakers should give their name and address. If 

representing a group, this information should also 

be given. 
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3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. Additional prepared statements 

or literature, pertaining to the project, may be 

submitted at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 

7, 2009 to Department of Transportation Services. 

These statements will be made part of the official 

record if they include a legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 

officer and must be related to the subject matter 

of the hearing. 

5. Each person speaking before the 

audience must do so at the floor microphone. We 

will call testifiers in groups of three to 

facilitate orderly progress. Please ensure you 

are in the hearing area at the time your name is 

called. A court stenographer will record and 

transcribe the hearing proceedings. If required, 

I will announce any other specific rules governing 

this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is 

not allowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The Project Team 

will be available to address your questions in the 
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Project Information Area outside of this hearing 

venue. 

It is now 9:07 a.m. At this time, T 

would like to begin the public testimony. The 

first testifier, I think you were given No. 1, 

Testifier, please come to the microphone. 

-000- 

REPRESENTATIVE KIMBERLY PINE: Good morning. 

I am Representative Kimberly Pine, and I represent 

District 43, Ewa Beach, at the State Capitol, in 

the House of Representatives. First, I'm excited 

to be here. I'm glad that the voters have spoken 

and we can now move on to the real thing, so thank 

you for having me here. We will have more 

thorough written documentation of our comments 

before the January 7th deadline, but I first do 

want to express some feelings brought to me by 

some Ewa residents. We do feel strongly that the 

route should go to the airport, and that that 

shouldn't be changed, so we hope that that does 

happen. In our private poll, we discovered that 
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about 25 percent of the citizens in my district do 

work at Pearl Harbor, and so that does not include 

those that work at the airport, so it will 

increase the number of people using the facility 

if the route goes to the airport. 

According to what we have reviewed so far -- 

we're still reading that 400-page document, but we 

do not see anything defined in terms of baggage 

use. If we do change the route to the airport, we 

should include something that's more defined that 

would allow people to bring multiple baggage. 

Also, we did not see in the document that we read 

so far, that there is nothing to accommodate 

bicycles, and so we really believe to encourage 

all types of connectivity, that that should be 

more thoroughly defined. Definitely, we believe 

that there should be a more thorough planning in 

terms of the connectivity with the colleges. 

Definitely, U.H. West Oahu is in there, and we're 

definitely pushing for the U.H. Manoa connection. 

In terms of emergency evacuation procedures, 

my district is concerned about something being 

more defined in terms of power failure and 

evacuation procedures for safety reasons. But 

that's it for now. Thank you so much for having 
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me, and we will have a written document to you 

very shortly. Mahal°. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please, No. 2. 

RODLYN BROWN: My name is Rodlyn Brown, and 

I'm from Waianae. First thing is, I am in favor 

of the train. But being from Waianae, with one 

road, we have a very difficult time getting here 

or getting home. Yesterday, it took the people 

two hours to get from Kapolei to Waianae, after 

the roads had been cleared of construction work. 

So if this group wants to help and have our 

support from the Waianae Coast, they have to do 

something about the second road out of Waianae. 
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There is no alternative. We are the only location 

on the entire island that has no way in or out, 

except for Farrington Highway. 

And we need to get to the train just like 

everybody else does, and we are supportive of the 

train, in every way, but we need this group to be 

supportive of us. So if you would please consider 

the fact that federal funds are for all the 

people, not some of the people, and that more and 

more residents are coming to Kapolei and Makakilo, 

and from Kapolei, all the way to Makaha, and our 

commute just from Kapolei, home, two hours now, 

three hours next year, six hours out of our day, 

every day, please, please, support our needs, as 

we will support yours. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 3, please step 

up, and if No. 4 person can come forward and take 

the seat. 

FRANK GENADIO: Frank Genadio, Makakilo. The 

city administration has apparently taken the 

selection of the transit technology from the City 

Council, which killed the ballot question for a 

fixed guideway, instead passed one with steel 

wheels wording. Approval of steel wheels on the 
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ballot does not eliminate other suppliers from the 

competition, but the EIS brushes off three 

technologies by using a recommendation from a 

so-called expert panel. This limiting of 

alternatives was referred to in the state's review 

of the EIS as troubling. 

I am here to support the HSST urban 

mag-lev system. EIS Chapter 02 covers 

Alternatives Considered. In Section 2.1.3, 

magnetic levitation is listed as a proprietary 

system unproven in the U.S. Because it is not in 

the U.S., does not make it unproven. Using this 

rationale would leave us still traveling in 

covered wagons. The Federal Transit 

Administration calls the HSST a mature technology, 

and the system has been in highly reliable reV'enue 

service in Japan since early 2005. 

The EIS states that "none of the 

proprietary technologies offered substantial 

proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 

compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail." 

For the mag-lev, that statement is false. It is 

faster, much quieter, and safer because of its 

wrap-around-the-beam configuration. Its guideway 

is 20 percent cheaper to build. This is important 
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when one examines guideway length for the three 

alternatives and compares costs in Chapter 06 with 

expected sources of funds. 

The city has funding for a 20-mile MOS, 

but in Section 2.2.2 shows a combined airport and 

Salt Lake alternative of 25 miles. This not only 

places the project over projected budgets, but 

excludes any extension to the UH-Manoa campus. 

Personally, T favor the airport routing, over Salt 

Lake. If, however, the HSST were to win the 

transit competition, it could satisfy most 

requirements. 

If labor and materials planned for the 

MOS were applied to the mag-lev, five added miles 

of guideway could be built within the NOS budget 

and timelines, accommodating an airport alignment, 

extension to UH-Manoa, and spurs into Salt Lake, 

as well as Waikiki. The only way to take 

advantage of such costs savings is to ensure that 

guideway specifications are left open. 

Figure 2-9 shows a guideway of 28 to 

32 feet, as well as a wall for noise mitigation. 

The HSST uses two beams with open space between 

the beams and a cross-section of 21 feet, with no 

need for noise walls. The mag-lev's narrower 

AR00003668 



guideway -- (3-minute time limit) 	coupled with 

the much lower sound level of the system, will 

result in less impact on homes and businesses 

along the route. Figure 2-9 should be deleted and 

kept... 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

FRANK GENADIO: I just have a couple. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. 

FRANK GENADIO: ...should be deleted and kept 

out of the RFP. 

O&M costs also for mag-lev, 

$12-to-18 million less per year than the steel 

wheel. Prevent the mag-lev from competing and we 

pay more for what may be an inferior system. If 

the city is so certain that steel on steel is 

superior, modify this EIS appropriately and keep 

specifications general enough to enable all 

suppliers to have a chance. After I testified to 

Council the other day, someone came up to me and 

said that adding... 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

FRANK GENADIO: I just have the one sentence. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Go on. 

FRANK GENADIO: ...adding $1.5 million to EIS, 

that's one 36,000th of the cost of the project. 
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This would be money well spent. Thank you. 

-o0o - 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please, No. 4, step 

forward. 

MICHAEL GOLOJUCH, JR.: Michael Golojuch, Jr., 
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Makakilo resident. I'm here today to testify in 

favor of the steel on steel rail, with the airport 

route. It doesn't make any sense that we would 

not have included the airport in the first time 

around. We know Romy Cachola used his little 

power, got what we wanted and now he's -- then he 

decided that he didn't really want to support 

rail. So I do come out here today to ask that we 

do move forward, we do move forward with keeping 

it in the original, starting off in Kapolei and 

moving forward. By building it and starting in 

Pearl City, you are going to displace more people, 

you are going to cause more people to lose their 

homes and businesses quickly, without giving them 

chance to really relocate. It doesn't make any 

sense. We could start off by building the base 

yard here, on Kapolei, where there's plenty of 

space and we can move forward. That's basically 

it. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 5. 
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MICHAEL GOLOJUCH: Good morning. I'm Michael 

Golojuch. I am the Vice Chair and the 

Transportation Chair of the 

Makakilo/Kapolei/Honokai Hale Neighborhood Board. 

We support the rail system and we support the MOS, 

with the airport route. Eventually, we would like 

to see the rail system expanded, but we know we 

gotta get the MOS built first, 'cause we want it 

to go to U.H. T'd like to see it go to Waianae 

and I'd like to see it go to other locations, too. 

And some day, I would like to go to the U.H. game 

by getting on the bus, coming down, getting on the 

rail, then getting off by the stadium. 

We really believe that we need this 

system. There are some things -- Maeda Timson, 

the Chair, could not be here because she's on a 

trip. We will be submitting written testimony, as 

well as just my verbal support today. As an 

individual, I know it's important to get this 

done. It's important to start with Kapolei, where 

there's less problems, to start, and get it going 

and moving it fast, and finding out where there 

may be problems in the construction, so by the 

time it gets through Waipahu, Pearl City, et 

cetera, and through town, that will be done. Plus 
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we'll have the base yard. We have the area, and 

the lands are already being designated from the 

Draft EIS for that, and we won't have to disturb, 

as previously mentioned, as many residents and/or 

businesses to get that first segment built up, in 

the Kapolei area. And I strongly support that, 

and don't let the political part get in there for 

people running for different offices just to use 

this now as another pay, getting their ploys. 

So, again, support the system, and on 

specifics and things, and as mentioned, there is a 

need for people to carry luggage. Maybe not a lot 

of luggage 'cause I really see the people going by 

the airport, the business people coming in and not 

more than tourists, but there still needs to be 

that capability for both to use the rail system. 

Thank you. 

-o0o - 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 6. Do you have 

the name of the person? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: She cancelled. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: 	Okay. No. 7? 

No. 8, please step forward and take the 

seat in the front. 

PAT PATTERSON: Aloha. I'm Pat Patterson from 

Makaha Valley, a member of AARP and of Concerned 

Elders of Waianae. I have three issues. First of 

all, I really resent all my taxpayer money that 

was spent on the slick stuff to get people to vote 

for the rail steel on steel. T think the vote was 

so close, that it should not have been counted 

yea. 

No. 2. I really respect Jim Brewer and 

Renee Trig for having gone to Europe and tried out 

the Phileas Magnet-Rail, brought back and shown on 

Olelo, how wonderful that is, with the bus-train 

moving only on magnets in the pavement. That 

would be very, very inexpensive, would be done 

quickly, would use a lot of our workers and be 

much more compatible with our island. 
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And No. 3. If you really want rail, why 

don't you restore the old OR&L, all the way to 

Kaena Point, and give the Waianae-Makaha residents 

access to what's going to be way beyond, and we 

are people who have to work in town. We really 

need something. The 93 bus is wonderful, the 

country express is good as far as it goes, but 

think about restoring OR&L, all the way to the end 

of the island on the southwest end. Mahalo. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 8. 

TESHA MALAMA: My name is Tesha Malama. T am 

an Ewa Beach resident and also responsible for the 

Kalaeloa District. I am speaking in favor of the 

rail project, the minimum operating segment, and 

also with the alignment through to the airport. 

As an Ewa Beach resident, if we had the leadership 

and commitment to do these types of projects 10 

years ago for the widening of Fort Weaver Road, 

and 15 years ago, to bring in the North-South 

Road, we would not be in the hell we live in now, 

in Ewa Beach. This rail project will add to the 

multi-motor approach that we need, as a county, to 

move people around this entire island. I think 

one of the integral parts of the rail will be how 

TheBus system links up to the rail centers and 

getting the community involved in planning the 

rail center points. 

And so we need, No. 1, the infrastructure 

money that it's going to bring in, so people have 
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immediate jobs during this time of the economic 

system. Being responsible for Kalaeloa, I need to 

have that type of commitment and funding that it 

will bring into the district. As we build out 

Kalaeloa, access for Ewa Beach residents to the 

rail center will be less than five minutes from 

every household in Ewa Beach. We need everything, 

we need it now, and I say whoever is going to get 

on the rail late, they should really move aside, 

so we can get this project done. Thank you. 

-000- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 9. 

JOHN HIGGINS: Good morning. My name is John 

Higgins, I'm an Ewa Beach resident. I'm here to 

support the rail system and going through the 

airport route. I think that we should have a firm 

commitment on federal money. I know that that's 

been given to us, but in speaking to people next 

door, there was no indication of when the federal 

money would actually come, and with the economic 

situation the way it is, I think we should have a 

firm commitment from the next administration in 

Washington, that were going to get this money. 

Now, we got great senators, and congressmen, and 

Democratic president, which would bow to having us 

get the money, but we need a firm commitment. 

That money, if the federal money doesn't come, 

this project will stop dead in its tracks. 
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The other thing is, too, that the people 

that we see in the newspaper, talking about this 

project, Charles Djou, Romy Cachola, and the Mayor 

or one of his representatives are not here. They 

should be at every single one of these things for 

the two hours thereon to speak to the people. 

They've been spending millions of dollars to 

promote this, which T agree with, it should be 

done. But these politicians should be here to 

answer questions, to talk to us and let us talk to 

them. And that's my statement. Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 10. 

REPRESENTATIVE SHARON EAR: Thank you. Good 

morning. I'm Representative Sharon Har. T am the 

State Representative for the 40th District, which 

is comprised of Kapolei, Makakilo, Royal Kunia, 

and Kalaeloa. T am one of those politicians who 

is here today, and while the rail is not a State 

issue, it is a City and County issue. I do know 

that we have the firm commitment of our Mayor, as 

well as our council representatives on this side 

of the island. We do have the Mayor's 

representatives here, but T am here on behalf of 

myself as a private citizen and representative of 

Kapolei. 

First of all, as the Chair of the 2007 
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Interim Task Force on Smart Growth Development, I 

am an ardent supporter of the rail's first 

segment, beginning here, in East Kapolei. Because 

one of the basic principles of smart growth 

development is transit-oriented development. With 

all the development that we have occurring out 

here in our great new city and on the west side of 

the island, you must have transit beginning here, 

so that we can build smart growth projects. Smart 

growth projects basically incorporate transit 

around them, and it's one of the most effective 

tools to prevent urban sprawl. And that is my 

biggest concern, as we continue to develop on this 

side of the island. If government has decided 

that all of the development is going to happen on 

the west side of the island, then we must build 

under the principles of smart growth development, 

and transit-oriented development is one of the 

basic ten principles of smart growth. 

Secondly, one of the issues that came up 

in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, was 

the fact that the two proposed base yards are 

located on the Leeward side of Oahu. In order for 

the transit to be developed, you have to have a 

base yard. And if the two proposed sites are out 
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here, then, accordingly, you have to have the 

beginning segments out here, where the base yards 

are located. 

Finally, my last point is that, again, to 

begin out on the west side of the island is 

imperative because you have to have construction 

in an area that's relatively undeveloped. There 

is so much built, you can't develop anymore in 

Aiea or in the urban core. It makes sense to 

build out here, when you have relatively least 

amount of development, and then as we build more 

houses, we build around transit, so that, again, 

were promoting the principles of smart growth. 

So, I do have copies of my testimony, as 

well. T thank you for this opportunity to 

testify. 

-000- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 11. 

ROSITA SIPIROK-SIREGR: Good morning, panel. 

My name is Rosita, and I am a resident of 

Makakilo. I'm here to testify just as a regular 

resident who has been catching the bus every day 

for 20 years. My concern is not really that I'm 

going to miss my express bus, but it takes only 30 

minutes from Kapolei, Makakilo to Dillingham, and 

it takes 25 minutes from Dillingham to downtown. 

So I would support the first, the new idea of 
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starting the system in downtown because if 

something ever happened, at least it will 

alleviate the traffic in downtown first, and not 

stuck here in the middle of the island. That's my 

first concern. 

My second concern is, is the system going 

to have an express system during the rush hours, 

during the morning and in the afternoon? Thank 

you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 12. That's it? 

Is anybody else present who would like to 

provide a comment on the project issue? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I ask questions? 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: 	If there are 

questions, there are people in the next room. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I make an 

additional comment? 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm sorry, no. You 

can submit your written testimony later, with 

additional comments. 

With nobody else interested in providing 

comment, I conclude this hearing at 9:31. Thank 

you for your time and interest in the Project. 

(Session concluded at 9:31 a.m.) 
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STATE OF HAWAII 
SS. 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

1, Elsie Terada, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter, Certificate No. 437, for the State of 

Hawaii, hereby certify: 

I am the person that stenographically 
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recorded the proceedings. 

The foregoing transcript is a true record 

of said proceedings. 

Dated this 26th day of December, 2008, in 

Honolulu, Hawaii. 

ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Notary Public, State of Hawaii 

My Commission Expires: 4-07-2010 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet vArrw nonoluiu goy 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332364 

The Honorable Kymberly Pine 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Pine: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information arid analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As 
compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It 
will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built 
environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this 
selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been 
advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used 
to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process. 
impacts and mitigation commitments. 
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Very4ulyiours, 

The Honorable Kymberly Pine 
Page 2 

In response to your questions regarding luggage and bicycle concerns, luggage that does not 
interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers will be allowed on the train. Bicycles will be 
allowed on the system and regulated by a bicycle policy to be developed. To better accommodate 
bicyclists, many of the rail stations also will be located at or near existing or planned bicycle facilities. 
Each station will have facilities for parking bikes. 

The fixed guideway system extends from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center and points in-
between. The Project includes stations at UH West Oahu, Leeward Community College, and Honolulu 
Community College. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to 
West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the future extensions are not part of this Project, 
thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. 
Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental 
analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the 
proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation 
in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at 
that time. Connection to UH Manoa and Waikiki will be served by buses integrated with the system. 

Lastly, to address your concern regarding safety issues during possible power failures. Since 
trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's infrastructure is being designed to handle 
service disruptions. For example, trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an outage in 
a few areas should not disrupt service. If electrical power is lost systemwide, then train brakes are 
designed to stop the rail cars even without power Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup 
batteries will provide lighting for several hours. The train operations center will communicate with 
passengers via the public address system and intercom and provide guidance. If power is restored within 
a short time, service will resume. With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers 
to exit the trains and walk along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the nearest station. For 
those unable to exit rail cars, help will be provided by emergency responders and transit staff 
Passengers will be met at the train station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and 
City transportation workers. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax (808) 768-4730 • Internet: \mom nonolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332369 

Ms. Rodlyn Brown 
85-303 Kohai Place 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Dear Ms. Brown: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6. 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative is noted. We also note your request 
for a second access roadway to and from the Waianae area. However, a second access road is outside 
of the scope of this Project 

The FTA and OTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

trul yours, 

WAYNE IY YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336959 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
KapoIei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Genadio: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration 
of the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

As stated in Section 2,23 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on five 
transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public comment and was 
used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad 
request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers 
submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent 
five-member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic appointed 
by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-
type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail 
systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV). The panel considered the 
performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. 

Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because none of 
the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 
compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel 
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chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered safe, reliable, 
economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's report to the City Council 
dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection Panel Report". 

There is one operating urban magnetic levitation system in the world, and it has less than five 
years of operating record. The single operating system has a maximum speed of 100 kilometers per hour 
(62 miles per hour), which is similar to the maximum operating speeds of 50 to 60 miles per hour common 
for steel wheel systems. While the system is quieter, other systems may be designed to match the noise 
level of magnetic levitation when in operation. There are no specific safety improvements from the 
traction design. The assumed visual benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U. S. 
because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. In addition, the smaller structures 
proposed in the comment result in shorter span lengths, which increases the number of columns required 
and the percentage of views blocked by the support structure, which would result in higher costs. 

In addition, the magnetic levitation system would not provide a net benefit or proven cost savings. 
To date, the High Speed Surface Transport system operators have declined to make operating expenses 
available. No comparative maglev project has ever been built within the U. S. Therefore, no data are 
available to support a cost estimate. With no comparative data available to support an operating cost 
estimate, there are no means to verify this statement regarding maglev's operating and maintenance 
costs compared to a steel wheel system. The demonstrated operating speed of 100 kilometers per hour 
for urban magnetic levitation is similar to that of steel wheel systems. 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which includes a 
description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. The capital plan takes the current 
economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 discusses the risks and uncertainties associated with the 
financial analysis prepared for the Project, including risks related to changes in project scope. If the 
Project is over budget, other sources of revenue have been identified in 6.3.3 and 6.6.3, which could 
include private funds (Le., contributions toward the cost of building stations) or airport funds; however, 
$1.3 billion in year-of-expenditure dollars is included in the project budget as contingency for just such 
eventualities. 

Magnetic levitation requires a different guideway design that would have different impacts from a 
steel-wheel system, as presented in the above discussion. The guideway design is being completed only 
for the technology that will be used for the Project. 

Section 2.2,2 of the Draft EIS discusses the four alternatives evaluated as part of the Draft EIS 
and included a No Build Alternative and three Build Alternatives (Salt Lake Alternative, Airport Alternative, 
and the Airport and Salt Lake Alternative). Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. 
Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It 
will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported 
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the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Project is described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. 
Also, as discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers 
with 116,000 daily passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-
user benefits. Compared to the other alternatives considered, the Airport Alternative will also result in the 
fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide access to major employment 
areas including Honolulu International Airport, and will have substantially greater ridership than the other 
alternatives considered in the Draft EIS. 

23 CFR 771,111 (t) states "The action evaluated in each EIS...shall not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for any other reasonable foreseeable transportation improvements". Future transit 
improvements, including an extension to the U.N. Manoa campus will not be precluded by the 
implementation of the Project. 

As described above, steel wheel technology has been selected for the Project and proposed 
changes to the Final EIS that are not consistent with the selected technology, including removal of the 
figure showing guideway cross-section, have not been made, As previously explained, there is no 
available data to support the estimated costs included in the comment. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11.2010 R T9/09-332370 

Mr. Michael Golojuch, Jr. 
92-954 Makakilo Drive, #71 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Golojuch, 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for steel wheel on steel rail and the Airport Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts. the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
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agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Ve tru/'  yours, 

a\-- r ) 

WAYNEY YO HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332373 

Mr. Michael Golojuch 
Makakilo/Kapolei/Honokai Hale Neighborhood 

Board No. 34 
do Neighborhood Commission Office 
City Hall, Room 406 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Golojuch: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125(a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as described above. 
Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It 
will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported 
the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 
percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8_6.9, Construction 
Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
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Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project 
will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote more 
competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of the 
Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to 
Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system 
benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

The policy, yet to be developed, will include provisions to allow luggage on the system as long as it does 
not interfere with the safety and comfort of other riders. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued in 
conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional content through the 
"Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS 
by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next 
anticipated actions. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332386 

Ms. Pat Patterson 
AARP and Concerned Elders of VVaianae 
84-755 Ala Mahiku Street, #72-A 
VVaianae, Hawaii 96792 

Dear Ms. Patterson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft HS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your concerns have been noted. Guidelines set forth by the NEPA of 1966, as 
amended, and also Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes stipulate that public 
involvement be carried out on large scale projects such as the rail project. As one of the largest 
infrastructure projects ever to be constructed on Oahu, the City felt that it was important to 
disseminate information to as many people as possible. Thus, a broad range of print and visual 
media was necessary to reach different population segments. Project funds paid for the public 
involvement activities listed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

In regards to your second issue, alternatives that relied only on bus transit were 
evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase and shown to be less effective than the Fixed 
Guideway Transit Alternative. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes those findings. 
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Lastly, as also described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, several alignments were 
evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase. One evaluated alignment was the historic 
OR&L line. A combination of issues, including utilities that have been placed in the right-of-way, 
poor location in several places, and the previous loss of the right-of-way in several locations, all 
contributed to the elimination of that option. The Project is fully grade-separated to eliminate 
potential conflicts with traffic and eliminate the effects of congestion and incidents on the 
system. Placing any part of the system at-grade would affect reliability of the entire system. 
The limits of the study corridor are explained in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336961 

Ms. Tesha Malama 
Hawaii Community Development Authority 
Kalaeloa District 
91-818 Lawalu Place 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Malama: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
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supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Local bus service will be rerouted as needed to provide access to the rail system. Bus 
transit centers will be located at some of the stations, and many of the bus routes serving rail 
stations will have increased frequencies. A description of existing and future bus routes, 
including frequency, is included in Appendix D, Bus Transit Routes, in the Final EIS. As the 
Project undergoes more detailed design, the public will have additional opportunities to be 
involved in the process. The station area planning process includes conducting workshops with 
communities that will have rail stations. For more information and to get involved in this 
process, please visit the Project website at www.honolulutransit.org . 

Your support for the Project has been noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Very rul yours, t 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332394 

The Honorable Sharon E. Har 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Har 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for smart growth and the proposed phasing of construction is noted. The 
Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit service, and 
that is what is covered in the Final EIS. However, as mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final 
EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an 
indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project may 
provide will also increase the desirability and value of properties near the stations, thereby 
attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). Planning and zoning around 
station areas will be developed in the future by the City's Department of Planning and Permitting 
under a process covered by the City's new TOO Ordinance (09-4). 

As described in Section 2_5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
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must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tri4 yours, iiy 

, 

WAYNE . YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-332397 

Ms. Rosita Sipirok-Siregr 
92-1179 Palahia Street, #102 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Ms. Sipirok-Siregr: 

Subject Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas 
Koko Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall project 
construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is 
planned to continue uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then 
Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

Trains will operate every three minutes in each direction during peak periods (6:00 a.m. 
to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). Trains during other times of the day will operate every 
6 minutes or 10 minutes depending on the time of day. All trains are anticipated to stop at all 
stations. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

VVAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good evening. I am 

Toru Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City 

and County of Honolulu Department of 

Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer 

for this public hearing for the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit 

project, including the Draft EIS; Section 106 of 

National Historic Preservation Act process; 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 

Transportation Act; Right-of-way acquisition; and 

floodplains affected by the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways: 

1. Public spoken testimony to me here, 

in the Public Hearing Room. 
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2. If you do not wish to speak in 

public, an individual spoken testimony for the 

record can be made to the hearing recorder, who is 

near the Public Involvement station in the Project 

Information Area. 

3. Written testimony may be deposited in 

the black comment box at the meeting, delivered to 

the Department of Transportation Services office, 

or mailed or faxed [(608)523-4730] to DTS by 

January 7, 2009. 

And finally, 4. Testimony can be 

submitted online by January 7, 2009 at 

www.honolulutransit.org . 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS 

will be made as appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room. 

Names will be called in the order of the 

registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

local civic group, organization, club or 
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association, subject to the rules provided herein. 

Speakers should give their name and address. If 

representing a group, this information should also 

be given. 

3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. When the red light appears, 

there is one minute remaining for speaker's 

statement. When the buzzer sounds, the three 

minutes' period is over. Additional prepared 

statements or literature, pertaining to the 

project, may be submitted at this hearing by 

4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to Department of 

Transportation Services. These statements will be 

made part of the official record if they include a 

legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the Hearing 

Officer and must be related to the subject matter 

of the hearing. 

5. Each person speaking before the 

audience must do so at the floor microphone. 

Please ensure you are in the hearing area at the 

time your name is called. A court stenographer 

will record and transcribe the hearing 

proceedings. If required, I will announce any 
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other specific rules governing this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is 

not allowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The Project Team 

will be available to address your questions in the 

Project Information Area outside this hearing 

venue. 

It is now 6:14. At this time, I would 

like to begin the public testimony. The first 

testifier is Mr. Bob Loy, followed by Mr. Fred be 

and John Kato. 

-o0o - 

BOB LOY: My name is Bob Loy. I am testifying 

on behalf of Na Leo Pohai, the public policy 

affiliate of The Outdoor Circle, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

The Honolulu transit project is destined to become 

the singlemost visually dominant, intrusive, 

obstructive, and destructive construction project 

in the history of Hawaii. While its ability to 

ease traffic problems on Oahu has been the subject 

of lengthy debate. Its negative impact on the 
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visual environment of this island is beyond any 

denial, and is virtually immeasurable. 

I'm going to take you on a trip along the 

route, and I'm going to use as the words of the 

impacts, words that had been taken directly from 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It will 

change the open and end of all character of the 

Ewa Plain, substantially change views in Salt Lake 

city because of the size of the station and the 

rail line, obstruct views of East Lot in Pearl 

Harbor, in Pearl City. In Kahili, the dominant 

features will be -- the views of this project will 

be the dominant features down Dillingham 

Boulevard. In Chinatown, it becomes an esthetic 

disaster. The blocked makai views and will be out 

of character with the pedestrian-oriented 

environment in one of the most historic and 

sensitive neighborhoods on the island. Passing 

through and going to downtown, it will be the 

dominant feature of the views on Nimitz Highway. 

It will contrast substantially with the pedestrian 

character in the streetscape and substantially 

affect the visual setting of Dillingham 

Transportation Building in Irwin Park. It will 

block makai views for numerous residents. 
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Overall, visual effects would be high. 

Going through and down towards Ala Moana 

Center, blocked views in the 4th and 5th floor 

residences, increased light and glare on 

upper-story residences. Throughout this part of 

the city, the project will block protected 

mauka-makai views of the Koolau mountains, Waianae 

mountains, Pacific Ocean, Honolulu Harbor, Diamond 

Head, Punchbowl, and Aliamanu Craters. Overall, 

the effects will be high. 

But for all the destructive and negative 

impacts on view plains spelled out in the DEIS, 

there are virtually no details about how these 

substantial damages will be mitigated. The 

document contains broad promises of designing 

various elements to minimize negative visual 

effects. The lack of specific descriptions of how 

to overcome the visual misery that will be heaped 

upon the Oahu landscape, leaves our organization 

with little confidence that damage to the visual 

environment can or will be mitigated as the 

project moves forward. 

We also have great concerns about the 

trees, particularly the kamani trees on Dillingham 

Boulevard and the monkey-pod trees on Kapiolani 
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(3-minute limit). 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

BOB LOY: That's the end. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

Next, Mr. Fred Abe, John Kato, and Sidney 

Char. 

FRED ABE: My name is Fred Abe. I'm an 
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inactive attorney. I was born in Honolulu, and I 

lived in Makaha from 1971 to 2007. I will never 

catch the transit if I was still living in Makaha. 

The transit does not address the basic problem. 

The basic problem is to eliminate 50 percent of 

the commuters that go to and from work, and I'm 

proposing instead, that all buses be used, and I'm 

talking about the whole island, not just 20 miles 

from Kapolei to Honolulu. All buses will be free 

during that three-hour period in the morning and 

in the afternoon. 

2. The electric buses instead of 

diesels. And the reason for that, every bus 

should be enough so that everybody has a seat, 

whether you're catching the bus in Kahuku, Kailua, 

Waimanalo, even Hawaii Kai and Kapolei. Right 

now, between H-1 and the H-2, the Mililani group, 

including the people from Wahiawa and those from 

Mililani, if they can catch a bus and free 

air-condition and they have a seat, I think we can 

have the people address -- might be able to 

divorce themselves from riding the cars. 

Financially, I think it would work. 

According to the Honolulu Advertiser of 

November 23, 2008, it says that we cost 525 buses. 
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I think we can get a thousand buses on the road, 

and only during that peak three hours in the 

morning and three hours in the afternoon. It 

takes $160 million to operate the buses now, of 

which the City and County subsidized it by 

130 million. I'm suggesting that we will spend 

maybe 200 million, and instead of an annual 

subsidy of 130 -- (3-minute limit) -- now, I have 

more testimony, but the basic thing is how we can 

get the 50 percent of the cars off of the road. 

That's the conclusion, and I think it can be done. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is John Kato. 

JOHN KATO: My name is John Kato, and I'm 

speaking as a private citizen. I'm a former chair 

of McCully/Moilili Neighborhood Board No. 8, and 

I'm speaking in favor of the fixed rail system. I 

believe the fixed rail system will be a benefit to 

the members of the community. I believe that a 

common nature of a transit rail development will 

be of great use for the people in the community 

who are property owners. In any rate, that 

concludes my presentation. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker is 

Sidney Char, followed by Ralph Bruinsslot and Herb 

Rothouse. 

SIDNEY CHAR: Good evening. My name is Sidney 

Char. I'm the current president of the American 

Institute of Architects, Honolulu Chapter, and my 

comments, here, represents the majority viewpoint 

of our membership and our Transit Task Force. We 

have submitted written testimony, but I will 

highlight some of the key points of the testimony. 

First of all, for the record, we support 

the concept and the implementation of a fixed 

guideway system of the steel-on-steel rail. 

However, we believe that the Draft EIS does not 

address several points of concern for us. 

Firstly, integration of social and 

economic approach of resources, we believe that 

stronger community-planning objective should be 

described to create better and desirable living 

communities, such as they did in Portland, Salt 

Lake, and Sacramento. We believe that the Draft 

EIS focuses primarily heavily on just the 

transportation aspects of this system. We believe 

that the Draft EIS does not respond to Honolulu's 
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Primary Urban Center Development Planning, which 

mandates that guidelines to preserve the 

mauka-makai view corridors along major collector 

streets be preserved. We believe that the 

elevated structures along Nimitz include historic 

Chinatown and even going up into Manoa violates 

that policy. Mitigation of the negative impacts 

of our panoramic mountain and ocean waterfront 

views are not well explained or adequately 

illustrated. Other major cities such as San 

Francisco and Boston have removed such large 

similar structures on their waterfront, and even 

Seattle is considering and exploring ways of 

taking down their Alaskan viaduct. 

Secondly, the AIA advocates creation of 

safe, healthy, and easily accessible environments 

for the transit passengers. We believe that the 

EIS has not described how to mitigate undesirable 

environments under the elevated guideway areas. 

Third, the AIA promotes sustainable 

planning, design, and operation of transit 

systems. And we note that the Draft ETS says it 

will take over seven times the energy to construct 

the elevated guideway as compared to an at-grade 

system. We believe that the life cycle cost of 
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the comparison of the elevated system to an 

at-grade system should be explored. We are not 

convinced that the elevated system is the most 

cost effective (3-minute limit). 

Lastly, the AIA urges the city to 

consider a more flexible rail technology, which 

will allow transit to be at grade, below grade, or 

above grade, as conditions require. Flexibility 

will allow us to be more easily adaptable -- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

SIDNEY CHAR: Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Ralph Bruinsslot, 

followed by Herb Rothouse and Leslie Among. 

RALPH BRUINSSLOT: I'm Ralph Bruinsslot, a 

licensed architect in Hawaii. I totally endorse 

what the AIA has put forth as their guidelines. I 

would like to share with and put on record my 

experience of living in San Francisco and working 

in San Francisco, and watching them build a raised 

highway along the waterfront, later to abandon it 

and tear it down. T actually worked with my 

window facing where they were part of the freeway 

that they were tearing down, and with the cost, it 

had to exceed three times the cost of putting it 

up. And that was because of the outrage of the 

citizens of San Francisco, to the visual damage 

that it did on the waterfront. 

Now, they have replaced that with an 

on-grade transit system. They've developed that 

area very effectively, and the combination of 

ferries from the outside lined area coming in, I 
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watched it. I lived in Sonoma County and Mann 

County, and it started out 	45 minutes, 

35 miles, now its two hours, if you can get there 

in two hours. So the mitigation they have taken 

is ferries, transit, and trying to move the 

transit system on up a hundred miles north of 

San Francisco. So it would be my encouragement to 

pay very close attention to the esthetics of 

installing above-grade transit system wherever 

possible, where it's feasible, it works, but when 

you're talking about downtown and areas that are 

very sensitive to structures, the backlash could 

be tremendous. Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Herb 

Rothouse, followed by Leslie Among, and Richard 

Ubersax. 

HERB ROTHOUSE: Thank you. My name is Herb 

Rothouse, retired, and I live in Waikiki. The 

first speaker and the second speaker, I agree 

with, entirely, and T support their premise. I 

was against the rail from the very beginning, for 

several reasons. I won't go into all the reasons, 

but I will address two things. Number one, the 

cost. I compare to what happened in Washington, 

D.C. recently, where a visitor said, who was 

opened up to Congress, originally budgeted for 

300-, end up costing almost 800 million. So I 

doubt very much the figures that we have been 

given, first 	3 and a half billion for the rail, 

4 billion for the rail, it would come no surprise 

to me if it ends up at 8 billion. I just cannot 
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trust government figures when it comes to 

estimates of projects, they've never been on the 

mark so far. 

Secondly, great deal of money has been 

spent so far, many people here may realize 

already, close to $100 million, I understand from 

what I read in The Advertiser, has been spent on 

consultants and attorneys for this program. $100 

million dollars. When I think of TheBus system, 

which certainly needs help, as the second speaker 

pointed out, if you look on Route 14, on Kapahulu, 

the bus runs one bus an hour. One an hour. On 

the 23 route, that runs one bus an hour. 

$100 million on consultants, and yet we have a bus 

system that runs one bus an hour? I mean, that's 

a disgrace. That's a disgrace, absolute disgrace. 

You want to get people off the roads? 

Well, how are you going to get them off the roads, 

when you don't have adequate buses? You look at 

the TV in the morning shows H-1 highway, where are 

the buses? You could double, double the number of 

buses we have, with the money spent on 

consultants, bringing in the bus service to areas 

that get no service whatsoever, right now, and 

increasing where it's one an hour, make it three 
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an hour. You want people to give up, not use 

their cars? Well, provide proper bus service, 

frequently, available, and people will not use 

their cars like they do. That's all T have to 

say. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Leslie 

Among, followed by Richard Ubersax and Chris 

Dolph. 

LESLIE AMONG: Aloha and good evening. My 

name is Leslie Among. I'm with the Waikiki 

Neighborhood Board, District 9. Recently, our 

board has voted against the mass transit, but the 

election that people have spoken and most of the 

people showed that they want the mass transit. I 

ask, as a neighborhood board member, that we have 

a responsible EIS draft for the residents and the 

people of Waikiki. And as far as the route, it 

leads from Ala Moana, down towards McCully, down 
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Kapiolani and then it turns off to University 

Avenue, the residents in that district have come 

down and spoken to some of the members on our 

board, and fear that the space and 

infrastructures, that doesn't provide the room for 

the transit. 

Recently, I proposed an idea on the 

board, with some of the engineers that came and 

were so gracious to come and address some of the 

issues of the transit, that the route be changed 

and be put alongside the Ala Wai Canal, as it 

snakes its way toward the golf course, to the 

Manoa and Pablo Streams. As it snakes it up that 

way, it will go all the way up to the U.H. campus, 

by Kalele Road, in back of where the U.H. baseball 

field is. This looks like a very responsible 

place to put up mass transit, in the light of 

issues such as eminent domain, litigations, and 

people being displaced by the project, some have 

opposed. 

What I ask is a more responsible 

approach, and I do believe that the propose I told 

to my board and to the engineers that night, that 

a good route for the transit would be from Ala 

Moana, and to snake its way, up the Ala Wai Canal, 

AR00003727 



on the mauka side, and make its way up the Pablo 

Stream and the Manoa Stream. There will be less 

mishaps with eminent domain issues and people 

being misplaced, as I said, and I really feel 

that, you know, the inconvenience is on a lot of 

the people that are living there. I know some 

people feel like the inconvenience is on the 

project, on the other side, but I happen to feel 

that there should be a common ground where that 

would be a great route to take. 

And to add another note to that, 

recently, Hard Rock Cafe has moved into Waikiki, 

so the Hard Rock property will be available maybe 

for a station on the gateway of Waikiki for the 

mass transit, or some stop or something, that 

property should be available (3-minute limit). 

Thank you so much. In closing, I just 

would like to say, we're looking for a responsible 

approach to this EIS, and the capacity and the 

effects it will have on the people in our 

districts in Waikiki and there, on University 

Avenue, and McCully area and the U.H. Thank you 

so much. 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. Richard 

Ubersax, followed by Chris Dolph and Steve Scott. 

RICHARD UBERSAX: My name is Richard Ubersax. 

The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City and 

County, the FTA, and the public with the 

information necessary to make an informed 

AR00003729 



decision, based on a full and open analysis of 

costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of the 

alternatives considered. However, it seems that 

in some respects, the DEIS is aimed at convincing 

the public and the FTA of the benefits of the 

Project, rather than inform the public completely. 

One example is in the cost-effectiveness 

of the project. The FTA's cost-effectiveness 

index is a ratio formed by adding an alternative's 

annualized capital cost to its year 2030 operating 

and maintenance cost, and the total is divided by 

user benefits, in hour saves. 

Any proposed New Starts project receiving 

less than a "Medium" cost-effectiveness index 

rating will not be recommended for funding by the 

FTA. The threshold between a rating of "Medium" 

and "Medium-Low" is $22.99 for user benefit 

expressed in dollars per hour of user benefit. 

In the Alternatives Analysis, the 

cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment 

from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is stated as 

$21.34; and for the full project from West Kapolei 

to UH Manoa with an extension to Waikiki as 

$27.05. Thus, the 20-mile segment meets the 

threshold of $22.99, but the full project does 
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not. 

City ordinance 07-001 recommended the 

North-South Road/Airport option as the preferred 

minimum operational segment for several reasons, 

one of which being that the cost-effectiveness 

index of $22.56 is below the FTA's threshold of 

$22.99. 

Now, in the DEIS, the cost-effectiveness 

index has markedly improved to a point that is 

significantly below the FTA threshold of $22.99: 

$17.33 for the Salt Lake Alternative, $17.78 for 

the Airport Alternative, $22.86 for the combined 

Salt Lake/Airport Alternative. Information for 

the full project with extensions is conspicuously 

absent in the DEIS although it was available in 

the AA. 

We know that the capital cost and 

operational and maintenance costs have not 

reduced, so that the only explanation is that the 

user benefits have increased significantly 

(3-minute limit). 

In conclusion, this issue of user 

benefits and the exclusion and the conspicuous 

absence of including the three extensions in the 

overall analysis need to be scrutinized thoroughly 
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by the FTA. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Chris Dolph, Steve 
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Scott, followed by Bryan Hoernig. 

CHRIS DOLPH: Hi, my name is Chris Dolph from 

Waikiki. My concern is, basically, during this 

tough economic times, whether it's really wise for 

us to be spending so much money on a project, that 

it is the most expensive project the state has 

taken on. We already have in effect, HOV lanes, 

carpool lanes, contraflow lanes, and I was 

wondering what's the possibility of us using those 

also as toll lanes. Many people have had 

experience with toll lanes and how they alleviate 

traffic. This would generate money for the state 

instead of spending money. I'm concerned about 

how our tax will be used, and the people who would 

be utilizing the toll lanes are, well, I see them 

as being the people who need it; and the people 

who don't need it, would not have to pay for this 

expensive project. 

I'm a total fan of what this fellow is 

suggesting here, increasing the buses, the bus 

routes, and I'd like to see some initiative in 

encouraging people to use the public transit, and 

I love that suggestion about making them free 

during these rush hour times. A previous 

testimony that I had heard was of one lady who was 
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speaking about she won't even be able to ride the 

transit unless she gets on the bus to get to the 

transit, and then get off the transit and ride 

another bus to the destination. Just staying on 

the bus the entire way would work. I think it's a 

great system. Even though T do have a car now, my 

wife and I chose to live for five years without a 

car, here in Honolulu, and TheBus system worked 

great for us. If it were improved, I could easily 

go back to living without a car. So that's it. 

Thank you. 

-o0o - 

AR00003734 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Steve 

Scott, followed by Bryan Hoernig, and Terry 

Con lan. 

STEVE SCOTT: Hi, I'm Steve Scott, with Scott 

Hawaii. We have property on Kona Street. T have 

a couple points that, for me, are a concern. The 

first is, as the mass transit goes through 

Kakaako, it goes through a very dense area with 

regards to property, with regards to businesses, 

and its going to impact, especially on Kona 

Street, almost every property from Queen Street 

all the way to Piikoi. My biggest concern there, 

is just the cost. Just in that one corner of 

Pensacola and Kona Street, you have approximately 

$25 million, which is, I understand it would be 

about one-quarter of the total land acquisition on 

one corner. 

So my big problem is, all of the 

projections that the city had with regard to land 

acquisitions have to be totally inadequate. I've 

read in the EIS, that you have about 95 to $100 

million allocated. How can you possibly spend on 
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one corner, $25 million? 

The second concern I have, is with 

regards to the route, as it goes down Kona Street. 

In the EIS when it first came out, prior to the 

election, there was never any notification that 

this was not going to go past Ala Moana Center. 

Right now, that I just saw, there was an 

engineering drawing, only, that shows a third rail 

that's going to go over Nordstrom. The 

existing -- the initial construction was going to 

end, dead-end into Ala Moana Building, at 40 feet. 

Then they plan on putting a third rail, one line 

that is going to go over supposedly Nordstrom 

there. When that goes in, you're taking more 

property. The route is going to be wider and 

you're going to take more property than you need 

to, initially. 

So why wasn't this in the alternatives 

analysis? Why wasn't this made known to the 

public? Basically, you're telling, by what you've 

put on the EIS, the Draft EIS, that you're not 

going to build past Ala Moana, because there's no 

way that you can build one rail, one line that 

goes over Ala Moana and that's going to serve the 

U.H. and Waikiki. This was never made known to 
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anyone prior to just a couple weeks ago, when the 

city came out with the Draft EIS, and even then, 

this drawing wasn't on that. So the city and 

Parsons & Brinckerhoff have been totally 

disingenuous with regards to making all this 

information available so that people can make an 

informed decision from vote prior to the general 

election in November. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Bryan Hoernig, 

Terry Conlan, Amy Kimura. 

BRYAN HOERNIG: Good evening. My name is 

Bryan Hoernig, and I also own a property on Kona 

Street. On Kona Street, like Mr. Scott says, is 

very dense and is displaying a lot of people. By 

condemning what I'm in now on a condemnation list, 

at this point, by just condemning my property, 

you're not just condemning my property. You're 

condemning by business, my livelihood, and that of 

my employees. I can only pray at this point, that 

you guys can reconsider how many people you are 

going to be displacing by this transit system. 

I don't understand why we are put on late 

notice of this. I mean, it's just like coming 
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home tonight and saying, well, we got a note, 

here, and it says that we're not going to be able 

to own our property anymore, you're just going to 

be thrown out. And that's how I felt about it. I 

didn't get any notice, I didn't get anything. All 

I got was a letter that says I'm on a condemnation 

list. So I'm put on notice that I don't have a 

business anymore, I don't have -- you know, for my 

employees and everything else, and I think it's 

been handled very poorly. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Terry Conlan, Amy 

Kimura, and Tom Heinrich. 

TERRY CONLAN: Good evening. My name is 

Terrence Conlan, and I'm speaking as a private 

citizen. It's obvious that a lot of work has been 

done on this, so far. It's also obvious that 

there is tremendous amount of work yet to be done. 

One of the biggest criticisms I have of this 

study, is that it does not contain a defined 

measurable criteria for ultimately evaluating the 

success or failure of this project. It has a lot 

of general statements but nothing really 

measurable. So when we get to the end, we won't 

know if we made it or not. 
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I agree with Councilman Djou, that we 

need to start at either Salt Lake or the stadium, 

and come to town, so that we can begin generating 

revenue immediately, to help fund the rest of the 

system and begin to pay off the initial costs. If 

we start at Kapolei, it will be a long time before 

we get any money back. 

I think we should use the Oahu rail line, 

which the state already owns, instead of trying to 

buy up new property. Everyone who lives along 

that corridor has always known that there was a 

rail right-of-way there, and their properties 

reflect that. 

I do not believe that there are enough 

park-and-rides except in Kapolei, where there may 

be too many. If we want people to use this 

system, we have to provide park-and-rides that are 

convenient for them to drive their cars to the 

stations, in addition to those riding the bus. 

I also question whether or not this rail 

system has any plans to allow people to bring 

luggage with them. If we're going to go to the 

airport and service the airport, then we have to 

provide for a way for them to transport their 

luggage; otherwise, it will do them no go. 
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Finally, T think that the EIS has a long 

ways to go. There are a lot of questions that 

haven't been answered, and a lot more work needs 

to go into that. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Amy Kimura, Tom 

Heinrich, followed by Charles Carole. 

AMY KIMURA: Good evening. I'm Amy Kimura. I 

testify tonight as an ordinary citizen who rides 

public transit wherever I've lived and traveled 

and who likes it, for the most part. I enjoyed 

commuting on the subways in New York City and 

Japan. As a traveler, I've ridden on trains and 

buses in Europe, Canada, and the United States. I 

list these because many people think everyone who 

is against the proposed Honolulu rail dislikes 

mass transit, rail in particular. On the 
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contrary, rail in the places that I've used them 

has been fast, convenient, efficient, and usually 

reasonably priced. But the populations served by 

them have been from two times to more than ten 

times Honolulu's population and could more easily 

support their operation and maintenance. 

One place it was not so reasonably priced 

was Vancouver, Canada. The SkyTrain was clean, 

convenient, and efficient, but way more expensive 

than Honolulu's bus system. A monthly adult pass 

cost $73 to $136, depending on the number of zones 

covered. That's about two to three times the $40 

cost here. What would that do to 

transit-dependent riders here, people with no 

auto? 

In Vancouver, the monthly pass for 

seniors is $42, more than the yearly cost of $30 

for seniors in Honolulu. What would that kind of 

cost do to seniors on limited and moderate 

incomes? For students, monthly passes in 

Vancouver are also $42, twice as much as the 

$20-a-month charged by TheBus. 

Transit-dependent adult riders, the 

elderly and children will be greatly affected. 

Will the city be willing and able to greatly 
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increase its subsidy of transit to keep down the 

prices of the transit passes for them? If not, 

how will that affect the quality of life of 

seniors of moderate or limited means? How about 

families of low, moderate, and even middle 

incomes? If not, how will that attract motorists 

out of their cars and onto the fixed guideway? If 

yes, how will that affect property tax rates for 

everyone? 

If commuter passes increase in price, the 

choice riders are TheBus, those who have an 

available vehicle to ride but choose to ride 

TheBus, will likely choose to abandon commuting on 

public transit in favor of their car, adding to 

congestion. 

Mahal° for giving me this opportunity to 

comment. In the future, more notice would be 

appreciated (3-minute limit). I received this 

newsletter announcing this hearing three days ago, 

on Friday, December 5th. Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Tom Heinrich, 

followed by Charles Carole and Bobbie Slater. 

TOM HEINRICH: Thank you, Mr. Hamayasu. My 

name is Tom Heinrich, and I'm chair of the Manoa 

Neighborhood Board, and I'd like to summarize 

several main points of discussion that both our 
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neighborhood board, as well as the McCully/Moilili 

Neighborhood Board have engaged in for some time. 

I note especially that while the Ala Moana Center 

to University of Hawaii at Manoa area would be a 

Phase 2 or subsequent development, this is a time 

to address these, of course, in the Draft EIS. 

Generally speaking, first, of course, is 

the effect on University Avenue, particularly by 

what I'll just call an overhead viaduct. There 

are other alternatives that do need to be looked 

at. If that general route is continued to be 

considered from 	Ala Moana Center to the 

university, whether t's Eisenberg or Coolidge 

Streets, or even going as far as Market City, to 

use Market City as a different node and a route of 

connection to the University of Hawaii at Manoa 

campus. 

A major concern as well, is, what should 

be a unified element of transportation and 

architecture may become, in fact, again, a most 

divisive element, as H-1 has served in the 3M, 

McCully/Moilili/Manoa area. 

Secondly, is, of course, great concern 

over what I'll call the Varsity station near 

Puck's Alley, and I especially hold that architect 
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Scott Wilson and others will provide illustrations 

of what that station at this time would look like, 

even outside of the context of transit-oriented 

development. 

Thirdly, is the absolute necessity of 

coordinating with the existing Primary Urban 

Center Development Plan, as well as the other 

T.O.D. initiatives, both in looking at potential 

other routes, as I mentioned a moment ago, but 

also in coordination with the land owners, 

particularly Kamehameha Schools and the University 

of Hawaii. 

Another main point is that we absolutely 

have to work with coordination opportunities with 

the State Department of Transportation concerning 

the H-1 Freeway and University Avenue interchange 

area. This is a critical area in which other 

grade changes. In order to facilitate pedestrian, 

bicycle, and auto movements in addition to the 

potential of having rail transit, need to be 

coordinated, especially in order to avoid a 

so-called fly-over far above the H-1 Freeway 

itself (3-minute limit). 

And lastly, the main point that many have 

brought up, is that if the project in fact is 
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built, that it must end up directly serving the 

UH-Manoa campus and not stop short, makai of H-1, 

but connect to at least to Dole Street and the 

Quarry parking structure area. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Charles Carole, 
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Bobbie Slater, Philip Blackman. 

CHARLES CAROLE: Charles Carole. I'm speaking 

as a private citizen. The DEIS does not present 

the impacts of the future bus routes and also the 

number of buses on these routes between Kalihi and 

Kahala. 

Second, the EIS uses the DBEDT 2030 

population series, which is much higher than the 

DBEDT's 2035 population, issued in January of 

2008. For example, in 2010, the population 

projection, based on the 2030 series, is 952,000. 

In the 2035, it's been reduced to 932,000, 20,000 

less. Presently, the July 1st, '07 estimate by 

the U.S. Bureau of the Census is 905,000. This 

will have an effect both on the ridership and the 

cost. Also, our present economic situation, which 

we will have hyperinflation and devaluation of a 

dollar, is not taken into effect at all. This 

will also result in our tourism, people coming in, 

and also the use of the airport. I think a 

supplementary EIS should be prepared to answer our 

concerns. Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Bobbie Slater, 

Philip Blackman, followed by Scott Wilson. 

Bobbie Slater, she's not here. Philip 

Blackman. 

PHILIP BLACKMAN: Thank you. My name is 

Philip Blackman. I've participated in a number of 

the hearings at the City Council level regarding 

this, over the last several years. What I have 

not seen in the Environmental Impact Statement 

that T believe ought to be there, is a clear 

statement of what has not been studied and what is 

not necessary in the EIS, but that is being left 

to the City Council and to the state government to 

be considering during the construction and during 

the implementation. 

As a specific example, I was told that 

there isn't attention given to the impact on the 

taxpayer for the federal system that will have to 

be put in place to take all the folks that might 

go on to the Navy base without cars, that's really 

the intention of bringing and justifying bringing 

the rail to the airport location. I'll have to 

come from across Nimitz, find a way that currently 

have been accommodated by having hundreds, 
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literally thousands of cars coming each day and 

finding their own place at Pearl Harbor. To 

replace that with a shuttle system is a major 

expense. Just because it can be put in a 

different budget category, doesn't mean it 

shouldn't be made visible to people that are 

ultimately paying it from their tax dollars. 

Also, the FTA, I believe, requires the 

new system to accommodate the same demographic, 

the same kind of service that's being given by 

TheBus, which currently remains the bus services. 

50 percent of the people on the bus don't have a 

driver's license. If that's the same percentage 

that's going to be attracted to the rail ridership 

to meet the best standards for approval by the 

FTA, we'll have a problem because it's not going 

to have but a 50 percent impact on any reduction 

and congestion. 

Also, with the lack of an impact and 

congestion was made a larger issue, the mayor and 

the city emphasized transit-orient development. 

In speaking to the support staff outside, they say 

that's beyond the purview of the EIS, yet 

something that was so well bound with the whole 

idea of we should have it, it was almost like take 
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this piece of candy and call it transit-oriented 

development, realize that it could not occur 

without the rail, and now we're told that its not 

something that is being considered (3-minute 

limit) as its various impacts by the EIS. 

So what's not in here, I'm asking to be 

at least listed very clearly for our policy 

makers, for our City Council, so they can 

recognize that it's being pushed on to them and 

not part of the EIS. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Scott Wilson. 

James McManus, followed by Mike Uechi. 

SCOTT WILSON: Good evening. My name is Scott 

Wilson. T am an architect and planner in private 

practice. I have two comments regarding this 

DEIS. First of all, the overall project is 

supposedly being evaluated, and it should include 

the segments to the University of Hawaii in Manoa 

and to the Diamond Head end of Waikiki, since 

these are part of the system. The environmental 

impact of these segments on their respected 

neighborhood is not addressed at all, in the DEIS. 

For example, I want to show you a simulation that 

was done by Urban Advantage, of Berkeley. This is 

a vendor that has been hired in the past by the 

city, to do simulations of our urban city. This 

is of the King and University station. There's 

obviously an enormous impact on the neighborhood, 

with this proposed system, yet it is not covered 

AR00003751 



at all by the DEIS. 

I would urge that the Environmental 

Impact Statement should cover all impacts of the 

system in its completed form, and it is not 

sufficient to start the project with a partial 

EIS. For this reason, I would say that this 

document is incomplete and should be rejected at 

this time. It should be returned to its authors, 

with the instructions to include impacts caused by 

all project segments. 

Second comment. Section 4.7.3 is 

entitled "Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation." This section consists of a number of 

photo simulations and a table of visual effects. 

There is no mention of the actual ground level 

environment, which will result, by necessity, from 

the imposition of a 30-to-SO-foot-wide swathe of 

concrete overhead. As we all know, the 

environment under a freeway overpass or off-ramp 

is a degraded one, always in shadow, noisy, dirty, 

blighted. I would submit that this DEIS is 

incomplete, on the grounds that it does not 

contain adequate analysis of the ground level 

environment which will be created by this project. 

Thank you. 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: James McManus, Mike 

Uechi, and Michelle Matson. 

JAMES McMANUS: My name is James McManus. 

Good evening, everybody. I moved here in January 

of 1989, and I've been looking to help induce rail 

to be brought to Honolulu, because Honolulu is a 

very beautiful, blessed place. And I use the 

transit system and the bus system, which is very 

good. And lot of people have a fear about the bus 

system being hurt. Its not. The bus system 

would be complemented by the rail. And I really 

feel that the rail should go forward here. 

I know by listening here tonight, there's 

a lot of impact problems with property owners and 
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businesses. But just like any other community, 

and I come from New York, I know a lot of business 

people that were put out, because we have in the 

federal level, what they call right-of-way. And, 

you know, that's what happens as progress goes on. 

And since I've been here, I've seen where the City 

Council at one time, because of Renee Mancho, our 

transit money went to Oregon, and they have a rail 

system up and running on our money that we could 

have had. And Abercrombie went way out of his way 

to get it, now he's done it again, and I don't 

think we should blow this one, because Honolulu is 

going to need it, and it needs it now. 

Because all you need is one accident on 

the Long Island expressway -- excuse me, that's 

where I used to live -- and it becomes a parking 

lot. And you're going to have that on the H-1. 

And even in the local streets, like Ward Avenue, I 

never saw so much traffic. And, you know, it's 

building up so big and to the point where it's 

going to choke itself. And mass transit is an 

asset to this community, if it takes it. But it 

has to do the right thing to the people that live 

here, and this is the people who try to help as 

many people as it can to make it work, because 
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some people are going to get hurt, unfortunately. 

But that's transit. It goes in every community 

across the country, and I really feel Honolulu, 

the time is now, you have to do it, because in the 

last debate they had about the last thing with the 

transit, the students in University of Hawaii were 

begging to please start it at the university and 

work out, but they were denied in that. 

Now (3-minute limit), I just say to the 

committee here, that, please, try and make it 

work, because if it fails this time, Honolulu is 

in for a real problem of traffic. Thank you. I 

appreciate it. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Mike Uechi, 

Michelle Matson, Katherine Kupukaa. 

MIKE UECHI: Thank you very much. My name is 

Mike Uechi, I'm a practicing physician. 

Yesterday, I was pleased to read the Honolulu Rail 

Transit, the street pamphlet that was passed out 

in the newspaper, and the first thing they 

addressed was, how does rail transit help reduce 

traffic congestion. So it says here, that by 

2030, an addition of 750,000 more daily trips are 

expected on Oahu's roads. That impacts H-1 
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because I believe in 2030, we're going to be over 

capacity by 81 percent. 

But the thing that blew me away, was the 

fact that they announced that rail will reduce 

traffic by 11 percent. So just my simple math, we 

were over capacity by 81 percent, and you reduce 

it by 11 percent. So when you're stuck in 

traffic, by 81 percent and you reduce it by 

11 percent, and paying $6 billion and you're still 

stuck in traffic, that's a significant problem, so 

my question is, what happens in 2030, when the 

people in the Leeward corridor and also the 

Central Oahu corridor are still stuck in traffic, 

except worse in 2030. So we need to be addressing 

the problem right now, before the situation 

happens. 

The second thing about this Honolulu rail 

is, how do we expect to pay for it? From what I 

understand, we don't have a penny yet from the 

federal government, and the first penny is going 

to arrive in 2011, which is three years from now. 

So when you say we got guaranteed 925 million in 

the kitty, and we don't have a penny right now, 

what happens when that money is no longer present? 

Who is going to guarantee that we're going to have 
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anywhere close to 1.2 billion that you expect? 

Secondly, since we are in a recession 

right now, what happens when we don't have the 

revenues that are backup of excise tax? What 

happens when both of these source of revenues 

don't pan out? I'm going to ask tie question, 

what happens, then, when we cannot afford to pay 

it? The only source of revenue we have right now 

is property taxes, and if we don't have income, 

that's where we're going to have more trouble. 

Thank you very much. 

-o0o - 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Michelle Matson, 

Katherine Kupukaa, and Bart Travaglio. 

MICHELLE MATSON: Good evening. My name is 

Michelle Matson, and I guess you could say I have 

a family interest in a historic property deeded to 

the state, in trust, in care of the public trust, 

along the proposed route of this vehement blight. 
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One of the most significant adverse 

impacts of the proposed elevated steel-on-steel 

heavy rail system is the irreparable blight, it 

will implant through the vital heart of downtown 

Honolulu, the Waterfront and beyond. This 

obtrusive blight will impact four protected 

registered historic sites along the proposed 

Waterfront route, specifically Aloha Tower, Irwin 

Park, the Dillingham Transportation Building, and 

Mother Waldron Park. 

Because of the city's requirement for 

federal funding for the proposed elevated rail 

project, there must be compliance with Section 106 

of the National Historic Preservation Act and 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 

Act. It will therefore be taken into account that 

such elevated infrastructure blight would be, 

quote, visually incompatible and block the view of 

the historic resource; that is, the scale of the 

infrastructure would overwhelm the resource's 

historic appearance, and would cause the loss of 

integrity of setting, feeling and association of 

these historic sites. The historic view planes to 

the harbor from Bishop Street and the Chinatown 

Historic District will be similarly impacted. 
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It would therefore be a fatal mistake for 

Honolulu's future if the city forces the intrusion 

of elevated transit blight on the Honolulu 

Waterfront and the mauka-makai harbor views. If 

the Downtown Honolulu Waterfront is allowed to be 

impacted by the fatal mistake of elevated guideway 

structure, the vital visual, and indeed historic, 

character and integrity of the waterfront 

centerpiece of downtown and the harbor entrance to 

Honolulu will be lost. One only needs to consider 

the blight created by the Embarcadero Freeway 

along the San Francisco Waterfront, and the 

universal public elation when it was torn down. 

It is time that the City and County of Honolulu 

learns by the mistakes of others before it is too 

late. 

The city also proposes to slam the 

elevated heavy rail route through Kaka'ako 

adjacent to another registered historic site, 

Mother Waldron Park on Halekauwila Street, 

diminishing its historic character and integrity, 

and usefulness and attraction as a vital 

recreational open space for today's growing 

population. The revised Kaka'ako Mauka master 

plan designates Halekauwila Street and its 
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extension to Kamake'e Street as a significant 

promenade street, a pedestrian-friendly boulevard 

with wide tree-lined sidewalks and new human-scale 

residential neighborhood (3-minute limit). 

In conclusion, there are very serious 

public concerns surrounding the city's disregard 

and neglect of the significant adverse impacts of 

an elevated transit route along the Honolulu 

Waterfront specific to the historic sites. This 

badly planned project cannot be allowed to 

overshadow and overpower these significant 

historic sites or destroy the visual character and 

integrity of the vital Downtown Waterfront. Thank 

you. 

-o0o - 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Katherine Kupukaa, 
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Bart Travaglio, followed by Kevin Killeen. 

KATHERINE KUPUKAA: Good evening. I'm 

Katherine Kupukaa, and my choice is to don't 

build, only because the most viable alternative 

was HOT lanes, and that was eliminated in the 

alternative analysis. I guess the authors of the 

Environmental Impact Statement didn't realize how 

Hamehameha Highway is the only highway from 

Central and Leeward Oahu, other than the freeway, 

and during peak hours, the three lanes going 

westbound in the afternoon is just jam packed, 

also buses going, taking the right-hand lane, so I 

can't see you would remove two lanes in the 

medial, to make way for this train track. 

What citizens are frustrated and 

complaining about, is the congestion, and this 

will not eliminate the traffic congestion that is, 

you know, currently going on, on the H-1 Freeway. 

And for the past couple months I've been catching 

the bus, but you can't -- the bus -- for instance, 

today, I caught the bus from Mililani, and the bus 

was half an hour late, so we had to get off the 

bus on Alapai Street and catch another bus, and so 

I was supposed to be here by six o'clock. And so 

my frustration is that, in Mililani, I have to 
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walk half a mile to the bus stop. If I were to 

catch the train, I would catch the No. 52 and go 

all the way to Leeward Community College to catch 

a train. I don't think you people who don't catch 

the bus realize that you have to wait half an hour 

here, half an hour there. Like today, I caught 

the bus in the morning and I could accomplish only 

two of my errands, but I just have to go home 

because I had to be here tonight to testify. 

There are other concerns that I have, and 

I brought this up at the last transit meeting, and 

till this date, it was never answered. T posed 

the question of the bus ridership from Leeward 

Oahu to Ala Moana Shopping Center (3-minute 

limit), because why are we building this train if 

there aren't -- there's not going to be the 

ridership going from Leeward and Central Oahu to 

Ala Moana Shopping Center, and even to the 

University of Hawaii. This is my concern anyway. 

Thank you. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Bart Travaglio, 

followed by Kevin Killeen and Gary O'Donnell. 

BART TRAVAGLIO: Good evening. My name is 

Bart Travaglio, and I've been very fortunate to be 

employed with the travel business here in Hawaii 

for the last 35 years. I spent a lot of time on 

motor coaches. I don't think enough service has 

been given to a bus service, an adequate bus 

service and one that runs efficiently. 

I'd like to pose this question to you: 

How many of you people have come here tonight on 

the bus? That person, how many will ride the 

train? 

On this island, people don't ride trains. 

I spend on a bus with 50 people. 1 apologize for 

the exhaust, but our perfect footprint, 

individually, is rather small. But, I look at the 

road, on the freeway during the middle of the peak 

hours. One person in a car. One person in a car. 

I travel the other way, two people in the HOV 

lane. 

You want an answer to your system, try 
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making the bus more efficient. It will be much 

more economical. The new buses they could bring 

in, don't make them like the city buses. Put them 

like the passenger buses that I take to work. 

Fifty seats, comfortable. You get on the bus, you 

could do work on the way into our office, and you 

go home. Problem is, people don't just go to 

their office. From their office, they go here, 

they go there, they go here, they go there, they 

do it on the way in, they do it on the way out. 

They're going to be doing the same, when you spend 

a billion dollars on a train. 

It's not in the mind of the people here 

to take it, but if you make it convenient, it 

could work. If you put 50 buses more out there, 

that whole 50 people, and you put the buses in the 

HOV lane with 	50 people on them instead of two, 

it could work. If you make your system designed 

so the timing is as effective as it is in 

Switzerland, people will know the buses are going 

to be here. And for the other people that said 

this, and it's just the frustration, buses will 

work, and you gotta give 'em a chance. And when 

you bring the new buses in, you power them with 

propane. There's tons of it, and it's cheap. 
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Your cost of your train, electric, how are you 

going to produce the electric? Our best hope for 

something like that, is to get one of the retired 

nuclear subs, put them in Pearl Harbor and furnish 

the electricity for this site. That's actually 

our best hope. Okay? But, otherwise, you gotta 

make the electricity to power the train (3-minute 

limit). Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. I 

appreciate your listening. 

-o0o- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Kevin Killeen, 

followed by Gary O'Donnell. 

KEVIN KILLEEN: Hi. My name is Kevin Killeen, 

and I agree with guys who say there's no best 

service. Improve the first-rate bus service. I'm 

also concerned about the propaganda that's used, 

the claim that the traffic will be reduced, future 

congestion. Because the media is a little bit 

lazy, they reprint stuff like that a couple days 

before the election, and I think people should 

realize traffic is going to be a lot worse. 

And the other propaganda claiming that 

the Sierra Club endorses the train, that might be 

true that they had a national report, but the 

local Sierra Club said they support it if certain 

conditions are met. They wanted the at-grade 

level. They wanted downtown service, U.H. service 
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first, and they wanted it done in light rail, not 

heavy rail. So I believe the executive board of 

the Sierra Club notified DTS that they don't have 

a position of supporting the rail. And I see that 

they're still implying that in these brochures 

that they're handing out, so, I don't blame DTS. 

That's the contractors that you have, working for 

you. But I'd appreciate it if they made it clear 

that traffic is going to be worse with the rail, 

and that Sierra Club did not endorse the rail. 

Thank you. 

-o0o - 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Gary O'Donnell. 

GARY O'DONNELL: Aloha. I'm Gary O'Donnell. 

I have a master's in urban design from Pratt 

Institute, and I have lived and worked in Honolulu 

since 1985. Overall, I support the system and I 

thank you for your work on the EIS. However, I 

would support a different system over the route 

chosen, such as Vineyard Boulevard. This would 

help address some of the issues with going past 

historic sites, and the downtown area, and 

Chinatown, and it would also alleviate some of the 

issues of the visual impact along the Waterfront. 

I think there should be a secondary 

system, on-grade, that will take people with more 

stops in the inner cities, such as on Hotel 
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Street. And since we are a tourist destination 

and we get a large part of economy from tourism, 

we should have it go to the airport first, rather 

than Salt Lake, and T would prefer that we start 

this system in the downtown area. 

I understand one of the problems is 

getting 40 acres of land near the downtown area, 

where the construction lay-down area. I would 

suggest taking a look at Shafter Flats, if you 

haven't done so already, or possibly swapping out 

the park along Lagoon Drive there, as you 

approach, come out under the viaduct on Nimitz. 

Basically, we're not going to have enough 

room to put all the cars on the road in 50 years 

from now. Population keeps growing, the way it 

has in the of the last 50 years. And the cost, 

the $4 billion, when I hear about the hundreds of 

billions of dollars being spent in Washington, 

D.C., it's really a small amount, even if it went 

to $8 billion, I would still support the rail, and 

thank you very much. T appreciate your time and 

your effort on this. 

-o0o - 
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NEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. That's 

the end of the registered speakers. Is anyone 

else present who would like to provide a comment 

on the project issues? 

If you haven't signed in to present your 

testimony, then please state your full name and 

address, for the record. Anyone else? I'm sorry, 

you already -- yes, of course, please. You wish 

to testify? 

RICHARD KAWANO: Yes. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please step to the 

mike. Name and address, please, for the record. 
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RICHARD KAWANO: Richard Kawano, and my 

address is 1420 Victoria Street, 803. I'd like to 

speak in support of the project. I've lived here 

since '64. I have concerns. I've listened to the 

people who have concerns about the cost, but 1 

voted for it during the election, as the majority 

of us did, and 1 do believe it's necessary, its 

not a magic bullet, I know it's not going to solve 

all the problems, but with the traffic congestion, 

with the population that's going to be going on, 

we need to give the people a fair alternative. 

And President-elect °barna is talking about large 

infrastructure problems and you gotta look at it 

from the economic point of view. You know, less 

tourists are coming here, we're going to be 

impacted by that, and they're talking nationally 

about major infrastructure improvements across the 

country, and as an economic stimulus for a lot of 

these areas that are being severely impacted by 

unemployment and those things there, so it will 

be -- I think it's going to be good for the 

economy. I think it will have a positive impact 

on transit time for people who have to come in 

from Kapolei, all those houses out there. 

I live right here in town. I'll never be 
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using it, but I still think, as a community, we 

need to support this thing, not just -- and then 

we've built H-3. So I do strongly support the 

project, and I hope it gets started. The sooner 

we get this started, the less expensive it will be 

for all us taxpayers. And, finally, this needs to 

be done with excellent management. This project 

needs to come in on time and on budget, you know, 

in the worst-case scenario, if it takes 

significantly longer and if it ends up double or 

triple, like H-3 did. So the opponents have to be 

listened to, and their concerns have to be 

addressed. Thank you very much. 

-o0o- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'll call for more 

testimony, not previously testified people, but 

any who haven't done? Yes, please step up. 

Please, your name and address, for the 

record. 

EVE ANDERSON: Good evening. I'm Eve 

Anderson. My address is P.O. Box 25550, Honolulu, 

96825. I'm concerned that the public, general 

public that's concerned about this project hasn't 
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had time and will not have time to read the 

document. I just picked up one tonight. I'm 

wondering if there is a possibility for you to 

push the deadline out to, let's say, February 7th? 

Let everybody get through the Christmas holidays 

and New year's and things. 

And I'd really like to have you, as our 

expert, to go on T.V. and talk about the document. 

You can do maybe five presentations, take them 

section by section so more people can understand 

it, 'cause there ain't gonna be very many people 

in the general community that will get a document, 

or go to the library, or sit in front of a 

computer for 400-and-some pages worth. I know 

during the earlier times, you had a lot of ads on 

T.V. and radio, and doing all this to inform the 

people, so I think it would be very time and money 

well spent if you or somebody who designate an 

expert to discuss this document that's huge, so 

that's my concern. 

-000- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anybody else wish 

to testify? 

With nobody else interested is providing 

the testimony or comments, I conclude this 

hearing. 

Go ahead. 

ROBERT CRONE: My name is Robert Crone. My 
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address is 218 Kuupua Street, in Kailua. First, I 

want to say that T support the position of the 

American Institute of Architects. I think in 

addition to the oral testimony given, there are 

some very good information in their written 

testimony that we should take heed of. The point 

that I would like to bring out today, is that 

Honolulu, according to the U.S. Census, is the 

52nd largest city in the United States, as far as 

metropolitan population, and 47th largest city 

with relationship to its urban population. Unlike 

some literature that was put out in relation to 

the transit, there are no cities smaller than 

Honolulu that built rail transit systems. All the 

cities are larger than Honolulu. 

The third rail systems, like we're 

contemplating here, which does not allow at-grade, 

have been built by maybe cities in the top 12 

cities in the country. All the cities between 

that point and where we are down in No. 50, have 

built light rail systems. They built systems that 

have overhead wires rather than the third rail, 

which allows them to be overhead at-grade or 

underground. And they've all put them primarily 

at-grade, with some places overhead or underground 
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or they needed to, in order to pass freeways and 

things like that. 

I think it's physically and totally 

irresponsible for us to think that, as the 52nd 

largest city in the country, our population can 

afford to support a system of this kind, of a 

grade separated system and the extra expense. The 

at-grade system is much more economical and why 

it's been chosen by approximately 20 cities, 

between the 12th largest and the 50th largest. 

I think that regarding the construction, 

regarding the operation of it, and regarding the 

maintenance of it, these are going to be financial 

burdens that our community is going to have for 

many, many years, and we are burdening ourselves, 

our children and our grandchildren with this 

thing, and I think that in the future, it would 

just always be seen as something that, 

financially, bankrupt has been noted. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else wish to 

testify? 

With nobody else interested in providing 

comment, I conclude this hearing at 7:29. Thank 

you for your time and interest in the project. 

-o0o- 
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STATE OF HAWAII 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
) 

I, Elsie Terada, Certified Shorthand 
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Reporter, Certificate No. 437, for the State of 

Hawaii, hereby certify: 

I am the person that stenographically 

recorded the proceedings. 

The foregoing transcript is a true record 

of said proceedings. 

Dated this 26th day of December, 2008, in 

Honolulu, Hawaii. 

ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Notary Public, State of Hawaii 

My Commission Expires: 4-07-2010 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332489 

Mr. Fred Abe 
855 Makahiki Way, #301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Abe: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments regarding the Project are noted. However, alternatives that relied only 
on bus transit were evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase and shown to be less 
effective than the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes 
those findings. 

As described in Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS, enhanced bus service with a fleet of 
765 buses was considered as part of the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 
during the Alternatives Analysis process. It was documented throughout the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (2006b) and rejected because it would have provided little transit benefit, albeit 
for little cost. The type of bus used would not affect the overall findings. To serve the higher 
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Very truly ours, 

A 7 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. Fred Abe 
Page 2 

level of transit use in the study corridor, the higher-capacity fixed guideway alternative was 
determined to be more cost-effective. Other areas of Oahu outside the study corridor are 
proposed to be served with improved bus service. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332490 

Mr. John Kato 
910 Pumehana Street 
Apartment G 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Kato: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, 
the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will cany the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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Very trui yours, 

WAYNEY YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Mr. John Kato 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336966 

Mr. Sidney Char 
American Institute of Architects 
Honolulu Chapter 
119 Merchant Street, Suite 402 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Char: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual 
and aesthetic assessment presented in the Draft and Final EISs. It is acknowledged that the 
guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with Chinatown's historic character. In addition, 
views in Downtown and the other areas, including protected mauka-makai views, will be blocked 
and some views will change, resulting in substantial visual effects. Section 4.8 of the Final EIS 
further assesses protected mauka-rnakai views from what was presented in the Draft EIS (see 
Tables 4-10 through 4-14 and Figures 4-39 through 4-50). The assessment acknowledges that 
some view obstructions and changes to views will be unavoidable and substantial. They will be 
most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby or in the foreground of views. 
This includes views for those who travel near the alignment. The degree of visual effect will 
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Mr. Sidney Char 
Page 2 

vary with the alignment orientation, guideway and station height, and height of surrounding 
buildings and trees, along with the viewer's expectations of view quality. It is also noted that the 
Project will conflict with Revised Ordinance of Honolulu (ROH) Section 24-1.4 where project 
elements, such as the guideway, will block protected mauka-makai view corridors. View 
changes are not likely to be obtrusive in wider vistas or regional panoramic views where the 
project elements serve as smaller components of the larger landscape. Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS includes more detail on measures to minimize negative visual effects. 

The Project will have a positive effect on community, social, economic, and natural 
resources in a number of ways. With a net reduction of more than 40,000 cars a day taken off 
Oahu's crowded highways by 2030, the Project will provide a transportation benefit to the 
community as a whole—even to those who never use the system. The high-quality transit 
access will serve major transit-dependent communities in Honolulu linking jobs with affordable 
housing and will help focus future growth into existing and planned urban areas. The City is 
working with communities to plan the areas around stations to attract high quality mixed-use 
development that will create opportunities for affordable housing and accessible jobs in an 
environment well suited to walking, bicycling, and transit use. This will expand economic and 
social opportunities to those without access to a car and allow families to save money otherwise 
budgeted for transportation. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
this Project, thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of 
the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 

In response to your second comment, as discussed in the Final EIS Section 2.5.4 Safety 
and Security Measures, a project-specific Safety and Security Management Plan has been 
developed in accordance with FTA requirements to define the safety and security activities and 
methods for identifying, evaluating, and resolving potential safety hazards and security 
vulnerabilities of the system. It establishes responsibility and accountability for safety and 
security during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, construction, testing, and start-up 
phases of the Project. The Honolulu Police Department, the Honolulu Fire Department, the 
Honolulu Department of Emergency Management, and the Honolulu Emergency Services 
Department have been involved in preparing and will be part of implementing the plan. The 
plan addresses public safety and security concerns, including threats and hazards associated 
with the Project, specific issues that were identified through community outreach efforts, and 
design and architectural details to enhance safety. 
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The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street (Figure 2-4). 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and could potentially affect more burial sites than any of the 
other alternatives considered. The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel 
under King Street, was not selected because of the environmental effects, such as impacts to 
cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-
grade and tunnel sections, which would cost an additional $300 million. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). The need for the Project includes 
improving corridor transit mobility and reliability. The at-grade alignment would not meet the 
Project's Purpose and Need because it could not satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of 
the Project (see bullets below). Some of the technical considerations associated with an at-
grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability—The short, 200-foot (or less) blocks 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Under 
ideal operational circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic five minute 
headways. Based on travel forecasts, the Project should support approximately 
8,000 passengers in the peak hour by 2030. Moreover, the Project can be readily 
expanded to carry over 25,000 in each direction by reducing the interval between 
trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the peak period. To reach a comparable 
system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a 
fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's 
passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. Even with transit 
signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an 
elevated guideway. An at-grade system would travel at slower speeds due to the 
shorter blocks, tight and short radius curves in places within the constrained and 
congested Downtown street network, the need to obey traffic regulations (e.g., 
traffic signals), and potential conflicts with other at-grade activity, including cars, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. These effects mean longer travel times and far less 
reliability than a fully grade-separated system. None of these factors affects an 
elevated rail system. The elevated rail can travel at its own speed any time of 
the day regardless of weather, traffic, or the need to let cross traffic proceed at 
intersections. 
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• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts— The Project will run at three minute headways. 
However, three-minute headways with an at-grade system would prevent 
effective coordination of traffic signals in the delicately balanced signal network in 
downtown Honolulu. A disruption of traffic signal cycle coordination every three 
minutes would severely affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the at-grade 
rail system by reducing the headway to 90 seconds, which would only 
exacerbate the signalization problem. An at-grade system would require removal 
of two or more existing traffic lanes on affected streets. This effect is significant 
and would exacerbate congestion. Congestion would not be isolated to the 
streets that cross the at-grade alignment but, instead, would spread throughout 
Downtown. The Final EIS shows that the Project's impact on traffic will be 
isolated and minimal with the elevated rail, and, in fact will reduce system-wide 
traffic delay by 18 percent compared to the No Build Alternative (Table 3-14 in 
the Final EIS). The elevated guideway will require no removal of existing through 
travel lanes, while providing a reliable travel alternative. When traffic slows, or 
even stops due to congestion or incidents, the elevated rail transit will continue to 
operate without delay or interruption. 

An at-grade light rail system with continuous tracks in-street would create major 
impediments to turning movements, many of which would have to be closed to 
eliminate a crash hazard. Even where turning movements are designed to be 
accommodated, at-grade systems experience potential collision problems. In 
addition, mixing at-grade fixed guideway vehicles with cars, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians presents a much higher potential for conflicts compared to grade-
separated conditions. Where pedestrian and automobiles cross the tracks in the 
street network, particularly in areas of high activity (e.g., station areas or 
intersections), there is a risk of collisions involving trains that does not exist with 
an elevated system. There is evidence of crashes between trains and cars and 
trains and pedestrians on other at-grade systems throughout the country (e.g., 
Phoenix, Houston, LA). This potential would be high in the Chinatown and 
Downtown neighborhoods, where the number of pedestrians is high and the 
aging population presents a particular risk. 

• Construction Impacts—Constructing an at-grade rail system could have more 
effects than an elevated system in a number of ways. The wider and continuous 
footprint of an at-grade rail system compared to an elevated rail system (which 
touches the ground only at discrete column foundations, power substations, and 
station accessways) increases the potential of utility conflicts and impacts to 
sensitive cultural resources. In addition, the extra roadway lanes utilized by an 
at-grade system would result in increased congestion or require that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. 
Additionally, the duration of short-term construction impacts to the community 
and environment with an at-grade system would be considerably greater than 
with an elevated system. Because of differing construction techniques, more 
lanes would need to be continuously closed for at-grade construction and the 
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closures would last longer than with elevated construction. This would result in a 
greater disruption to business and residential access, prolonged exposure to 
construction noise, and traffic impacts. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require further analysis. 

The resources and costs associated with construction and operation of an elevated 
system have been considered in project planning. As evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, an 
underground system would be the least cost-effective option. An at-grade system in the 
Downtown area would not meet project requirements for rapid, safe, and reliable operations. 
The system will be constructed and operated in a sustainable manner using best practices and 
will result in a reduction in total energy demand on the island. 

In response to your final comment, the Project's chosen technology ensures speed, 
reliability, and efficiency and is the only one that allows an automated, driverless system. As 
such, it will have a lower operating cost and attract the highest ridership of all technologies 
examined. As discussed previously, at-grade operation would require a fenced right-of-way 
with no crossings, which is not possible to construct in the Downtown area. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-332493 

Mr. Ralph Bruinsslot, AIA 
P.O. Box 4151 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96812 

Dear Mr Bruinsslot: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The US Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEI3A) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 different 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. As 
identified on pages 4-23 and 4-24 of the Screening Memorandum,  four different alignments 
through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis, including an at-grade portion 
along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway 
and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
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the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with a tunnel under King Street through Downtown, in addition to the 
environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and 
property acquisition requirements of the at-grade section, would cost over $500 million more 
than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) in 
Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to prevent 
stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Even with transit signal 
priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an elevated 
guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic 5 minute headways. 
Based on travel forecasts, the Project will need to carry approximately 8,000 passengers 
by 2030. Moreover, the system can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in each 
direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the 
peak period. To preserve a comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-
grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all 
obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  With the planned three-minute headways, the short cycle of 
traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there 
would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds. 

• Construction Impacts:  An at-grade system would consume two or more lanes of 
existing roadway, resulting in increased congestion or requiring that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. This would 
also have greater construction impacts and potentially affect cultural practices and 
burials to a greater extent than the placement of discrete column foundations for an 
elevated structure. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

The visual setting for the Project was considered in the visual and aesthetic analysis 
presented in the Draft and Final EISs. Several additional simulations and analysis of impacts 
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based on public comments received during the Draft EIS public comment period have been 
added to Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. It is acknowledged in both the Draft and Final EISs that 
some views Downtown will be blocked and some views will change substantially. Overall, the 
Project will be set in an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in 
scales of structures are typical. As stated in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, the measures listed 
below will be included with the Project to minimize adverse visual effects and enhance the 
visual and aesthetic opportunities that the Project will create. 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City's transit-oriented development (TOD) 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 
plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

In addition, the Project will provide passengers with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-332497 

Mr. Herb Rothouse 
1910 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Rothouse: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides the Cost and Financial Analysis for the Project. The 
capital cost estimate for the Project is presented in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS. Estimated cost in 
Year-of-Expenditure dollars is approximately $5,120 million. The costs follow the structure and 
requirements of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, "Adding substantial passenger capacity with 
more buses is not feasible in some key locations along the system because of roadway capacity 
constraints. Choke points occur in Downtown Honolulu during the a.m. peak period, especially 
at the merger of North Beretania, North King, and Liliha Streets, and Dillingham Boulevard and 
along Hotel Street. King Street has been used to introduce new service in recent years due to 
the capacity limitation of Hotel Street; however, choke points occur at the Chinatown bus stops 
and at the Punchbowl Street and King Street stops. Buses often must wait to move into an 
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open and safe boarding position. Continuing to add additional service to King Street without 
major physical improvements would add to the gridlock in this corridor, deteriorate transit 
service, and complicate pedestrian and traffic safety issues. In the p.m. peak period, choke 
points occur along Beretania Street, Hotel Street, Nimitz Highway, and Ala Moana Boulevard in 
the Downtown area." 

Lastly, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and 
modified to coordinate with the rail system. Some existing bus routes will be altered or 
eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Buses 
removed from service in the study corridor will be shifted to service in other parts of the island. 
Certain local routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest 
rail station. A description of the future bus network, including route numbers and frequencies, is 
included in Appendix D of the Final EIS, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 fRT9109-332499 

Mr. Leslie A. Among 
1720 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Suite E103 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Among: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are 
discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the 
future extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under 
Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis 
is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and PTA. If the extensions are proposed for implementation in the 
future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken 
at that time. Bus service between Ala Moana Center and these destinations will be enhanced 
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until those extensions are built. Nonetheless, your suggestions on routing could be considered 
at such time the extensions to University and Waikiki move forward. 

As presented at the end of Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, the planned extension to UH 
Manoa is included as an illustrative project in the ORTP (0ahu 1ñPO 2007) and is anticipated by 
DTS to be completed some time prior to 2030 as a separate project that would receive its own 
detailed environmental review. Conceptually, the route described in the Draft EIS is feasible, 
but preliminary engineering alignment work was not completed for the Draft EIS. The 
preliminary engineering work will be performed in concert with the full environmental review. 
The environmental review will allow the public to present their ideas for alternatives, such as the 
one you proposed in your testimony. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336969 

Mr. Richard Ubersax 
41-1013 Laumilo Street 
VVaimanalo, Hawaii 96795 

Dear Mr. Ubersax: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Table 6-2 in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Analysis 
Report presents estimated cost-effectiveness for the "20-mile" Fixed Guideway Transit 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center ($22. 75 per hour of user benefit) and for the 
"full-corridor" Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative from Kapolei to UH Manoa ($22.11 per hour of 
user benefit). Both alternatives were under the $22.99 threshold for a rating of "Medium" at the 
time the report was issued. 

The Draft EIS only reports estimates of cost-effectiveness for those Build Alternatives 
addressed in the document, namely three Fixed Guideway Transit Alternatives from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana 
Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The 
future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed 
in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However the future 
extensions are not part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under 
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Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis 
is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future 
extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project 
studied in the Final EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the 
extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed 
action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for 
implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate 
alternatives will be undertaken at that time. FTA's current threshold for a "Medium" rating is 
$23.99 expressed in 2009 dollars. A cost-effectiveness analysis was not performed for these 
extensions in the Draft EIS as they are not part of the Project. 

The difference in the cost-effectiveness index reported in the Draft EIS and the 
Alternatives Analysis is related to a more thorough development of user benefits, In Chapter 7 
of the Draft EIS, user benefits are calculated based on travel demand modeling, which was 
completed in accordance with specific FTA requirements. In this case, there were additional 
benefits above those identified in the Alternatives Analysis that accrue to the Project in areas 
not directly related to ridership figures. The cost-effectiveness calculation has been reviewed 
by the FTA and found to have been developed consistent with its guidance. 

The "Project," for purposes of the FTA in the Draft EIS, is the 20-mile alignment between 
East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. The planned extensions are not part of the Draft EIS 
because they are not part of the Project being evaluated. They are included in the cumulative 
effects analysis in Sections 3.6 and 4.1 of the Draft EIS. 

At such time that funding is made available for these extensions, a new EIS or other 
environmental documentation will be prepared that will consider the cost-effectiveness of these 
projects. They will be subject to the same requirements and scrutiny as applied to the current 
EIS process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tru yours, 

41,  

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT91090-332500 

Mr. Chris Dolph 
400 Hobron Lane 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Dolph: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides a financial analysis for the Project. Also, as stated in 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, the Project will generate an average of about 10,000 jobs per 
year over the nine-year construction period. The Project is consistent with proposals at the 
national level to stimulate public works activities to create employment opportunities. 

The concepts, which you discuss in your comment letter, are discussed as the Managed 
Lane Alternative in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. In "Chapter 2– Alternatives Considered" of the 
Alternative Analysis report, November 2007, as well as in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of 
the Final EIS, two options were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative—two-direction 
and reversible. This alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between 
Waipahu and Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds 
for transit and high-occupancy vehicles (HO Vs). The Two-Direction Option would have served 
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express buses operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds 
in the Two-Direction Option, it would be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of 
HOVs using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would be allowed to use 
the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have to pay a toll. The 
Reversible Option was found be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed 
Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to 
mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency. 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, systemwide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total island-wide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating 
an increase in systemwide congestion (Table 2-2, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of transit 
service that would serve as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of transit-
user benefits for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times higher than 
that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative, the Managed Lane Alternative would not have substantially improved service 
or access to transit for transit-dependent communities. No funding sources were identified for 
the Managed Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes Alternative would pay 
for ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues would be used to repay debt 
incurred to construct the system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have 
resulted in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. 
Because the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study 
corridor (approximately 16 miles compared to the 20 miles served by the fixed guideway), it 
would have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, 
cultural, and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane 
Alternative would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have 
extended a shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated 
structure, with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 
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In addition, the TSM Alternative studied during the Alternatives Analysis increased bus 
service. The alternative included express bus service that operated as bus rapid transit in 
existing facilities. Bus frequencies would have been increased during peak periods to provide 
improved service for work-related trips, particularly from developing areas. The bus fleet was 
assumed to increase from 525 to 765 buses, and park-and-ride lots were assumed at West 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Waipio, and Aloha Stadium. The TSM Alternative would have 
improved transit travel times, but it would have done little to improve corridor mobility and travel 
reliability. Roadway congestion also would not have been alleviated. Because buses are 
subject to the same congestion faced by car drivers, they cannot respond effectively to 
demands for better mobility or reliability. These effects of congestion are detailed in Chapter 3 
of the Final EIS. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, "Adding substantial passenger capacity with 
more buses is not feasible in some key locations along the system because of roadway capacity 
constraints. Choke points occur in Downtown Honolulu during the a.m. peak period, especially 
at the merger of North Beretania, North King, and Liliha Streets, and Dillingham Boulevard and 
along Hotel Street. King Street has been used to introduce new service in recent years due to 
the capacity limitation of Hotel Street; however, choke points occur at the Chinatown bus stops 
and at the Punchbowl Street and King Street stops. Buses often must wait to move into an 
open and safe boarding position. Continuing to add additional service to King Street without 
major physical improvements would add to the gridlock in this corridor, deteriorate transit 
service, and complicate pedestrian and traffic safety issues. In the p.m, peak period, choke 
points occur along Beretania Street, Hotel Street, Nimitz Highway, and Ala Moana Boulevard in 
the Downtown area. Several routes, including CountryExpress! Routes C, D, and E are 
projected to be overloaded in 2030. Increasing frequency would require headways at five 
minutes or less. Further, the downtown street network cannot support the number of buses that 
would be required to meet projected demand." 

Schedules cannot be guaranteed because of congestion, and many buses will have to 
pass up passengers as they fill to capacity during critical times (as happens now). Adding 
buses could help minimize the number of passengers left behind but will not address the 
schedule adherence issue. 

Furthermore, from an energy and cost perspective, buses are less efficient in carrying a 
given number of riders than a fixed guideway. Buses also face very real space limitations in 
some parts of the City. The number of buses that would be required to carry the same number 
or riders that will use the fixed guideway in the Downtown area would be impossible to fit onto 
downtown streets. TheBus is a successful system and is the most efficiently used system in the 
U.S. based on information from the National Transit Database. Still, by itself based on the 
analysis conducted for the Alternatives Analysis, it is not a solution to solve the existing and 
anticipated congestion in Honolulu. 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and modified to 
coordinate with the rail system. Some existing bus routes will be altered or eliminated to reduce 
duplication of service. Buses removed from service in the study corridor will be shifted to other 
parts of the island. Certain local routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest rail station. Total travel time, including transfers to bus, will be the 
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same as today or less. A description of existing and future bus routes, including frequencies, is 
included in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Providing free bus travel during peak hours would not support the Purpose and Need of 
the Project. Buses are already crowded during peak hours and making them free would 
exacerbate this problem while reducing revenue that could be used to support expansion of the 
system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332505 

Mr. Steve Scott 
1212 Kona Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While there are 199 properties affected at a cost of $157 million in 2009 dollars 
(Table 6-1 in the Final EIS), most of the Project will be built in the median of existing public 
roadways. The vast majority of the acquisitions are narrow strips of property along the affected 
roadways. The $157 million estimate for right-of-way acquisition is based on comparisons of 
property values in the general area, not typically on individual properties. 

Appendix C in the Final EIS shows the full and partial acquisitions near the corner of 
Piikoi and Kona Street. As design progresses, there will be a better understanding as to the 
extent to which properties along Kona Street will be affected. Project staff will be working with 
all affected property owners as the Project progresses. 
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As detailed in Section 1.1.2 of the Draft EIS, and as approved by the City Council with 
Resolution 07-039, the Project extends from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project, as 
addressed in the Draft EIS, matches the limits established in Resolution 07-039. Termination of 
the Project at Ala Moana Center has been public since Resolution 07-039. The Project has 
been designed to allow for an extension to climb over the Ala Moana Center parking garage that 
is immediately beyond the end of the Project. The only subsequent change was the decision by 
the City Council to recommend the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for the First 
Project. The alignment decisions for the future extensions would be made through a separate 
environmental review process that would include public involvement at the time the extensions 
are proposed for implementation, once funding is available. 

Future extensions are not precluded by the Project identified in the Draft and Final ElSs. 
The 35-foot-high station at Ala Moana Center is a practical terminus for the Project, which will 
serve the shopping center and area properties. In the future, when funding is available, the 
extension would be designed to best accommodate the possibilities available at that time. The 
high level option over the shopping center is still available and does not obviate the need for the 
35-foot option built now. There are operating plans for the system that will continue to rely on 
the 35-foot station even after an extension is built. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter, Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336975 

Mr. Bryan Hoernig 
1211 Kona Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Mr. Hoernig: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal. 

As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS: Where relocations will occur, compensation 
will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. The measures related to acquisitions and 
relocations include the following: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
and business sites within the means of individuals or businesses. 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 
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• Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or 
organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly 
and equitably. 

Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be affected by the Project, 
coordination will occur with the landowner, and these property features will be replaced, 
restored, and/or the property owner will be compensated. 

The notice you received was to inform you of the possibility that your property may be 
affected. As design progresses, there will be a better understanding as to the extent to which 
properties along Kona Street will be affected. Project staff will be working with all affected 
property owners as the Project progresses. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

VeVrul yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-332509 

Mr. Terry ConIan 
1535 Punahou Street, #704 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr ConIan 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The EIS is a disclosure and decision-making document; it is not a work plan for long-
range evaluation. Project goals and objectives are described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, though it is understood that ridership will be low 
until the line reaches more critical destinations closer to downtown, construction will begin 
between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in 
phases to accomplish the following: 
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• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, several alignments were evaluated during 
the Alternatives Analysis process. One evaluated alignment was the historic OR&L line. A 
combination of issues, including utilities that have been placed in the right-of-way, poor location 
in several places, and the previous loss of the right-of-way in several locations all contributed to 
the elimination of that option. Every attempt is being made to minimize property takes and 
dislocations along the proposed right-of-way, and this is one reason for the decision to elevate 
the guideway. 

A travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization was used to determine which guideway stations will have the highest demand of 
people driving to access the transit system. While there are more than 4,100 spaces identified 
as part of the Project, the experience with park-and-ride facilities in Honolulu to date is limited. 
Generally, it has been found that parking facilities are underused. The lots contained in the 
Project are located toward the Ewa end of the route and are based on consideration of parking 
demand using the travel demand forecasting model for the year 2030. Further, the projected 
mode of access shares were compared to observed data from several Mainland areas, notably 
San Diego. Given the history of park-and-ride use on the island, it seems prudent to evaluate 
any need for additional or larger facilities on the basis of empirical experience rather than 
commit substantial additional funding now. Any need for additional parking at the four stations 
with park-and-ride facilities or other locations would best be determined once experience is 
gained about their use. 

The luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to 
allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers. In 
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response to your last point, the Final EIS contains additional information about several aspects 
of the Project. Many of these changes are a result of public comments received on the Draft 
EIS. Please see the first section of each Chapter for a description of changes since the Draft 
EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-335714 

Ms. Amy Kimura 
1310 Heulu Street, #1002 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Ms. Kimura; 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The corridor from Kapolei to UI-I Manoa (i.e., the study corridor) is well suited for the 
fixed guideway project, In 2000. 63 percent of Oahu's population of 876,200 and 80 percent of 
its 501 .100 jobs were located within the study corridor By 2030, these distributions will 
increase to 69 percent of the population and 83 percent of the employment as development 
continues to be concentrated into the Primary Urban Corridor and Ewa Development Plan 
areas. As stated in Section 1.3.1 of the Final EIS, 2,036,000, or 73 percent, of the 
approximately 2,790,000 islandwide daily trips, and 350,000, or 64 percent, of the 544,000 a.m. 
peak-period work-related trips are currently generated within the study corridor. The study 
corridor attracts an even higher percentage of islandwide work-related trips with 446,000, or 82 
percent, of a.m. peak-period work-related trips having destinations within the study corridor .  
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The EIS assumes that fares for all transit modes, including the fixed guideway line and 
TheBus, will be the same with a fare structure similar to today. Zone fares or distance-based 
fares are not assumed. The EIS also assumes that the City's current policy will remain in effect 
(I, e., that fare revenues will pay for between 27 and 33 percent of annual operating and 
maintenance costs). 

As described in Section 6.4.2 of the Final EIS, "The fare structure for the fixed guideway 
is assumed to follow the current bus fare structure, with transfers between modes assumed to 
be free." Current users of the TheBus with its fare structure for limited income populations will 
be able to transfer onto or directly access the fixed guideway system with their current bus 
passes or one-way fare. Since the fare structure is assumed to be the same and that transit-
dependent households will experience a substantial time benefit (as shown in Figure 3-5 of the 
Final EIS), the combination of a consistent fare structure across modes coupled with a decrease 
in travel time is anticipated to attract motorists out of their cars. Fares are anticipated to 
increase with inflation and the cost of automobile ownership, and use is anticipated to increase 
at or above the rate of general inflation. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Operating and maintenance costs will be 
paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. It is anticipated that with an integrated 
bus and rail system in place that a slightly higher percentages of the City's operating budget will 
be used for transit than is currently the case. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

t 	ours, Ver4  

4 ( 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332653 

Mr. Tom Heinrich 
2426 Armstrong Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822-1932 

Dear Mr. Heinrich: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS includes an evaluation of the cumulative effects of the Project 
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. The Project extensions, which 
would include a rail line to UH Manna, are considered foreseeable projects, although no design 
or construction is planned until funding can be identified. The Project has logical termini at 
East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be 
constructed in the future. The future extensions to West Kapo/ei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki. 
and UH Manna are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
Final EIS: however the future extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required 
to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, 
environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal agency. 
Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, they are 
not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
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they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future 
extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the 
extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. When the planned 
extensions are evaluated in the future, a range of alternatives will be fully evaluated for each of 
them, including this extension. Because of the lack of engineering design for the future 
extensions, only a general analysis can be completed at this time. 

Regarding concerns about the station design in 	the assessment of visual effect 
due to the Project, as described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the 
visual landscape and viewer responses to those changes. This includes consideration of the 
existing development along the Project alignment. As noted, the Project does not yet extend to 
the University so views and design for that segment are not included. Nonetheless, as part of 
the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) 
that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, 
guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted 
architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the guideway and its 
surrounding environment, Landscape and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential 
visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. These would be applied to a future University 
segment also. 

Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project will be developed through the 
station design and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines were 
first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and Permitting 
(DPP). The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood 
characteristics of the communities served by the stations. So, any concepts developed for 
consideration at this stage are premature. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project and in future 
extensions to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic 
opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOO planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway. 

As stated in Section 4.2.1 of the Final EIS, the Project was evaluated to assess whether 
it will be consistent with adopted transportation and urban development plans. This includes the 
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Primary Urban Center development plans. Section 4.2.2 of the Final EIS states that 
development plans for the Primary Urban Center and Ewa direct new growth and its supporting 
transit facilities and TOO to these areas. Sustainable community plans for East Honolulu, 
Central Oahu, and other parts of the island focus on supporting the character of these 
communities and preserving their natural and cultural resources. 

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, and that is what is covered in the Final EIS. However, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 
of the Final EIS, TOO is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect effect of the 
Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that the Project will provide will also increase 
the desirability and value of properties near the stations, thereby attracting new real estate 
investment nearby (in the form of TOO). Planning and zoning around station areas will be 
developed in the future by DPP under a process covered by the City's new TOO 
Ordinance (09-4). 

In March 2009, the City Council approved and the Mayor of Honolulu signed Bill 10 
(2008) (ordinance 09-4), which defines the City's approach to TOO around fixed guideway 
stations. The special districts encourage public input into the design of TOO neighborhood 
plans to reflect unique community identities. 

In response to your statement that the Project should work with the Hawaii Department 
of Transportation (HOOT), consultation with HOOT has been ongoing throughout the Project's 
planning process. When planning is undertaken for the planned extensions, the efforts will be 
coordinated with HOOT as they re/ate to the H-1/University Avenue Interchange. 

Lastly, Chapter 4 of the EIS includes an evaluation of the cumulative effects of the 
Project with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including future fixed 
guideway extensions. Because the effects of the extensions would not be caused by the 
Project and because they are speculative of future actions, the detail of the analysis cannot 
match that for the Project. When the planned extensions are evaluated in the future, a range of 
alternatives will need to be evaluated for each of them. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veil24yours, 

a et- 

WAYNE Y. YOSH OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332657 

Mr. Charles Carole 
1310 Heulu Street, #1002 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Carole: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus 
network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus 
routes, including peak-period express buses, will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication 
of services provided by the fixed guideway system. Route 1 will continue to operate between 
Kalihi and Kahala without any changes to current service levels. Local bus service in Kahala, 
currently provided by Route 14, will not be affected by rail implementation. Further information 
on effects to future bus routes and frequency is provided in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

To address your second point, the EIS uses the socio-economic data that were available 
from the OahuMPO at the time the EIS work began, based on the Department of Business, 
Economic Development, and Tourism's (DBEDT) Population and Economic Projections for the 
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State of Hawaii to 2030 prepared in August 2004. The 2030 forecast year used in the Draft and 
Final EISs is consistent with FTA guidance for New Starts projects. 

DBEDT has prepared new forecasts at the County level, as discussed in Population and 
Economic Projections for the State of Hawaii to 2035 issued in January 2009. For use in travel 
forecasting, these County-level forecasts must be disaggregated to the level of "Travel Analysis 
Zones" of which there are 764 on Oahu. At the time of the publication of the Draft EIS, these 
zonal-level forecasts had not been prepared and accepted by the OahuMPO. 

The January 2009 DBEDT forecasts have lower population projected than the August 
2004 forecasts. Specifically, the January 2009 population forecast for Oahu for 2030 is 3.3 
percent lower than the August 2004 forecast. However, the 2030 employment forecast for 
Oahu from the January 2009 series is 5.8 percent higher than the August 2004 forecast. Thus, 
it is not clear what the effect on ridership projections would be of using the January 2009 
forecast, since the higher employment forecast would likely result in more work trips on transit 
while the lower population forecast would likely result in fewer trips for other purposes. 

There is no foundation for the assertion that the present economic situation will result in 
hyperinflation and devaluation of the dollar. To be sure that the changing conditions are 
accounted for, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS reflects the latest economic trends in both costs and 
revenues. 

The financial plan for the Project is a dynamic document that will be updated periodically 
as conditions warrant. The latest version of the financial plan (August 2009) incorporates the 
forecast reductions in General Excise and Use Tax (GET) surcharge collections and recognizes 
a reduction in the cost of many of the primary commodities needed for construction. The 
financial plan is a strategic document that recognizes the economy will rise and fall. Historically, 
these are relatively short-term fluctuations within the much longer life of the plan. At this point, 
there are no inconsistencies with the findings of the financial plan and trends in the economy. 
That includes the effects on tourism. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-332660 

Mr. Philip Blackman 
1676 Ala Moana Boulevard, #406 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Blackman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Final EIS addresses all the disciplines required under NEPA for a project of this 
nature. Still, there are likely some areas not covered by NEPA that will not receive specific 
attention under an EIS. Regarding construction, the effects of the construction process and the 
short-term impacts of construction activity are discussed in Sections 3.5 and 4.18 of the Final 
EIS. 

City bus service is currently provided to Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Hickam Air Force 
Base. It is assumed that this service will continue, although with an increased frequency. The 
cost of providing this bus service is included in the operating and maintenance cost estimates 
presented in Section 6.4 of the Final EIS. There is no plan to prevent employees or seamen 
from driving their own vehicles as they do now. The Project is intended to offer an alternative to 
the private automobile. On the basis of its performance, there will be many who choose the 
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transit service over continuing to drive their own vehicle. Ideally, in addition to taking a shuttle 
to or from the station, many will be able to access their place of employment or home on bicycle 
or by foot. 

Federal regulations do not include language that would require the Project to have rider 
characteristics similar to what would be accommodated by local bus service. As noted in 
Section 2.5.6 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced, and the bus network will be 
modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Typical experience in cities that have 
built rail systems is that rail attracts a wide variety of users, and it is not necessarily a function of 
income, employment type, or car ownership. The attraction for most people who choose to ride 
is time savings and convenience. 

The Project is focused exclusively on the construction and implementation of rail transit 
service, and that is what is covered in the Draft and Final EISs. However, as discussed in 
Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in 
project station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and 
accessibility that the Project may provide will also increase the desirability and value of land 
near stations, thereby attracting new real estate investment nearby (in the form of TOD). 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted and established by the City's 
Department of Planning and Permitting under a process covered by the City's new TOD 
Ordinance 09-4 that was developed in anticipation of the Project in March 2009. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

V7rul yours, 

WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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June 11 1 2010 RT9/09-332662 

Mr. Scott Wilson 
3524 Woodlawn Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This fetter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. 
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Visual and aesthetic conditions are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will be set in an urban context where visual change, including shade and shadow, is 
expected, and differences in scales of structures are typical. Section 4.8.3 states that the fixed 
guideway and stations will be elevated structures. They will result in noticeable changes to 
views where the Project elements will be near existing views or in the foreground of these 
views. Impacts for the ground-level environment are illustrated by most of the visual simulations 
included in the Final EIS. 

As these figures illustrate, the guideway support columns will be in the roadway median 
or to one side of the roadway. Landscaping will be provided at stations but generally not under 
the guideway. Column materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to integrate the guideway with its surrounding 
environment. The shadow pattern created at ground level by the guideway and stations will 
change throughout the day and seasonally, depending on the alignment's direction, time of day, 
and time of year. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9109-332663 

Mr. James R. McManus 
860 Halekauwila Street, #2708 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. McManus: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the Project has been noted. The Project will substantially improve 
transit travel time and reliability. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS 
includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to 
Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to 
the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most 
passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of 
delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu 
International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of 
the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly 
less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. 
Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were 
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in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 
2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further 
analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to 
select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making 
process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336976 

Mr. Mike Uechi 
98-111 Kaahele Place 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Uechi: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The impacts on future traffic conditions of building or not building the Project are 
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The project alternatives were developed to address the 
Purpose and Need for the Project and evaluated based on how well they addressed the 
identified needs. According to the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project, regardless of 
which solution is selected for implementation, conditions will be worse in 2030 than now. 
Among all the options evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, however, the fixed guideway 
substantially outperformed the others based on measures of mobility, reliability, support of 
planned growth areas, environmental impacts, cost-effectiveness, feasibility, and fairness. As 
shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce delay by 18 percent in 2030. No 
other alternative was found to accomplish such an improvement. 

AR00003821 



Very truly yours, 

Mr. Mike Uechi 
Page 2 

The capital plan that analyzes capital expenditures for the Project is presented in 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of funding anticipated from 
various sources. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax 
(GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. The FTA New Starts Program requires a 
series of successively more detailed steps to be taken that show refinement in design and 
financing and are subject to FTA approval. In general, local funds must represent at least 50 
percent of the project budget to realistically qualify for FTA funding. The GET surcharge 
provides 70 percent of the cost of the Project. As noted above, Chapter 6 also discusses other 
options for raising revenue should it be necessary to find additional funds. Section 6.6 of the 
Final EIS describes risks and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions, 
including receipt of Federal Funds through a Full Funding Grant Agreement with FTA. The City 
has submitted the application to enter Preliminary Engineering and qualify for Federal New 
Starts Funds. 

The capital plan accounts for the effects of the economic downturn and continues to be 
balanced. Ordinance 07-001 which approved the GET surcharge on Oahu for use in 
constructing a fixed guideway project does not authorize the use of property taxes to fund the 
project construction. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00003822 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 
Phone: (808) 768-8306 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet: www.hanolulagov 

MUFI HA NN EMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

KENNETH TORU HAMAYASU 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336981 

Ms. Michelle Matson 
3931 Gail Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Matson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Final BS Section 4.8. The Project primarily will be set in an 
urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including the Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, 
Dillingham Transportation Building, Bishop Street, Chinatown Historic District and Mother 
Waldron Neighborhood Park, are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape 
Unit, discussed in Section 4.8.2 of the Final EIS. The Project complies with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and Section V) of the Department of Transportation Act, and 
coordination with the regulatory agencies responsible for compliance is ongoing as documented 
in Section 4.16 and Chapter 5 of this Final EIS. 
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The guideway and some stations will partially block mauka-makai public views from 
streets that intersect the alignment. DTS will coordinate with the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP); however, changes to some views will be unavoidable. Depending on the 
degree of view obstruction or blockage, some view changes will be substantial. The viewer's 
response to this change will vary with exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment 
orientation, guideway and station height, and height of surrounding trees and/or buildings. 

The Embarcadero Freeway in San Francisco was an elevated highway, not rail, and thus 
is not directly comparable to this project 

Although mitigation measures will minimize many adverse visual effects by providing 
visual buffers and reducing visual contrasts between the project elements and their 
surroundings, the Final BS acknowledges, as concluded in the Section 48.3 of the Final EIS, 
that probable unavoidable adverse effects, such as view blockage, cannot be mitigated and will 
be significant (noted as a "High" level of visual impact in the Draft EIS) in some areas. 

The Project will introduce a new linear visual element to the corridor, and changes to 
some views will be significant and unavoidable. The guideway and some stations will partially 
block mauka-makai public views from streets that intersect the alignment. 

The City will implement the following mitigation framework (see Section 4.8.3) with the 
Project to minimize negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities 
that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with the City TOD planning and DPP. 

▪ Conduct public involvement workshops to consult with the communities 
surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Even with mitigation measures, some obstruction and changes to views will result in a 
high level of visual impact, or, a significant impact, and changes to some views will be 
unavoidable. These effects will be most noticeable where the guideway and stations are nearby 
or in the foreground of views. 

Some views and vistas protected by City development plans will change as a result of 
the Project, including public views along streets and highways, mauka-makai view corridors, 
panoramic and significant landmark views from public places, views of natural features, heritage 
resources and other landmarks. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, 
some changes in view will be significant. Viewers' response to these changes will vary with their 
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exposure and sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and station height, 
and height of surrounding trees and buildings. View changes will be less notable in wider vista 
or panoramic views where the project elements are smaller components of the larger 
landscape. Generally, the project elements will not be dominant features in these views. 

Design principles are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Compendium of Design Criteria (R TD 2009m) and will be implemented in Final Design as 
mitigation measures to minimize visual effects. Specific design principles are listed in 
Section 4.8.3 and include: Overall Aesthetics, Station Design, Lighting and Landscaping criteria. 
These will be implemented in Final Design as mitigation measures to minimize visual effects. In 
addition, the Project will provide passengers with expansive views from several portions of the 
corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures adjacent to the 
alignment 

The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Park and the Kakaako are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit. To 
minimize adverse visual effects and enhance visual and aesthetic opportunities, the City will 
consult with the Kakaako community for input on station design elements. Specifically, the 
Kakaako Station workshop will be held in conjunction with the Civic Center and Ala Moana 
Stations. In addition, design guidelines that establish a consistent design framework for the 
Project with consideration of local context will be developed and applied. 

The visual effects on Irwin Park are not specifically mentioned in Table 4-10 of the Draft 
EIS. However, they are part of the larger views assessed in Viewpoint 15 in the Final EIS. The 
text on Page 4-88 of the Draft EIS has been refined in the Final EIS to clarify the visual impact 
analysis presented in the Draft EIS as described above. 

As described in Section 4.2, Land Use in this Final EIS and expanded upon in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Land Use Technical Report (RTD 2008b), the 
Project is consistent with State and local plans 

Preliminary effect determinations for Piers 10/11, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, Dillingham 
Transportation Building, and Mother Waldron Neighborhood Playground documented in the 
Draft EIS were reevaluated in the Historic Effects Report: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project  (RTD 2009d) issued by FTA on April 14, 2009. Analysis of the project's direct 
and indirect, and cumulative impacts to these properties, as described in the report, concluded 
that indirect, visual effects to the setting of Piers 10/11, Aloha Tower, and Irwin Park would not 
be adverse. However, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) did not concur with these 
findings and the FTA accepted adverse effect determinations on these resources. In the 
Historic Effects Report, impacts to the Dillingham Transportation Building and Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park were determined to be adverse due to differences in pre-existing integrity 
and character-defining features of each resource. Direct impacts to the Dillingham 
Transportation Building, including property acquisition, were also determined to be adverse. 
The SHPO concurred with these determinations. 

Consultation with the SHPO subsequent to the Draft BS resulted in revised Section 106 
effects determinations to properties from no adverse effect to adverse effect—this includes 
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Chinatown Historic District. The Draft BS stated that the impact to these properties would be de 
minimis. Since de minimis impact applies to historic properties that have a no adverse effect 
determination under Section 106, an avoidance alternative is included in Chapter 5 of this Final 
EIS for Chinatown Historic District. 

Consultation with the SHP() has continued since release of the Draft EIS and the 
Historic Effects Report. This Final BS summarizes all effect determinations to historic properties 
and Section 106 consultation as described in text and tables of Section 4.16, Archaeological, 
Cultural, and Historic Resources and Chapter 5. Mitigation of adverse impacts to historic 
resources is included in the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix H). 

Within the Kakaako area, land uses adjacent to the alignment include two- and three-
story walk-up apartments and commercial uses. Because Kakaako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, Kaia. ulu `o Kaka'ako Master Plan (HCDA 2008), changes in land uses to 
transit-oriented development are likely. This may result in a change in character along the 
alignment, especially near stations depending on local community input and what 
redevelopment plans administer. Substantial development has recently occurred in the 
neighborhood; several high-rise condominium developments have been built and additional 
residential and commercial development is planned. The elevated transit structure would not 
create a barrier to pedestrian, cyclist or automobile modes of travel. 

Regarding your comment about public concerns specific to historic sites the following 
text from Section 8.2.3 of the Final BS explains the process and the efforts taken both prior to 
the Draft document and since its publication. The lead agency is responsible for complying with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Section 106 requires the lead agency to 
"accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through 
consultation among the agency official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties..."[36 CFR 800.1(a)]. Although other parties are consulted for 
their input, the Federal agency has the authority to make all decisions. Extensive effort was 
made to identify, contact, and consult with groups entitled to be consulting parties relating to 
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The 
purpose of consultation was to identify archaeological, cultural, and historic resources and to 
discuss other issues relating to the Project's potential effects on such resources. Information 
was obtained from individuals and organizations likely to have knowledge of potential resources 
in the study corridor. A reasonable and good faith effort was made to identify Native Hawaiian 
organizations that might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties in the 
APE, and they were given opportunities to discuss issues and concerns. 

In addition to consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the City 
also consulted with organizations and agencies with concerns regarding archaeological, 
cultural, and historic areas. This consultation included Hawaiian civic clubs that may have an 
interest in the Project. Letters sent by the FTA initiated an ongoing consultation process with the 
following groups (Section 106 consulting parties) to identify resources, consider project effects, 
and develop mitigation to limit the adverse effects of the Project: 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
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• U.S. Navy (U.S. Naval Base Pearl Harbor) 

• Historic Hawaii Foundation 

• National Park Service 

• National Trust for Historic Preservation 

• University of Hawaii Historic Preservation Certificate Program 

• American Institute of Architects 

• Hawaii Community Development Authority 

• Office of Hawaiian Affairs 

• Olahu Island Burial Council 

• Hui Malama I Na Kupuna 0 Hawaii Nei 

• Royal Order of Kamehameha 

• The Ahahui Ka`ahumanu 

• The Hale 0 Na 	0 Hawaii 

• The Daughters and Sons of Hawaiian Warriors 

• Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs—and 15 individual civic clubs 

Between July 28, 2009 and November 13, 2009, FTA and the City invited consulting 
parties to participate in a series of meetings to develop the Programmatic Agreement (PA) (see 
Section 4.16, Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic, and Appendix H, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act Programmatic Agreement), Appendix F includes copies of all 
Section 106 correspondence. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veriiy yours, ly 

WAY Y. OSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 R T10/09-336976 

Mr. Mike Uechi 
98-111 Kaahele Place 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Uechi: 

Subject .  Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The impacts on future traffic conditions of building or not building the Project are 
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. According to the Alternatives Analysis phase of the 
Project, regardless of which solution is selected for implementation, conditions will be worse in 
2030 than now. Among all the options evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis, however, the 
fixed guideway substantially outperformed the others based on measures of mobility, reliability, 
support of planned growth areas, environmental impacts, cost-effectiveness, feasibility, and 
fairness. As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the Project will reduce delay by 18 percent in 
2030. No other alternative was found to accomplish such an improvement. 

The capital plan that analyzes capital expenditures for the Project is presented in 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, including a description of the amount of funding anticipated from 
various sources. Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully 
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paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax 
(GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS describes risks 
and uncertainties associated with these funding assumptions, including receipt of Federal 
Funds through a Full Funding Grant Agreement with FTA. The City has submitted the 
application to enter Preliminary Engineering and qualify for Federal New Starts Funds. 

The capital plan accounts for the effects of the economic downturn and continues to be 
balanced. Ordinance 07-001 which approved the GET surcharge on Oahu for use in 
constructing a fixed guideway project does not authorize the use of property taxes to fund the 
Project construction. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-336981 

Ms. Michelle Matson 
3931 Gail Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Ms. Matson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Final EIS Section 4.8. The Project primarily will be set in an 
urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including the Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, 
Dillingham Transportation Building, and Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park, are discussed 
under the kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit, discussed in Section 4.8.2 of the Final 
EIS. The Project will comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Section 4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act, and is coordinating with the regulatory 
agencies responsible for compliance. 

The guideway and some stations will partially block mauka-makai public views from 
streets that intersect the alignment. DTS will coordinate with the Department of Planning and 
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Permitting (DPP) to identify the particular needs of each view; however, changes to some views 
will be unavoidable. Depending on the degree of view obstruction or blockage, some view 
changes will be substantial. The viewer's response to this change will vary with exposure and 
sensitivity and depend on the alignment orientation, guideway and station height, and height of 
surrounding trees and/or buildings. 

The following mitigation framework (see Section 4.8.3 Environmental Consequences, in 
this Final EIS [Visual and Aesthetic Conditions]) will be included with the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase 
when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. 
Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual 
impacts. 

Design principles are identified in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Compendium of Design Criteria  (RTD 2009m) and will be implemented in Final Design as 
mitigation measures to minimize visual effects. Specific design principles are listed in 
Section 4.8.3 and include: Overall Aesthetics, Station Design, Lighting and Landscaping criteria 
that will be implemented in Final Design as mitigation measures to minimize visual effects. In 
addition, the Project will provide passengers with expansive views from several portions of the 
corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures adjacent to 
the alignment. 

The visual effects on Honolulu's Downtown, including Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Park and the Kakaako are discussed under the Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit. To 
minimize adverse visual effects and enhance visual and aesthetic opportunities, the City will 
consult with the Kakaako community for input on station design elements. Specifically, the 
Kakaako Station workshop will be held in conjunction with the Civic Center and Ala Moana 
Stations. In addition, design guidelines that establish a consistent design framework for the 
Project with consideration of local context will be developed and applied. 

Preliminary effect determinations for Piers 10/11, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, Dillingham 
Transportation Building, and Mother Waldron Park documented in the Draft EIS were 
reevaluated in the Historic Effects Report: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
(RTD 2009d) issued by FTA on April 14, 2009. Analysis of the project's direct and indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to these properties, as described in the report, concluded that indirect, 
visual effects to the setting of Piers 10/11, Aloha Tower, and Irwin Park would not be adverse. 
However, the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) did not concur with these findings and 
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the FTA accepted adverse effect determinations on these resources. In the Historic Effects 
Report, impacts to the Dillingham Transportation Building and Mother Waldron Park were 
determined to be adverse due to differences in pre-existing integrity and character-defining 
features of each resource. Direct impacts to the Dillingham Transportation Building, including 
property acquisition, were also determined to be adverse. The SHPD concurred with these 
determinations. Consultation with the SHPD has continued since release of the Draft EIS and 
the Historic Effects Report. Final determinations of effect and coordination details are presented 
in this Final EIS, Section 4.16. Mitigation of adverse impacts to historic resources is included in 
the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix H). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veryu yours, (7 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 RT9/09-332667 

Mr. Bad Travaglio 
4001-lobron Lane, #3506 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. Travaglio: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives screening and selection process. 
Beginning in the fall of 2005, an initial screening process considered alternatives identified 

through previous transit studies, a field review of the study corridor, an analysis of current 
population and employment data for the study corridor, a literature review of technology modes, 
ongoing work completed as part of the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP) 
prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO) (OahuMPO 2007), and 
public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives Analysis soaping process. 

The screening process is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Three scoping meetings were held 
during the screening process in December 2005, which included a presentation of initial 
alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and officials to receive comments on the Purpose 
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and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the 
alternatives based on the public input during scoping. 

After completion of screening in the winter of 2006, the following alternatives were 
studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative which emphasized using buses as the primary improvement to the 
transportation system, Managed Lane Alternative, and the Fixed Guideway Alternative. After 
review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration of public comments, the City 
Council identified a fixed guideway transit system extending from Kapolei to UH Manoa with a 
connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. This identification, which eliminated 
the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives from further consideration, became Ordinance 07-001 
on January 6, 2007. The TSM Alternative did not have a significant beneficial effect and 
performed very much like a No Build Alternative because buses are still affected by overall 
roadway congestion and could not meet the requirements of the Project's Purpose and Need. 
The NEPA process considered a range of alternatives that was consistent with the identified 
Locally Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.2, there were no alternatives that had 
not been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would satisfy the Purpose and 
Need at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or community impact. 

In addition, TheBus is currently purchasing more fuel-efficient buses, which will help 
reduce energy usage. However, like diesel, the propane in your recommendation has to be 
imported to Hawaii and is not a renewable resource. 

Although noted, your comment regarding repurposing military nuclear reactors is outside 
the scope of a transit project. 

Lastly, the planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will be sufficient to support 
the transit system. It will require less than 2% of the power generation on the island and HECO 
has stated they can readily accommodate the increased demand within their current program for 
energy production. Overtime, the benefit of electricity is that much of it can be generated from 
renewable sources. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

VVAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 

AR00003834 



 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768.4730 • Internet: www.honolulu gov 

 

MUFF HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9/09-332671 

Mr. Kevin Killeen 
1750 Kalakaua Avenue, #3-3179 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr. Killeen' 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, "Adding substantial passenger capacity with 
more buses is not feasible in some key locations along the system because of roadway capacity 
constraints. Choke points occur in Downtown Honolulu during the a.m. peak period, especially 
at the merger of North Beretania, North King, and Liliha Streets, and Dillingham Boulevard and 
along Hotel Street. King Street has been used to introduce new service in recent years due to 
the capacity limitation of Hotel Street; however, choke points occur at the Chinatown bus stops 
and at the Punchbowl Street and King Street stops. Buses often must wait to move into an 
open and safe boarding position. Continuing to add additional service to King Street without 
major physical improvements would add to the gridlock in this corridor, deteriorate transit 
service, and complicate pedestrian and traffic safety issues. In the p.m. peak period, choke 
points occur along Beretania Street, Hotel Street, Nimitz Highway, and Ala Wane Boulevard in 
the Downtown area. Several routes, including CountryExpress! Routes C, D, and E are 
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projected to be overloaded in 2030. Increasing frequency would require headways at five 
minutes or less. Further, the downtown street network cannot support the number of buses that 
would be required to meet projected demand." 

Bus service will be enhanced and modified to coordinate with the rail system. Some 
existing bus routes will be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services. Buses 
removed from service in the study corridor will be shifted to serve other parts of the island. 
Certain local routes will be rerouted to provide frequent and reliable connections to the nearest 
rail station. A description of existing and future bus routes, including frequency, is included in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 

Conditions on the highway will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances and 
regardless of which solution is applied. The travel demand forecasting model uses guidelines 
established by FTA. According to modeling conducted for the Project, the fixed guideway 
system will relieve traffic congestion by 18 percent (Table 3-14 in the Final EIS) versus without 
the Project. Conditions will be substantially better with the fixed guideway than with any of the 
other potential solutions studied. 

The Sierra Club's national umbrella organization supports rail transit, as stated in Project 
publications. We recognize that the local chapter of the Sierra Club differs in its opinion from 
the national organization and asked for certain considerations. The local chapter of the Sierra 
Club has submitted their comments regarding the Project, and we will address those comments 
and concerns as appropriate. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truly/yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOS IOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-332672 

Mr. Richard Kawano 
1420 Victoria Street, #803 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Dear Mr, Kawano: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. 
While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits 
and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as The 
Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE FYO IOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax -  (808) 768-4730 • Internet www honolulu gov 

MOH HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DiRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT91090-332675 

Ms. Eve Anderson 
P.O. Box 25550 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

A comment period of 45 days is mandated for public review and comment on a Draft 
EIS. The comment period duration was extended by 30 days to February 6, 2009, for a total 
duration of 75 days. This period was longer than the 45 to 60 days typical for U. S. Department 
of Trans potlation Draft EIS documents. The document was also released to the public and 
reported on by local newspapers prior to its official notice of release, thereby allowing extra time 
for individuals to make their comment(s) on the document. 

The City held five public hearings throughout the Project study area in December 2008. 
Project consultant and City staff members were available to answer questions and take 
comments. In addition, project staff will continue outreach activities throughout the community 
during the length of the Project. Information about the Project is available at 
www.honoltilutransit.org .  
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax: (808) 768-4730 • Internet www,honolulagov 

MUFI HAHNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-332686 

Mr. Robert Crone 
218 Kuupua Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Mr. Crone: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Rail transit systems with opening date populations similar to Honolulu's current 
population include.' Utah Transit Authority's TRAX rail system, Edmonton Transit System (ETS), 
Calgary C-Train, Portland's MAX rail system, and Vancouver's Sky Train. 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered more than 
15 different combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between Iwilei and Ward 
Avenue. As identified on pages 4-23 and 4-24 of the Screening Memorandum, four different 
alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis, including an at- 
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grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along 
Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with a tunnel under King Street through Downtown, in addition to the 
environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and 
property acquisition requirements of the at-grade section, would cost over $500 million more 
than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

• System Capacity, Speed,and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) in 
Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to prevent 
stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Even with transit signal 
priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an elevated 
guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
4,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic 5 minute headways. 
Based on travel forecasts, the Project will need to carry approximately 8,000 passengers 
by 2030. Moreover, the system can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in each 
direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the 
peak period. To preserve a comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-
grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all 
obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. 

• Mixed- Traffic Conflicts:  With the planned three-minute headways, the short cycle of 
traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there 
would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds. 

• Construction Impacts:  An at-grade system would consume two or more lanes of 
existing roadway, resulting in increased congestion or requiring that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. This would 
also have greater construction impacts and potentially affect cultural practices and 
burials to a greater extent than the placement of discrete column foundations for an 
elevated structure. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
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would have a negative systemwide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and, therefore, does not 
require additional analysis. 

Because of project requirements for completely grade-separated operations to avoid 
vehicle and pedestrian conflicts, the system can be constructed with third-rail technology, which 
eliminates the need for overhead lines. 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed 
to pay for the capital costs of the Project. Capital costs of the Project, including finance 
charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 5307 and FTA 
Section 5309 New Starts funds from the Federal government and revenues from the County's 
General Excise and Use Tax (GET) Surcharge from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. These 
funding assumptions are subject to a number of risks and uncertainties, as described in Section 
6.6. 

While the elevated rail has higher capital costs than an at-grade system, it provides 
more reliable service and shorter travel times, with less interference with and impact on auto 
traffic. The proposed sources of funding to pay for this service are documented in the Final EIS. 

Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed 
to pay for ongoing operating and maintenance costs. Operating and maintenance costs will be 
paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
City revenues from the General and Highway Funds. These funding assumptions are subject to 
a number of risks and uncertainties, as described in Section 6.6. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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BOB KILTHAU: We're residents of Foster 

Village, and we think that the Salt Lake route is 

pretty dumb because it's going to go by all the 

schools, Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School, 

and it's not going to help people in Foster 

Village. It's just going to make noise for us, 

and while they're building it, its going to cause 

a lot of trouble for traffic to get in and out of 

Foster Village, and we think it should go along 

Kam Highway, so it goes by the Pearl Harbor 

Complex, and the Hickam Air Force Base, and the 

airport. That makes a lot more sense to me. 

Oh, yeah, I said the schools. Yeah, 

Radford High School and Makalapa Elementary School 

are going to be bothered by this thing, during the 

building and, also, it's going to be making a lot 

of noise for those schools, when the trains go 

through. And it makes a lot more sense to use Kam 

Highway. That's where the people -- I've talked 

to several people who work at Pearl Harbor, they 

said they'd rather have it go to Pearl Harbor, 

along Kam Highway. That's about it. 

-o0o- 
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HERBERT T.C. LOO: I'd like to testify that 

this project should have been built many years 

ago, and it is a sad situation when we still have 

these few people bringing up this "if" and "or" 

about this particular project, which is long 

overdue. Of course, probably a lot of them 

haven't traveled to see other parts of the world, 

to see how the transit of people moving around by 

the millions are using this type of 

transportation, economically, safe, and, best of 

all, you get there in the least amount of time. 

And T say that we should proceed with this, with 

the fastest means possible and get it done, and 

then you'll know and appreciate what a real 

transit system is like. 

I lived in New York City for seven years, 

and you'd just imagine if they didn't have the 

subway there. Boy, a million people travel on 

that every day, and it's a snap. Just think if we 

had this 20 years ago, boy, everybody would be 

less humbug with this traffic mess that we have 
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now. That's my testimony and I hope we get this 

thing built as soon as possible. 

-o0o- 

LENNARD PEPPER: I will not duplicate much of 

what I testified in public. However, in order to 

make sure that certain important things get 

recorded, I'd like to say that in the EIS, I think 

it's in 1-6, there were some major facilities left 

out. These include the Bougainville industrial 

area, which is an area of both retail and 

wholesale facilities, and we'll have a Target, as 

of March of next year. The Moanalua Shopping 

Center, the Stadium Marketplace -- the Pearl 

Harbor commissary and the Public Work Center, 

those are both military -- so those are left out. 

In addition, I feel that the document 

itself is kind of static and does not recognize 

many changes which will occur in this community by 

2030. It is an aging community, it is a community 

that will become poorer because the infrastructure 

is aging. In fact, Foster Village was begun in 
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1957, so it will be 	80 years old, roughly 

80 years old by 2030. Salt Lake, I think, was 

started over 30 years ago. It will be an aging 

infrastructure and an aging population. They, the 

aging population, will need public transportation. 

The document also does not recognize 

changes which T anticipate in the public school 

system. There are five public schools along the 

route, at least two of them high schools. They 

are likely to become magnet schools by 2030, 

schools which specialize in one particular kind of 

instruction; for example, drama or English, and 

kids from all over the city will be coming to 

those schools because they will specialize in that 

particular function. They'll need public 

transportation. This is all in conjunction with 

my support for the Salt Lake route. 

In addition to that, the ETS does not 

seem to have, at least the part I read, does not 

have clear indication of what the feeder system, 

the feeder bus system is going to look like. T 

think that's an important thing that should be 

included in the final EIS. 

It also is not very clear about the 

property acquisitions which will be necessary. It 
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was my understanding that many properties would 

require only a very small strip of land be taken. 

When the opponents talk about this Salt Lake 

route, they talk as if it's going to be the whole 

property is going to be taken instead of, say, 

three feet or two feet from a yard, or carport or 

something. 

The other thing that 1 guess 1 did not 

make as firmly as I should have, during the public 

testimony, was that the Salt Lake route enables a 

seven-day-a-week system serving the population. 

Going to church, going to Aunty, going to soccer 

games. Whereas the airport route is basically a 

five-day-a-week, "go to work and come home" 

system. 

Something I said in the public hearing, 

when we were talking about starting this whole 

thing, was taken sort of as a joke, but it wasn't 

meant as a joke. One of the social benefits of 

this thing would be getting drunks off the road. 

Some people who like to drink to excess will take 

the public transportation rather than drive drunk, 

and 1 think that's a valuable and important social 

benefit. 

So, in summary, the social benefits of 
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the system are not adequately dealt with, in the 

EIS, as far as I'm concerned, and they matter at 

least as much as getting people to work and at 

least as much as the cost of the system. That 

will do it. Thank you. 

-000- 

RUTH BOYETT: I think a static lane would look 

much nicer to go down Kam Highway and Nimitz. 

think the view would be much nicer. I live on 

Salt Lake Boulevard. I don't want to have it pass 

on my front yard. That's all. 

-o0o- 
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DENNIS EGGE: I believe that we should build 

out from Ala Moana Center or the Honolulu 

Convention Center area out to Middle Street, to 

take care of all the congestion in town. And from 

that point, west, I think things can be taken care 

of by existing TheBus and surface transportation, 

but I think things really get jammed up, the 

closer you get into town. Like one guy tonight 

said, what used to be a ten-minute ride from Salt 

Lake to Queen's Hospital is now 90 minutes. So we 

won't be able to tolerate that much longer. If 
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the Mayor would consider building out from Ala 

Moana Center, shopping center area, which is a 

major transit-oriented development at the moment, 

out to the Middle Street terminal, then I think 

they will have something. Thank you. 

-o0o- 

KENNETH TSUMOTO: They should get one 

committee and just vote on it, you know, and 

include a monorail one place. If they already 

agreed on Salt Lake, then why are they going over 

and over again? You know what I'm saying? Just 

get one panel of people just to decide it. 

Instead of going to -- you know what I'm saying 

going to one place to, basically, another place, 

that, I cannot see. Because remember what 

happened to the Aloha Stadium and the lawsuit? 
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The engineers were suing the Aloha Stadium, and 

the engineers on their side always answered the 

question. But when the other side bring up the 

question, famous answer, "T don't remember." So 

what I'm just saying is that this is the same 

thing what's happening now. So, you know, that's 

the ball game. 

-o0o- 

STATE OF HAWAII 
	

) 

) 

	

S S. 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

I, Elsie Terada, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter, Certificate No. 437, for the State of 

Hawaii, hereby certify: 

I am the person that stenographically 

recorded the proceedings. 
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The foregoing transcript is a true record 

of said proceedings. 

Dated this 26th day of December, 2008, in 

Honolulu, Hawaii. 

ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Notary Public, State of Hawaii 

My Commission Expires: 4-07-2010 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332689 

Mr. Bob Kilthau 
1310 Haloa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Kilthau: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts. the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry more passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed 
in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
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discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

For schools and other noise-sensitive places that do not have nighttime, sleep activities, 
the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment compares the existing maximum-hour 
noise level to the maximum-hour noise that the transit line will produce by itself. For the Salt 
Lake Alternative, between Aloha Stadium and the Ala Lilikoi Stations, the existing current 
maximum-hour Leg noise level at the school ranges from 60 to 65 dBA. A project noise 
level of 63 dBA or above would be an impact. The Project is predicted to have a maximum-hour 
Leq noise level of 51 dBA, and maximum-hour noise levels will stay the same. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts on the trains), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise 
generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE 7 YOSFIIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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WAYNE `el-YOSHI KA 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813 
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MAYOR 
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D IRE C TOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332694 

Mr. Herbert T.C. Lao 
1569 Onipaa Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96819 

Dear Mr. Loo: 

Subject: 	1-lonolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraph 
addresses your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. The Project is 
proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-332695 

Mr. Lennard Pepper 
1352 Olino Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Pepper: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

To address your first comment, the Major Activity Centers in the study corridor listed in 
Figure 1-4 are within one-half mile of the guideway alignment. The list is not meant to be an 
exhaustive list of all businesses. 

In addition, the planning year of the Project is 2030, consistent with the OahuMPO 
Regional Transportation Plan. Anticipated change, including aging and increasing numbers of 
Oahu residents, is a key part of the Project's Purpose and Need. According to the Executive 
Summary, the Project will provide reliable mobility in areas of the corridor where people of 
limited income and an aging population live and will serve rapidly developing areas at the Ewa 
end of the corridor. 
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Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination, The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Section 4.4 of the Final EIS discusses acquisitions and Appendix B of the Draft EIS and 
Appendix C of the Final EIS show each parcel. In addition, Table 4-4 in the Final EIS shows 
how many acquisitions are full acquisitions (the entire parcel) and how many are partial 
acquisitions. Partial acquisitions will not require a business or resident to be displaced and 
relocated. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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May 21, 2010 RT9/09-332696 

Ms. Ruth Boyett 
4336 Laakea Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Boyett: 

Subject, Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS, The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by 
the Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

trulb yours, 

WAYNE. YOSII  OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332699 

Mr. Dennis Egge 
2920 Ala !lima Street, #703 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Egge: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and resources 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas 
Koko Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332700 

Mr. Kenneth Tsumoto 
3434 Ala Ilima Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Tsumoto: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, monorail technology was evaluated and 
eliminated. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs 
between benefits and itnpacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the 
greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide 
access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport 
and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build 
Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Art port Alternative will have slightly less impacts to 
the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period 
on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments 
that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated a tions. 

Enclosure 
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1 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good Evening, 

	

18:04:17 	2 I am Toru Hamayasu, the Second Deputy Director of the 

3 City and County of Honolulu Department of 

4 Transportation Services. T am the hearing officer for 

	

18:04:26 	3 this public hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact 

6 Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 

7 Corridor Project. 

8 	 The purpose of this public hearing is to 

9 collect comments related to the proposed transit 

10 project regarding: the draft EIS; Section 106 of the 

11 National Historic Preservation Act process; Section 

12 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act; 

	

18:04:59 	13 right-of-way acquisition; and floodplains affected by 

14 the project. 

15 	 Public input can be made in four ways: 

16 1) public spoken testimony to me here in the public 

17 hearing room; 2) if you do not wish to speak in 

18 public, an individual spoken testimony for the record 

19 can be made to the hearing recorder who is near the 

20 public involvement station in the public information 

21 area; 3) written testimony may be deposited in the 

	

18:05:27 	22 black comment box at the meeting, delivered to the 

23 Department of Transportation Services office, or 

24 mailed or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by January 7, 

25 2009; and finally, 4) testimony can be submitted 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 online by January 7, 2009 at www.honolulutransit.org . 

2 	 All comments and responses will be 

	

18:05:59 	3 included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS will 

4 be made as appropriate based on comments. The hearing 

5 procedures are as follows: 

6 	 1. Elected and public officials will be 

7 heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

8 register at the entrance to the hearing room, and will 

9 be called in order of registration. 

10 	 2. Any individual may appear and speak 

11 for him or herself, or if duly authorized for any 

	

18:06:29 	12 local civic group, organization, club or association, 

13 subject to the rules provided herein. Speakers should 

14 give their name. If representing a group, this 

15 information should also be given. 

16 	 3. Speakers must limit their statements 

17 to three minutes. Additional prepared statements or 

18 literature pertaining to the project may be submitted 

	

18:06:55 	19 at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to 

20 Department of Transportation Services. These 

21 statements will be made part of the official record if 

22 they include a legible name and address. 

23 	 4. For these hearings, all statements, 

24 oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 

25 officer and must be related to the subject matter of 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 the hearing. 

2 	 5. Each person speaking before the 

	

18:07:28 	3 audience must do so at the floor microphone. We will 

4 call testifiers in groups of three to facilitate 

5 orderly progress. Please ensure you are in the 

6 hearing room at the time your name is called. A court 

7 stenographer will record and transcribe the hearing 

8 proceedings. If required, I will announce any other 

9 specific rules governing this hearing. 

	

18107:57 	10 	 6. As part of this public hearing 

11 process, the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

12 team is not allowed to respond to any questions or 

13 concerns raised by the speaker. The project team will 

14 be available to address your questions in the project 

15 information area outside of this hearing venue. 

16 	 It is now 6:09 p.m. At this time I would 

17 like to begin the public testimony. The first 

	

18:08:28 	18 testifier is Michael Burton followed by Robert Webb 

19 and Douglas Torres. 

20 
	

MR. BURTON: Hi. Good evening. I just 

21 wanted to -- 

22 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

23 your name first. 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. BURTON: My name is Michael Burton. 

2 I live here in the community. I work at the airport. 

	

18:09:02 	3 Okay. I just wanted to say that I do support the rail 

4 project, however, the latest discussions that I've 

5 been hearing was changing the route, and I think it's 

6 a waste of public's money to route the rail down from 

7 Pearl Harbor toward the airport. My rationale is 

	

1e:09:24 	B because that it's bypassing densely populated 

9 neighborhoods, such as Foster Village here at Salt 

10 Lake, and I think public's money could be better used 

11 by routing it down Salt Lake rather than going toward 

12 the airport. 

13 	 Secondly, in that route toward the 

14 airport you're going to be intruding on a lot of 

15 military property, which means you're going to have to 

	

18:09:57 	16 get third-party permitting and whatever that process 

17 might be to get the okay to build your infrastructure 

18 on their property. And, therefore, I think it's going 

19 to be -- that's going to create a lot of delays in the 

20 forward motion of this project. 

21 	 Routing it down Salt Lake, because it is 

22 a lot of city and county land along that Salt Lake 

23 route there will be very little problems as far as 

	

18:10:27 	24 intruding on personal property and federal property 

25 and what have you in that area. Like I said, it will 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 benefit the Foster Village community as well as Salt 

2 Lake community. That's it. 

3 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

4 Next speaker is Robert Webb. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. WEBB: First I would like to thank 

2 you for allowing me to express my viewpoint on the 

	

18:11:00 	3 issue. 

	

4 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

5 your name first. 

	

6 	 MR. WEBB: My name is Robert Webb. I'm a 

7 28-year resident of Salt Lake. 

	

8 	 I Robert Webb oppose the Salt Lake route 

9 for the following reasons: 

	

10 	 Number one, I feel very strongly the 

11 schools that would be involved are the Radford High, 

12 Aliamanu elementary and middle schools should not be 

13 uprooted in any way, shape or form. I feel the 

	

18:11:27 	14 	students should not encounter any difficulty in their 

15 learning when a link is being built and when it's open 

16 for service. And for the same reason I feel the Salt 

17 Lake Library should not be touched, okay. 

	

18 	 Thirdly, I -- you might think I'm a 

19 little paranoid or what, but I don't care. I think 

20 •that if we have a substation in a highly, densely 

	

18:12:00 	21 	populated area, we are going to have a real social 

22 problem on our hands and that is a lot of homeless 

23 people will take shelter at a substation, and I'll be 

24 dammed if some of our kids are getting wood by types 

25 like that and they might get involved in some kind of 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 illicit activity like drug pushing, at cetera, 

2 et cetera, Okay, 

3 	 I also feel strongly that despite the 

	

18:12:27 	4 overcrowdings of parking in the Aliamanu district it 

5 is doubtful there will be enough people that abandon 

6 their driving to utilize the rail. I'm sure that it 

7 can be argued. The rail may be still an option for 

8 those who are currently obtaining bus service 

9 presently. I can see that segment of the population 

10 which would favor the rail here in Salt Lake. 

11 	 I also feel strongly that I -- excuse 

	

18:12:57 	12 me -- that many people who probably -- and don't feel 

13 insulted when I say a thing like this -- many people 

14 who probably have not lived for an extensive period of 

15 time on the mainland or in foreign countries don't 

16 know the experience of being too close to steel wheel 

17 on steel rail. It can get pretty noisy, although 

18 studies have been shown to show that it shouldn't be a 

	

18:13:27 	19 problem, but I still have my doubts about decibel 

20 levels and the impact on people and what connection it 

21 might have with sleep deprivation. 

22 	 And I feel last but not least because of 

23 the noise level and condemnation of residential and 

24 business property -- 

25 	 (Buzzer sounds.) 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please 

2 summarize. 

3 
	

MR. WEBB: Okay. In conclusion, I feel 

18:13:57 

4 that the Salt Lake linkage would create more 

5 disruption to the quality of life and incur more 

6 social cost than what the community is willing to 

7 bear. Thank you. 

8 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

9 is Douglas Torres followed by T. K. Chun and Thomas 

10 Strout. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. TORRES: My name is Doug Torres, and 

2 I'm a resident of Salt Lake Boulevard. We, the 

3 residents and community of Salt Lake Boulevard are 

4 against the rail down Salt Lake Boulevard. As 

	

18:14:28 	5 indicated, there will be only two stations along the 

6 Salt Lake Boulevard, one at the stadium and one at Ala 

7 Lilikoi Street. 

8 	 Almost the entire length of the boulevard 

9 it's only for rail to pass through; no stops. How can 

10 the people who voted for it justify all the homes and 

il lives that will be affected by this rail, passing 

12 above 400 times a day? How is it going to affect the 

13 students of Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School, 

14 Aliamanu Elementary seeing, hearing, feeling 20 times 

	

18:14:58 	15 per hour during peak hours? How do you think it will 

16 affect the quality of life of those who live on Salt 

17 Lake Boulevard? 

18 	 The Council has voted 7 to 1 in favor of 

19 changing the rail from Salt Lake back to the original 

20 route to the airport. You have voted for the rail 

21 down the boulevard. Now, feel how it feels to be 

22 deceived, disappointed and frustrated that things can 

23 get. When the rail route has changed from the airport 

24 to Salt Lake Boulevard by Councilmember Cachola, we, 

	

18:15:29 	25 the residents of the boulevard, could not believe this 
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1 was happening. Our frustration and disappointment has 

2 been with us for a long time. He has sold our quality 

3 of life for a vote and for his vision. A good 

4 community leader takes care of his community but will 

5 not sacrifice other communities for the betterment of 

6 his. A good representative will make sure of this, 

7 but in both cases this is not to be. Eis vision is 

	

10:15:56 	8 the same vision that Salt Lake Boulevard starts and 

9 ends at Ala Lilikoi Street. You call this tunnel 

10 vision. It starts at Aloha Stadium, passes Halawa 

11 Estates Shopping Center, Stadium Mall, Foster Village, 

12 Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School and the park, 

13 Aliamanu and the Naval Housing and Aliamanu 

14 Elementary. All these communities and residents are 

15 not seen in his vision or they were and are to be 

16 sacrificed. 

17 	 We have a second chance and we must take 

	

1816:28 	18 advantages of this. With our eyes wide open we must 

19 first remember we live in the best location on this 

20 island which is called central. Every location is in 

21 driving distance. Yes, we will not give up our cars. 

22 And we also have so many different ways to get to our 

23 destination and to our home. We will be the last 

24 place on this island to give up our cars, because we 

25 live in the best location, which is central. 
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18:16:57 

1 	 This does not mean that we give up rail. 

2 Our hope is Councilmember Cachola and our community 

3 leaders must have an open mind and take a good look at 

4 the airport route. The advantage is ours because of 

5 the location we live and the location for the rail 

6 station. 

7 	 (Buzzer sounds.) 

8 	 Living in a central location would give 

9 us the best of three ways to travel, the rail, our 

10 buses and most of all our cars. I hope that you not 

11 only heard what T have to say but that you listened to 

12 the words I have to say, because the families, friends 

13 along the boulevard -- 

16:17:29 	14 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please 

15 summarize. 

16 
	

MR. TORRES: -- will not lose the second 

17 chance we have to move the rail back to the airport. 

18 	 (Applause.) 

19 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

20 	 T. K. Chun followed by Thomas Strout, 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. CHUM: My name is T. K. Chun. I'm a 

	

18:17:57 	2 retired engineer. I live in Pacific Heights area. I 

3 missed the hearing last night because of the Christmas 

4 party. I support the rail transit system and I vote 

5 for it. Good engineering should start with the 

6 critical area. We shouldn't start from way up in the 

	

18:18:26 	7 Kapolei area. We should start from Waipahu to the 

8 downtown area. That's the critical area. And we 

9 should do it now. It's probably going to take us more 

10 than ten years. 

11 	 I'll tell you a little story. I was 

12 the -- I went to the first public hearing in 1963 for 

13 H3. It took us 30 years to build it. So I hope we 

14 can build this maybe in ten years or less, because in 

	

18:18:58 	15 other countries they build it in four or five years, 

16 so I hope I can ride it before I die, before I kick 

17 the bucket. I'm 74 years old and I helped build H3, 

18 so it took us -- it took us 30 years to do H3. I hope 

19 we don't take another 30 years to get our mass transit 

20 system. 

21 	 Thank you. 

22 	 (Applause.) 

23 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: The next 

24 speaker is Thomas Strout followed by Tony Soon and 

	

18:19:27 	25 Doug Pyle. 
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1 	 MR. STROUT: Hello, my name is Tom 

2 Strout. I'm a resident of the Salt Lake area. I'm 

3 just curious as to why they think the airport would be 

4 more advantageous and more efficient to draw in money 

5 as opposed to the Salt Lake alignment, The reason 

6 being, the employment distribution in the airport, 

7 Hickham, Pearl Harbor area, according to your DEIS 

8 ranks sixth and the Salt Lake employment ranks seventh 

	

18:19:59 	9 so there's not much of a difference there, but the 

10 population difference between the airport versus Salt 

11 Lake, airport ranks 23rd; Salt Lake ranks sixth. And 

12 by the year 2030 airport is going to rank 24th and 

13 Salt Lake is going to rank 9th. 

14 	 Now, of these rankings, the bigger 

	

18:20:25 	15 population is this side of the stadium, you know. 

16 When you look at the drafts you have in your DEIS, it 

17 just did not make much sense when there's such little 

18 effect out that way. Now, come closer to 2030, yeah, 

19 you'll have a greater amount of people out that way, 

20 but how many of them travel all the way into town? 

21 Some of them only come halfway. The traffic problem 

22 is the downtown corridor. If we relieve the traffic 

	

18:20:57 	23 there, it makes it simplified and easier for everybody 

24 coming from the other side of the island, you know. 

23 That's what I think we should try and look at how we 
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1 really want to spend the money. 

2 	 Besides the airport route is going to be 

3 more costly. It's going to take longer for that route 

4 to go from one destination to another. And it just 

5 doesn't -- you know, they're going to put a longer 

6 delay on getting this thing built and we need to get 

7 the thing started. 

8 	 Thank you. 

9 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

1821:28 	10 is Tony Soon, followed by Doug Pyle and Maurice 

11 Narita. 

12 

13 
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1 	 MR. SOON: Hi. My name is Tony Soon and 

	

2 	I live in the Salt Lake area. I voted for the rail, 

	

3 	because it was going through Salt Lake. I feel it's 

	

4 	fraudulent what the city council are trying to do at 

	

5 	this time. Trying to rob us of something equivalentto 

	

6 	a birthright that we should be having for all our 

	

V 	children and grandchildren. . 

	

8 	 I have two sets of comments that I would 

	

18:21:59 	9 like to make tonight and one is on the DEIS, and I 

10 didn't really read the DEIS in great detail, but here 

11 are a synopsis of some of the things which I found 

12 which was wrong. 

	

13 	 First of all, the DEIS refers to the Salt 

14 Lake route as an alternate. When, in fact, it was the 

15 only route that was considered for the vote. I think 

16 that was wrong. The other thing is that the DEIS 

17 makes a skewed assumption that there has been no 

	

18:22:29 	18 	population growth in the year 2030 for the Salt Lake 

19 area, whereas they took the other areas into 

20 consideration. 

	

21 	 The other thing that the DEIS 

22 contemplated was who was the rail supposed to serve, 

23 and according to them, according to their DEIS report, 

24 it says it is for people with limited income and an 

25 aging population. That's the people of Salt Lake. 
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1 think by bypassing the people of Salt Lake, they would 

	

18:22:59 	2 be robbing these older people and younger people, 

3 younger residents, of this opportunity of being able 

4 to enjoy the benefits of being on the rail. 

5 	 Then the DEIS also makes reference to the 

6 transportation equity and what that means is it's a 

7 fair distribution of resources so that no other group, 

8 no group, carries an unfair burden or receives an 

	

18:23:27 	9 unfair share of the benefits. When they route the 

10 rail down by the airport, what they're doing is that 

11 they're robbing the people of Salt Lake of this 

12 opportunity. 

13 	 And here are my personal comments on 

14 this. I would say the people of Salt Lake are aging, 

15 and they have many children, a lot of younger 

16 residents and they're really low income and they need 

17 to be on the rail. The other thing again is there is 

18 this fallacy that is being passed around that the rail 

19 must go to the airport. Well, I lived in the City of 

	

18:23:57 	20 Toronto, which is nearly 4 million people. The subway 

21 does not go to the airport. The subway stops five 

22 miles away from the airport and there's a bus that 

23 takes the tourists to the airport. The other thing 

24 that you need to remember is that can you imagine a 

25 tourist spending thousands of dollars coming to Hawaii 
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1 and leaving $20 tips and $100 tips and then all of a 

2 sudden cannot find $30 so they can take a taxi. It's 

3 utterly ridiculous. 

18:24:28 	4 
	

The other thing I'm worried about is that 

5 Salt Lake -- 

	

6 
	

(Buzzer sounds.) 

MR. STROUT: 	this report was made by 

8 three people, which includes the military, and I think 

9 somehow because the military is south of Nimitz, 

10 can't help but be very suspicious about this report. 

	

11 	 Thank you. 

	

12 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

13 is Doug Pyle followed by Maurice Morita. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
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1 	 MR. PYLE: Hello. I don't know if 

2 there's a particular format for introducing ourselves. 

3 Doug Pyle. I live in downtown. I have family here in 

	

18:24:58 	4 Salt Lake and I also have -- as chair of the 

5 democratic party's labor caucus. The democratic party 

6 of Hawaii's labor caucus which supports rail, the 

7 democratic party supports rail in general, as passed 

8 by a resolution at the convention last spring. 

9 	 The labor caucus has had a lot of talk 

10 about it in terms of jobs and its value along those 

11 lines and so I strongly support getting rail underway, 

	

18:25:30 	12 both for the jobs it would recreate in construction as 

13 well as the economic stimulus it would provide, and 

14 given the economy in Hawaii and nationwide that's even 

15 more important to get this going soon. 

16 	 Ideally both routes would be -- are great 

17 and should be built. The question is which first, and 

18 it does -- there's -- I wouldn't say that our caucus 

19 has a consensus, but there is agreement that there 

	

18:25:59 	20 should be as early as possible start. The community 

21 did vote on the package, so there's an advantage to 

22 starting with Salt Lake, and some suggestions -- I 

23 don't know how much flexibility there is still in 

24 design, but perhaps if the Salt Lake route were built 

25 first, there could be a less expensive, say, light 
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1 rail or tram off to the airport, such as other cities 

2 have. I've taken the one in San Francisco, as an 

3 example. 

	

18:26:28 	4 	 And another consideration is that along 

5 the route are several important destinations. We also 

6 need boarding points in dense population areas, where 

7 workers, shoppers can board to get to the destination. 

8 Salt Lake has a very dense population and so it 

9 deserves its own station. And one consideration is 

10 connecting through Camp Catlin Road. That would be -- 

	

18:26:58 	11 that's right next to government housing, so it may 

12 be -- there may be property that could be used for 

13 developing, for example, a spur off to the airport and 

14 Pearl Harbor. 

15 	 I don't want to take up any more time 

16 than is allotted and I just wanted to be brief and say 

17 that the Democratic Party in general and certainly the 

18 labor caucus that I chair supports the construction of 

19 rail. 

20 	 Thank you. 

21 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

	

18:27:30 	22 Maurice Morita. 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. MORITA: Hi. My name is Maurice 

2 Morita and I live in South Salt Lake, and I hold 

3 different hats. I also am the vice chair for the 

4 neighborhood board 18 for Salt Lake, Aliamanu and 

5 Foster Village and I also work for the Hawaii State 

6 Teachers Association who supports the rail, too. Not 

7 the route, but the rail. 

8 	 I do feel for the people that live on 

	

18127:59 	9 Salt Lake. We have some staff and some friends that 

10 do live on Salt Lake, and they always tell me because 

11 they know that I support the rail that I'm sorry, but 

12 I oppose the rail, and the reason why they oppose the 

13 rail is because they don't want it through their 

14 backyard. And that's the problem that we have is 

15 prisons, rubbish dumps; nobody wants it in their 

16 backyard so the City Council sometimes doesn't know 

17 where to build or put those things. And it's hard. 

	

18:28:27 	18 So we send the prisoners to Texas. Unfortunately, we 

19 can't send people away. 

20 	 But I think the rail is for the future 

21 and I -- and, like I said, I do understand the people 

22 that live on Salt Lake Boulevard, you know, for years 

23 and the way they feel, but to me I think we need the 

24 rail to come through Salt Lake for various reasons 

25 that these folks have said. 
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1 	 As far as the schools go, they do take a 

2 sound test to see if there's too much noise, and if 

3 there is too much noise, then the Department of 

	

18:28:59 	4 Education usually will put air conditioners in the 

5 classroom. So that would be a plus for the schools to 

6 have air in the classroom, like all the other state 

7 offices and county offices are all air conditioned. 

8 Even the prison have air conditioners, but the schools 

9 don't have -- you know, some do, but not all. That 

10 would be a plus for the schools there that is on the 

11 site. 

12 	 And then the other reasons that were 

13 given about why the rail should come through Salt Lake 

	

18:29:27 	14 is we do have an aging group here and there's a lot of 

15 people that work in downtown, so I think that it would 

16 be advantageous for us. In talking to you, Toru, it 

17 could cost less to do a spur from Salt Lake to the 

18 airport than versus from the airport to South Salt 

19 Lake. So I think we would save a lot of money if we 

20 go to Salt Lake first and then do a spur to the 

21 airport when it decides to go to Waikiki, because 

22 they're not going to Waikiki on the first round. 

23 	 Thank you. 

24 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

	

18:30:00 	25 is Janice Soon Fah. 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 

AR00003911 



Honolulu, Hawaii 	(808) 524-2090 

AR0000391 2 



Public Hearing, December 9, 2008 	 24 

18:30:27 

18:30:58 

18:31:29 

	

1 	 MS. FAH: My name is Janice Soon Feb and 

2 I'm a resident of Salt Lake. I'm also a teacher at 

3 the Department of Education. I went out to exercise 

4 my vote in the full knowledge that my vote would be 

5 honored, and I think the Salt Lake vote carried the 

6 rail. And I think we betrayed the trust of voters and 

7 we will lead to more apathy in voter turnout if we do 

8 not honor this vote that the Salt Lake residents made. 

	

9 	 As far as concerns by the residents, I 

10 think as the residents who are concerned that this is 

11 going to create unsightly trains in their backyards, 

12 if they were to look at the route, the route follows 

13 Salt Lake Boulevard, and if they're familiar with the 

14 rail systems -- I lived in Toronto for 26 years before 

15 moving here to Hawaii, and I've lived here for 12 

16 years, and actually the light rapid transit in Toronto 

17 drives along some of the most prestigious 

18 neighborhoods and it is so quiet, it is so clean, it 

19 is so efficient that people who formerly would drive 

20 their cars bumper to bumper into downtown Toronto will 

21 hop on that train and be in downtown in 30 minutes. 

22 They can read their newspapers, they can relax and 

23 they can actually enjoy the commute. 

	

24 	 As a Salt Lake resident, I work in 

23 Kapolei, so I have a lot riding on this rail 
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1 development, because I can see where a lot of young 

2 teachers who live in central district now will be able 

3 to offer their services in Leeward district where we 

4 have a demand for highly qualified teachers to teach 

5 in our struggling schools in the Leeward district. 

	

18:31:58 	6 	 Okay. I also understood from the 

V information that was provided that no homeowner 

8 property will have to be acquired, at least not their 

9 entire home, which is what some people may fear; that 

10 it will infringe on their property and their property 

11 will be acquired, but because it's going to be an 

12 aboveground rail, what will happen is most of the 

13 run -- most of the operations will be above ground and 

14 they will just need land space to locate the elevators 

	

18;32;28 	15 that will take the commuters to the ground level. So 

16 I think if we familiarize ourselves with the rail and 

17 what it's going to offer our community, we, the Salt 

18 Lake residents, will fight those politicians who at 

19 first opposed the rail and now that the vote has been 

20 carried for the rail are striving to influence that 

21 decision to move it to the airport. I say we go for 

22 Salt Lake and the airport or we go with the voters who 

23 voted for Salt Lake. 

24 	 Thank you. 

25 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 
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18:33:00 	1 	 That concludes the preregistered 

2 speakers. Now, is anyone else present who would like 

3 to provide a comment on the project issues? If you 

4 have not signed to register, please state your full 

5 name and address. 
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1 	 MR. PEPPER: My name is Len Pepper. I 

2 live at 1352 Olino Street which is in Foster Village. 

	

18:33:29 	3 I am in favor of the Salt Lake route. I think that 

4 the EIS is a good document and now I'm going to 

5 proceed to crab about it. 

	

6 	 There are some things missing, which T 

7 think have import as far as deciding which alignment 

8 to use. In 1 -- I think it's in 1-6, there is a list 

9 of activity centers. That list does not include the 

	

18:33:58 	10 Moanalua Shopping Center. It does not include the 

11 Stadium Marketplace. It did not include the 

12 Bouganville industrial area where we have got, for 

13 example, both wholesale and retail outlets and we have 

14 got a Target coming, I think, in March. It does not 

15 include the commissary area. IL does not include the 

16 military public works center. 

	

18:34:29 	17 	 It's a fairly static document. It does 

18 not -- it gives a lot of statistical information about 

19 what it's going to be like in 2030, but it doesn't 

20 look at what the community is really going to look 

21 like and what the people are going to be like in 2030. 

22 In my judgment it is an aging community, Foster 

23 Village, for example, was begun in 1957 and so by 2030 

	

18:34:56 	24 it's going to be about 80 years old. The Salt Lake 

25 area will -- is also -- is about 30 years old at this 
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1 point. The infrastructure will be aging, the 

2 population will be aging. It is likely to be poorer 

3 than it is now. Therefore, there is need for 

4 considerable assistance from public transportation. 

	

18:35:22 	5 	 There are five schools, along the route. 

6 Makalapa School, Radford High School, Aiiamanu 

7 Elementary, Aiiamanu Intermediate and Moanalua High 

8 School. Again, in my vision of 2030, there will be 

9 magnet schools and other attractions which will bring 

10 people to those schools from other areas. Those kids 

11 will need public transportation. 

12 	 In addition, the document seems to talk 

	

18:35:59 	13 mostly about a five-day-a-week bring people to work 

14 and bring them back from work, but there's a lot of 

15 social benefit to be derived seven days a week from a 

16 public transportation system, and I hope that those 

17 things will be taken into account. 

18 	 If there are other things, I'll give them 

19 to the public steno. Thank you. 

20 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Is there 

21 anyone else that wishes to testify? 

	

18:36:26 	22 	 Please state your full name and address 

23 for the record. 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. TAYLOR: Hello, My name is Mark 

2 Taylor and I'm a resident of 3427 Ala Hinalo Street in 

3 Salt Lake. 

4 	 I'm just here to speak in favor of the 

5 Salt Lake alignment. I've already provided written 

6 testimony so I'm not going to repeat what's in that in 

7 this oral statement. I'm just going to highlight one 

8 item, which is in the Draft HIS which has to do with 

9 the cost of the airport alternative versus the Salt 

	

18:36:57 	10 Lake alternative. The draft says in Section 6.4.2 

11 that both the Salt Lake and airport alternatives would 

12 be financially feasible and yet that same paragraph 

13 says that the airport alternative would require $1.4 

14 billion in federal funding from the Federal Transit 

15 Administration. The document also says, though, that 

16 the FTA has not been approached to consider the 1.4 

17 billion for the airport alternative. They've only 

	

18:37:25 	18 agreed to consider 1.2 billion. I don't really quite 

19 understand how the HIS can state categorically that 

20 the airport alternative is financially feasible if the 

21 FTA has not been approached for funding that's 

22 required to construct it. 

23 	 I think the reality is that this project 

24 is hovering on the very cliff of affordability, and if 

25 we go to the airport route and a couple of hundred 
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1 million dollars in additional costs we're putting all 

	

18:37:59 	2 the taxpayers in this room at risk of potentially 

3 having their property taxes raised to cover the 

4 shortfall, because if the ETA doesn't pay for it and 

5 the excise tax doesn't pay for it, all of you will be 

6 paying for it with higher property taxes. 

7 	 I would also point out that Draft EIS 

8 does say that the Salt Lake route is the most cost 

9 effective route. It provides in the terms of the 

10 amount of dollars we're spending in benefit per dollar 

	

18:38:25 	11 a higher efficiency return than the airport route 

12 does. So simply from the standpoint of fiscal 

13 prudence, the Salt Lake route should continue as the 

14 preferred route for the transit system. 
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1 	 MR. REMMELL (phonetic): My name is Ben 

2 Remmell. I'm a professional engineer and master 

3 planner. And I'd like to comment on two things, which 

4 is the project phasing, which is Chapter 2 of the 

5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and it says that 

6 the first phase would be from Kapolei to Waipahu, and 

	

18:38:59 	7 I totally disagree with that, because it would -- if 

8 we run out of money, the general excise tax is not 

9 providing the money that we need. We need to build it 

10 to eliminate the bottlenecks at Middle Street and 

11 Pearl City, so the first phases should be from Aloha 

12 Stadium to downtown and that's what I recommend for 

	

18:39:28 	13 the DAS to consider in the project phasing. 

14 	 The second point I want to make is that 

15 the single and most important reason for building mass 

16 transit is to eliminate traffic congestion. Rail 

17 simply does not do that, despite spending $7 billion. 

18 The City's alternative analysis show that the current 

19 2,000 vehicles per hour at Pearl City, which is now 

	

18:40:01 	20 congested, will increase to 8,000 vehicles per hour 

21 after the $7 billion rail is built. What we need is 

22 an alternative solution which the alternative analysis 

23 discarded fraudulently. And I suggest we need to 

	

18:40:23 	24 build a Nimitz flyover and a Kam flyover, both of 

25 which would be three lanes over the Kam highway and 
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1 Nimitz which will eliminate the bottlenecks at the 

2 Pearl City 1-11/H2/Middle Street merge for less than $1 

3 billion and that's what the DEIS must and should 

4 include. 

5 
	

That's what I recommend. 

6 
	

(Applause) 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

18:40:56 8 wishing to testify? 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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1 	 MR. UECHI: My name is Mike Uechi. I'm a 

2 physician. It's really interested to read the -- this 

3 pamphlet put out by the City at taxpayers' money, The 

4 Honolulu Rail Transit, and one of the questions they 

5 ask is how would property owners along the route be 

	

18:41:28 	6 affected, and it states here that while some 

7 residential and commercial properties must be acquired 

8 in full, most of the right-of-way acquisitions 

9 required are for portions of individual parcels. 

10 Now, does that mean that if part of the rail post, the 

11 support, goes through part of a property like say 

12 through the living room, that you pay for that portion 

13 of the land and let the person live in the rest of the 

	

18:42:57 	14 land? That's the part that I really don't understand. 

15 What does portions mean? Does it mean a little bit of 

16 thing that's not attached to the home or business, and 

17 that's the only portion you're going to pay for. 

18 	 The other question I have is that while 

19 construction of rail goes on and let's say there's a 

20 delay and another delay and another delay while 

21 properties that are being sold or leased are abandoned 

	

18:42:25 	22 by property owners, what's going to happen to the cost 

23 of construction? What's going to happen to the 

24 community that's involved when this rail gets stalled 

25 for any reason at all, whether there's problems with 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 

AR00003931 



Honolulu, Hawaii 	(808) 524-2090 

AR00003932 



Public Hearing, December 9, 2008 	 39 

1 finding burial sites along the City properties or 

2 whether you run out of money or any type of thing that 

3 will stall the development while it's going on right 

4 now? And that's the type of questions I would like to 

5 ask you guys right now, because I think these are the 

6 questions the community needs to know before we 

7 actually start the rail. 

18:42:59 	8 	 That's all I have to say. 

9 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Any other 

10 person wishing to speak? 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. GENADIO: My name is Frank Genadio. 

2 You have my address. I'm from Kapolei. I thought 

3 that you could only testify once, but when Dr. Uechi 

4 came up, I realized I could testify again. I've been 

5 following the hearings. In Kapolei I tried to make 

	

18:43:28 	6 the point that the Draft EIS brushed off other 

7 technologies. I happen to be a proponent of something 

8 called the HSST urban magnetic levitation system. 

9 Those of you who are concerned about the cost should 

10 be aware that the maglift guideway would be built at 

11 least 20 percent cheaper. The guideway construction 

12 would accommodate 25.3 miles for the 20 mile cost 

	

18:43;59 	13 reflected in the Draft EIS. In other words, we could 

14 have an extension into Salt Lake from the airport 

15 route, we could also have an extension to UH Manoa 

16 whose students have been left out of this entirely, 

17 and we could even have a spur into Waikiki. 

18 	 It also happens to be at least twice as 

19 quiet as steel wheels on steel rail and its guideway 

20 is much less obtrusive and will require much less 

	

18:44:28 	21 impact on property. Thank you. 

22 
	

(Applause.) 

23 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Another 

24 speaker. 

25 
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1 	 MS. INC: Yes. My name is Renee Ing. My 

2 address is P.O. Box 23094, Honolulu 96823. I'd like 

3 to talk about another technology that was not included 

4 in the EIS despite words to the effect that everything 

5 was studied, and I think it should be studied. 

	

18:44:58 	6 Phileas magnetic guided -- magnet guided, not magnet 

levitation. A similar system was funded in San 

8 Francisco and someplace in Oregon by the ETA in 2007 

9 and that means it could be funded for here. It is 1.5 

10 billion compared to 5 and 6 billion. It's 1.5 billion 

	

18:45:29 	11 for the Kapolei to UH route. It can be built with 

12 just plain old -- our plain old GET money. You don't 

13 even need New Starts money. But on top of that it can 

14 be quiet running through Salt Lake. Not only can you 

35 go cut and cover, you cut a mini tunnel underneath the 

16 boulevard, cover it so that Salt Lake Boulevard 

	

18:45:57 	17 continues to run, but you cut and cover a tunnel 

18 underneath. 

19 	 On top of that if you had to, you 

20 could -- because it's a Prius-like vehicle, it's very, 

21 very quiet and it will be of hydrogen fuel cells in a 

22 few years and on top of that it does this thing called 

23 running silent. It can be -- the noise can be cut for 

24 a little bit while it's going through the residential 

25 areas. That's the noise problem. 
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18:46:30 

18:46:59 

18:47:30 

1 	 The second problem that we have been 

2 hearing a lot about it that if the route that's 

3 constructed now, actually if it were for steel rail, I 

4 think it's a pretty good route, but the problem is 

5 there are other technologies. Phileas can go around a 

6 lot of these places that are going to be intersected 

7 by a steel train, Phileas will not cut through them, 

8 it will simply go around them, because it is very, 

9 very flexible. So I would really hope that the City 

10 administration will study the Phileas system and the 

11 urban maglift that Mr. Genadio was talking about in 

12 the EIS. The ETA usually says it expects 

13 municipalities to study a broad range of modes of 

14 technology, not just one. So it's not something that 

15 Honolulu will be -- you know, it would be unusual for 

16 Honolulu to do this. Other municipalities studied a 

17 lot of different ways of technology before they 

18 choose, and to give them the chance to submit a 

19 request for proposal. 

20 	 Thank you. 

21 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

22 who wishes to testify? If nobody else is interested 

23 in providing their comments, I conclude the hearing at 

24 6:48 p.m. 	Thank you for your time and interest in 

25 the project. 
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18:47:52 	1 

2 

3 the hearing. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

13 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. TAKAI: I signed up. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm reopening 
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1 	 MR. TAKAI: My name is Mark Takai. I'm a 

2 state representative, representing the communities of 

3 Aiea and Pearl City. Tonight I speak as the chairman 

4 of the Kamehameha Highway improvements task force and 

5 for those of you who are unfamiliar with our task 

6 force, it's comprised of all the elected officials in 

	

18:48:29 	7 the Aiea, Pearl City and Salt Lake areas. It also 

8 consists of the Aiea, Pearl City and Salt Lake, Foster 

9 Village neighborhood boards. In addition to that, it 

10 includes some of the significant stakeholders along 

11 the Kamehameha Highway corridor in Aiea/Pearl City. 

12 	 The corridor for us begins on Center 

13 Drive on the east side and goes all the way for about 

	

18:48:57 	14 5.5 miles to the end of Kamehameha Highway on the 

15 Pearl City side, which is a little bit past Sam's 

16 Club. 

17 	 We've been working at improvements along 

18 this corridor for about three years, and we try to 

19 meet quarterly. Two years ago when this issue came 

20 up, we took a position as a task force, and I just 

21 wanted to mention -- and we sent it in a few times and 

22 I've testified in front of the Council a number of 

23 times, but I wanted to put this in the record. A 

	

18:49:28 	24 couple of things that the City as you move down this 

25 path should be considering. 
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18:49:57 

18:50:28 

1B:50:59 

	

1 	 The first one is about 20 years ago there 

2 was a compromise made by the City and Hawaiian 

3 Electric to underground the 48 kilavolt lines on the 

4 mauka side of the viaduct, but to construct the 138KV 

5 lines that are the huge super structures, the huge 

6 metal poles that run the entire length of the 

7 corridor, and I do believe it goes up Salt Lake 

8 Boulevard as well. Our task force recommends that the 

9 City consider incorporating the 138KV and all of the 

10 other utilities down that corridor into the mass 

11 transit super structure. It's a small price for our 

12 community to -- I mean, it's a big price for our 

13 community to have the train coming through our 

14 corridor and I think it's a small price for the users 

15 and for the City to incorporate those utility lines 

16 within the super structure. 

	

17 	 The second one is we spent a lot of money 

18 and a lot of time planning for aesthetic improvements 

19 up and down the corridor. In fact, we hired -- the 

20 State hired Parsons Brinckerhoff and in that 

21 consulting contract we have set aside some funds to 

22 hire an architectural engineer -- 

	

23 	 (Buzzer sounds.) 

	

24 	 -- who has spent a lot of time designing 

25 motifs and everything. So we would like to request as 
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18:51:28 

1 you move forward that you consider working with us, 

2 especially in our corridor, but also working with 

3 other communities as you design the way these super 

4 structures look and the way the medians look 

5 throughout our communities. 

6 	 I'll be sending written comments in 

7 later. Thank you. 

8 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: There's no 

9 other speaker. Wait. Wait. Are there any other 

10 speakers before I open 30 second round? 

11 

12 

13 

14 

13 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. LOO: My name is Herbert Loo. I'm a 

2 retired master sergeant, retired in 1966. When I was 

3 drafted in 1945, I took my first train ride from 

	

18:51:52 	4 Iwilei up to Schofield. Too bad they don't still have 

5 that train line. I'm here to support the rail 

6 transit, because in my travels in New York City, seven 

7 years there, you see billions of people traveling on 

8 the subway, terrific transportation. just think if 

9 they didn't have that type of transportation, just 

10 think if we had that transportation 20 years ago. We 

11 are so backwards here it's pitiful. Build it right 

	

18:52:29 	12 away, as soon as possible. Thank you. 

13 	 (Applause.) 

14 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

15 wishing to testify? I thought there was somebody 

16 there. No. 	Yeah. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 SCOTT: My name is Scott. I live here in 

2 the Salt Lake area. I'm born and raised here in 

	

18:52:57 
	

3 Hawaii. I've seen a lot of stuff growing up here as a 

kid. I've seen how when I was a little kid I could go 

5 to Queen's with my dad, when he used to work there, in 

6 ten minutes. Nowadays if you're not on the road 

7 before 6:00 in the morning to get past Middle Street, 

8 you'll be lucky to take an hour and a half. That's 

9 five, seven miles, and it's not getting any better. 

10 It's only getting worse. There's no perfect solution 

11 with mass transit, but if we don't do something with 

12 this rail and get something going, regardless of what 

	

18:53:29 	13 medium we use, whether it be steel on steel, magnetic 

14 or otherwise, ten years from now to try and figure out 

15 something, then it's going to be too late. 

16 	 The other thing, too, we have got to look 

17 in the smart sense. You know, picking these routes 

18 and stuff is great, but we have got to link one end of 

19 the island to the other, because if there's a bad 

20 wreck or something like that, traffic and everything 

21 around here comes to a halt. Also, through the 

22 airport. We have got to get some efficiency into how 

	

18:53:58 	23 we get around here. The smart thing would be is 

24 whatever route we pick, think of the long term as far 

25 as linking the new university in Kapolei out there to 
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18:54:30 

18:54:57 

1 the universities and work down in town and also 

2 allowing for the business people and other people who 

3 travel light to go through the airport, because the 

4 ability to build a super structure there is easy. 

5 Look at the parking structures they've got going up. 

6 It's not an eyesore and it makes it more centralized, 

7 especially being all of this is part of the Department 

8 of Transportation. 

	

9 	 So, we have got to do something now. Not 

10 talk about it, think about it, maybe build it in 20 

11 years, like the H3. Obviously the H3 works. In other 

12 places around the world they use rail on rail, DART, 

13 BART. It all works. But we need to implement it now 

14 before it's almost too late. 

	

15 	 Thank you. 

	

16 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone who 

17 hasn't spoken wish to speak? Okay. I'm going to give 

18 this gentleman another chance. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. PYLE: Thank you. Doug Pyle. I 

2 spoke earlier on behalf of an organization I chaired 

3 and I want an opportunity to add a few personal items 

4 of testimony. Two points, one would be the -- 

5 everybody who lives or has family like I do in Salt 

6 Lake knows how the congestion really jams up right at 

7 the convergence where H1 and Red Hill and the on-ramp 

	

18:55:28 	8 here below Tripler all come together, and rail would 

9 be a great alternative for this community in 

10 particular to be able to have -- to get out of that 

11 mess and get to their destinations, and I think that's 

12 an advantage that the airport route does not have. 

13 Although in the long run I think the airport route 

14 would be real valuable to also have, perhaps as a 

15 spur. 

16 	 And secondly, and I think it's very 

	

18:55:58 	17 important, 1 haven't seen the City doing this yet -- 

18 hope it will -- look at rail as being one part of an 

19 integrated transit plan, including pedestrian/bicycle 

20 and just -- I grew up in Portland, Oregon which won 

21 awards for planning comprehensively. It has rail, but 

22 it has a bus mall that is pedestrian/bus only, no 

23 cars. Fareless Square, which is extremely successful. 

	

18:56:26 	24 People can park their cars, park and ride, and if 

25 they're downtown, they ride any of the modes of 
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18:57:00 

1 transportation for free, and then go home. The 

2 traffic flows wonderfully there because they planned 

3 in a comprehensive way, and I hope the City will do 

4 that, too. 

	

5 	 One final point when I lust noticed that 

6 no other hands were going up, I remembered hearing at 

7 one of the hearings was reportedly had low turnout, 

8 and even though perhaps there's only a few people that 

9 testified, I think the record should show that this 

10 room is over full and there's standing room and in the 

11 parking lot it was real hard for me to find a spot. 

12 There's a lot of interest here in Salt Lake certainly, 

13 I assume in support, but certainly a great deal of 

14 interest in this, so T didn't want that to go unnoted, 

15 the turnout. 

	

16 	 Thank you. 

	

17 	 AFARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. Again, 

IB I'd like to open up for a person who didn't testify 

19 already. If not, okay. Co ahead. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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18:57:27 	1 	 MR. SOON: Tony Soon here again. It is 

2 said that the airport route is going to cost $200 

3 million more. The reality is I can assure you it's 

4 probably going to be more like half a billion. Where 

5 is that money going to come from? I do not know. You 

6 know right now the City is under duress in trying to 

7 meet the EPA standards for a secondary waste water 

	

18:57:59 	8 treatment plant. That's going to be $1.5 billion. 

9 That 200 -- supposedly $200 million can go toward a 

10 down payment on getting this fixed. 

11 	 We also have the existing (inaudible) 

12 carriers down there that all need to be repaired. 

13 That's another $300 million that's going to take 

14 basically. And then they talk about a $5 million 

15 annual operational cost in perpetuity, meaning for my 

	

18:58:25 	16 lifetime and my grandkids lifetime and that $5 million 

17 could go toward building a homeless shelter, maybe two 

18 homeless shelters every year, or it could go toward 

19 fixing schools or it could go toward fixing over 

20 20,000 potholes a year. Every year we can just fix 

21 these potholes, 20,000 of them. 

22 	 So I think by putting the routes south of 

23 the Nimitz down by the airport way, which is a 

29 blighted area of town, I think it's stupidity, and 

	

18:58:59 	25 because most of the people who live south of Nimitz 
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18:59:29 

18:59:59 

1 are military and most of them drive and, of course, 

2 they get gas for half price or, okay, two-thirds of 

3 what we pay for it and you do need your car with a 

4 sticker on it to be able to enter into the military 

5 compounds. So trust me, they're still going to be 

6 driving. Now what happens after 5:00 on this route? 

7 Its going to totally deserted. And my opinion to the 

8 City is that maybe what we need is a wiki-wiki system 

9 that will serve that area and maybe at 6:00 we just 

10 cut it off. Why are we going to have a route running 

11 down to the airport with nobody sitting on it except 

12 people going back to Kapolei? Is it not for everybody 

13 in Honolulu? Why just only people in Kapolei. 

14 	 Thank you. 

15 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else? 

16 Okay. If nobody else is interested in speaking or 

17 providing their comments, I'm concluding this hearing 

18 again at 7:00. 

19 	 Thank you for coming. 

20 	 (Hearing concluded at 7:00 p.m.) 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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1 STATE OF HAWAII 

2 COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

3 

4 	 I, Nancy P. Blankenship, Certified Shorthand 

5 Reporter, in and for the State of Hawaii, certify that 

6 the foregoing proceedings were reported 

7 stenographically by me at the time and place 

8 indicated. 

9 	 Given under my hand on this the 29th day of 

10 December, 2008. 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332731 

Mr. Michael Burton 
2889 Ala llima Street, #16A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Burton; 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. To address your first 
point, while each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Nava/ Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural 
and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft 
EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that 
specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
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Very truly' yours, 

Mr. Michael Burton 
Page 2 

Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final 
EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts 
and mitigation commitments. 

Regarding your second point, communication and coordination with the military and 
other parties have been ongoing and will continue as the Project progresses. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-337212 

Mr. Robert Webb 
5320 Likini Street, #6 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Webb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal. 

Your opposition to the Salt Lake Alternative is noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. Compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry more passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in 
the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor 
Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with 
connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the 
Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 

AR00003966 



Mr. Robert Webb 
Page 2 

information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Regarding schools, Radford High, Aliamanu Elementary, and the Salt Lake Public 
Library are located along the Salt Lake alignment and, therefore, will not be affected by the 
Project. 

Your concerns about traction power substations have also been noted, However, the 
traction power substations will be secured within a locked building and will not be accessible to 
the public. 

For your next points, as presented in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in 
reduced vehicle miles traveled and higher shares of total travel when compared to No Build 
conditions. As stated in Section 3.4.2, approximately 40,000 automobiles will be removed from 
roadways as a result of the Project, compared to No Build conditions. In addition, park-and-ride 
lots will be built at East Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These 
lots will allow riders to access the fixed guideway system via car. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project. 

Lastly, Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS specifies the following mitigation for impacted 
business and residential owners. Where relocations will occur, compensation will be provided 
to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal 
and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. The plan includes the following measures related to relocations: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
and business sites within an individual's or business's financial means. 
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• The City will provide relocation advisory services to businesses where acquisition 
of adjacent property may substantially reduce clientele, limit accessibility, or 
affect a business in other substantial ways. 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 

• Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or 
organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly 
and equitably. 

• Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be affected by the 
Project, coordination will occur with the landowner, and these property features 
will be replaced and/or the property owner will be compensated in accordance 
with the Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan (RTO 2008q). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly yours, 

6;1- 	 4111e 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Tony Soon 
1318 VVanaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr Soon 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. The EIS is required to look at the range of reasonable 
alternatives that meet the Project's Purpose and Need. The Draft EIS analyzed three alternatives: Salt 
Lake, Airport, and a combination of both. The City has since identified the Airport Alternative as the 
Preferred Alternative. While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs 
between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft 
EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor 
Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting 
bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have 
slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the 
comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the 
Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since 
publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and 
information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The 
Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 
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Per your comments regarding population, the projections were provided by the OahuMPO. The 
Salt Lake neighborhood is fully developed, and average household size is decreasing over time. 
Population in that area is not anticipated to increase between now and 2030, 

For your next point as to who the Project is intended to serve, the Project is intended to serve the 
entire population of Oahu, including the communities of concern discussed in the Draft and Final EISs, 
Figure 4-15 in the Draft EIS indicates that Salt Lake, as well as Waipahu, Kalihi, and the Pearl Harbor and 
Airport areas, contain concentrations of these populations. The Salt Lake alignment includes many 
residents who would benefit from the rail system. The same is true for the Airport alignment. The 
difference is that along Salt Lake, the majority of users are residents of the area. Along the Airport 
alignment, most users are employees who come from all over the island. Residents in Salt Lake will be 
served by local feeder bus service that will integrate with the fixed guideway system. Tourism is only a 
minor percentage of the ridership expected for the Airport alignment. It can be argued that both have 
merit. As indicated in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, the Airport alignment has more riders. Chapter 6 of the 
Draft EIS shows Salt Lake is slightly less expensive, but with a few more environmental impacts. The 
cost-effectiveness ratio in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS shows the two alternatives are nearly identical in 
terms of overall performance. 

Regarding equity, Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS reviews Environmental Justice regulatory context 
and methodology. This includes the basis for determining environmental justice areas within the project 
corridor. Federal law requires that no low income or minority population be disproportionately adversely 
impacted by a project. Communities with concentrations of populations that are protected by 
environmental justice requirements, as defined by the Federal Government, exist along both the Salt Lake 
and Airport alignments and are comparable in size and number. 

Lastly, the military was not involved in the selection of the Airport Alternative. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Tony Soon 
1318 Wanaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Soon: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS can provide information on the cost and financial analysis for 
the Project. Also, a comparison of the estimated costs of the Salt Lake Alternative and the 
Airport Alternative is presented in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIS. The proposed capital funding 
sources for the Project cannot be used for non-public transportation projects like a secondary 
wastewater treatment plant. Enabling legislation for the County General Excise and Use Tax 
surcharge and Ordinance 07-001 preclude the use of the collected funds for purposes other 
than a fixed-guideway transit system. 

In addition, Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing 
operations and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a 
state of good repair. Operations and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources 
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currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's 
General and Highway Funds. Funding for guideway maintenance will be covered in the City's 
annual budgeting process and amounts to between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual 
operating budget. As shown in Table 6-3 of the Final EIS, approximately 65 percent of the 2030 
transit operating and maintenance costs will be for TheBus. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. Figure 3-12 in 
the Draft EIS shows daily boardings and alightings at each station. As shown, the stations 
along the Airport Alternative will attract higher ridership than those along the Salt Lake 
Boulevard Alignment. 

Pearl Harbor Naval Base and the Airport are major employment destinations. The fixed 
guideway system will provide an alternative to use of automobiles for those traveling to and from 
destinations along the Airport Alternative. In addition, ridership projections for the forecast year 
of 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), which 
was calibrated calibrated against collected traffic and transit ridership information and then 
validated against recent counts to be sure it properly represents travel activity in the 
transportation system (Section 3.2.1 of the Final EIS). An on-board transit survey was 
completed in December 2005 and January 2006, and the latest socioeconomic information 
available as of October 2008 was incorporated. Traffic counts were collected in 2005, 2007, 
and 2008. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and 
demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels of service on 
both the highway and public transit system. OahuMPO undergoes model updates every five 
years to reflect land use and transportation network changes. The model is approved by the 
OahuMPO Technical Advisory Committee. Based upon the model and these key input 
assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to use rapid transit system on 
an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model has 
been refined by adding an updated air passenger model (which forecasts travel in the corridor 
related to passengers arriving or departing at Honolulu International Airport), defining more 
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realistic drive access modes (driving alone or car pooling) to project stations and recognizing a 
more robust off-peak non-home-based direct demand element (trips that do not originate at 
home) based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very truj yours, 

1..,.Z 3  

WAYNEY. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Doug Pyle 
55 South Kukui Street 
Apartment 606 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Pyle: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides a financial analysis for the Project. Also, as stated in 
Section 4.18 of the Final EIS, the Project would generate an average of about 10,000 jobs per 
year over the nine-year construction period. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
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neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of 
alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated 
for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, 
and mitigation commitments. 

In addition, during the alternatives screening process, a Camp Catlin Road alignment 
was reviewed and eliminated. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-333688 

Mr. Doug Pyle 
55 South Kukui Street 
Apartment 606 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Pyle: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
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alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project is designed to be one part of a multi-modal transportation system. Access 
to stations will be in the form of bus, walking, bicycling, and drop-off and, in some cases, park-
and-ride. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS (Section 2.5.6), the bus system will be 
modified to complement the rail transit system, with additional feeder buses connecting 
surrounding communities to the stations. The Project is coordinating with City and State 
agencies to encourage development of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities near the 
stations, although the actual construction of such facilities is beyond the scope of this Project. 

Lastly, substantial attendance of the Salt Lake neighborhood at the Public Hearing held 
in the Salt Lake area is noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-333573 

Mr Maurice Morita 
1142 Ala Aloalo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Morita: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the tnost passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

There will be no noise impacts to schools. The Project will have an integrated noise-
blocking parapet wall at the edge of the guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of 
the rail and a system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 

Very tr 	yours, 

WAYN  s) 
Director 
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June 11,2010 	 IRT9/09-333626 

Ms, Janice Soon Fah 
1318 Wanaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Ms. Fah: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft DS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

Visual effects and displacements that would have resulted from the Salt Lake Alternative 
were addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS. However, as described above, the Preferred 
Alternative will serve the airport. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

WAYNE `KYOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-333629 

Mr. Len Pepper 
1352 Olino Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Pepper 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comment about other activity centers in reference to Figure 1-4 of the Draft EIS is 
noted. , The figure is not intended to be all inclusive. It is intended to illustrate the nature of 
major activity centers in the corridor. 

Die travel demand forecasting model uses OahuMPO data that reflects population in the 
corridor in 2030. OahuMPO uses data from a variety of sources, including from the Department 
of Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT). DBEDT data reflects an aging 
population and changing socioeconomic conditions. The analysis presented in Chapter 1 of the 
Final EIS presents 2030 population and employment forecasts. 

The fixed guideway system will provide improvements to transit availability and reliability 
that would serve all transportation system users, including the elderly and moderate- and low- 
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income populations. All fixed guideway stations will have similar design elements to make 
system use easier for all patrons, including infrequent users, the elderly, and persons with 
disabilities. All platforms will be at the same level as the vehicle floor to provide level boarding 
for all passengers and to accommodate wheelchairs. In addition to stairs and escalators, 
elevators will be provided at all stations to accommodate elderly and disabled riders. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIS, four of the five schools listed in your 
comment letter are along the Salt Lake Alternative route, which will not be affected by the 
Project. These schools will continue to be served by TheBus and other public transit services. 

Last, peak hour analysis was performed in the Final EIS in order to evaluate the transit 
system during periods of highest demand and use. It is anticipated that the transit system will 
operate 7 days per week in conjunction with the schedules for TheBus. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9109-333640 

Mr. Mark Taylor 
3427 Ala Flinalo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The statement in the Draft EIS was correct at the time it was written, namely that "FTA 
has agreed to consider a funding request of $1.2 billion but has not been approached regarding 
a higher level." FTA has not agreed to provide $1.2 billion or to provide more than that. The 
level of Federal funding described in the Draft EIS is used as an estimate of federal funds. 
Further, there is no plan to use property taxes to fund the Project construction. 

FTA's general practice for the financial evaluation of proposed New Starts projects is to 
consider financial feasibility with anticipated receipt of FTA funding. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
describes the risks and uncertainties associated with New Starts funding. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very tr ly y urs, 

.. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-336610 

Mr. Ben Ramelb 
1148 Ala Lilikoi Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Ramelb: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Regarding your first point, as described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in 
Section 8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first 
construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires 
considerable space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient 
available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will 
begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed 
in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project and subject to careful and ongoing 
scrutiny by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), so there will not be a situation in which 
only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources will 
be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties and potential 
sources to cover shortfalls. 

Regarding your second point, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS discusses the Purpose and 
Need of the Project. As stated in this section, the reason for the fixed guideway is not only to 
help relieve congestion, but to offer travelers an alternative to the car. There is currently no 
option but for most people to drive and congestion is increasing as a result. 

Neither the Alternative Analysis nor the Draft or Final EISs show that rail would worsen 
traffic. Table 3-12 in the Alternatives Analysis shows that roadway conditions will be worse in 
2030 whether the fixed guideway, managed lane, or more buses are implemented. However, 
traffic conditions will be better with the fixed guideway compared to conditions without it. The 
Alternatives Analysis showed that rail decreases congestion more effectively than any of the 
other options studied in the Alternatives Analysis. The Managed Lane Alternative would not 
eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on the H-1 Freeway. Table 3-12 in the Alternative 
Analysis Report shows that, under the No Build Alternative, there would be 18,049 vehicles per 
hour (vph) operating on the H-1 Freeway in 2030. Vehicle volumes rise to 18,327 vph (Two-
direction Option) or 18,419 vph (Reversible Option) with the Managed Lane Alternative, while 
traffic volumes decrease to 17,209 vph with the 20-mile Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative, 
Accordingly, the Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative will reduce traffic volumes from those 
projected under the 2030 No Build Alternative. 

Localized bypasses would not meet system goals for corridor-wide benefits to mobility, 
reliability, access, and equity. The Hawaii Department of Transportation, which is responsible 
for the freeway system, has evaluated needs for the freeway system and identified the highway 
projects that would be most efficient at reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects, including a 
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Nimitz Flyover, are listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS and included in the analysis for all project 
alternatives. Effects of the Nimitz Flyover on traffic conditions in 2030 are discussed in 
Section 3.4.2 of the Final EIS. Travel on the Nimitz Flyover was included in all forecasts of 
future travel conditions and is reflected in the times for the following travel pairs under the No 
Build Alternative: Kapolei to Downtown, Ewa to Downtown, and Mililani to Downtown. As shown 
in Figure 3-7 of the Final EIS, the Nimitz Flyover does improve transit travel times with the No 
Build Alternative between certain travel pairs (e.g., between Mililani and Downtown) compared 
to 2007 conditions. However, as also shown in this figure, travel times improve substantially 
more with the addition of the Project. The important finding in the Final EIS is that conditions on 
the highway will be better with rail compared to what they would be if the Project were not built 
even after the Nimitz Flyover, improvements to the H-1 Freeway, and all other projects in the 
OahuMPO Regional Transportation Plan are built. 

As shown in Table 6-1 of the Final EIS, the Project will cost $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars 
and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars, including finance charges. The State of Hawaii's Highway 
Modernization Plan dated January 22, 2009, estimates the cost of the Nimitz Viaduct at $600 
million for an approximately 2.5-mile elevated highway with two lanes, which equals $240 million 
per mile. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9109-333642 

Mr. Mike Uechi 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Mr. Uechi: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)) This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Property acquisition will occur early in the construction process. In all cases, the City 
will be required to follow the requirements of the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. As stated in the Final EIS, Section 4.4 Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and Relocations, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation: 

A partial acquisition typically is either a narrow strip of land or a more substantial portion 
of a large parcel. It is assumed that for the properties that would be partially acquired, existing 
land uses would not change. For residential properties, if the proposed right-of-way line comes 
within 5 feet of a residential structure, it is considered a full acquisition. If the right-of-way line is 
outside the 5 feet, it is considered a partial acquisition. For commercial properties, including 
situations where the commercial property could lose its function, full acquisition was considered. 
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Regarding other construction delays, the City is working closely with the Oahu Island 
Burial Council to develop the most effective ways to find, identify, protect, or relocate iwi kupuna 
(Hawaiian burials) if they are found well in advance of Project construction. Similar steps are 
being taken to minimize other risks. 

To answer your second question, Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and 
uncertainties associated with the financial analysis presented in Chapter 6. Changes in project 
schedule are one source of risk that is discussed. Chapter 6 also discusses other options for 
raising revenue should it be necessary to find additional funds. In addition to construction 
contingency, to minimize the risk of construction delays, the City will require contractors to pay 
liquidated damages if they cannot meet contract schedules. Furthermore, on a project of this 
size, the contractor's best incentive to complete work on time or even ahead of schedule is that 
they can generally make a higher profit if they do so. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www honolulutransit.orq.  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the 'Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very trul yours, 

7—  
WAYNE. YOSHIOK 
Director 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-337213 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Genadio: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

No comparative magnetic levitation project has ever been built within the U.S. 
Therefore, no data is available to support a cost estimate. Some of the savings recognized in 
other countries for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U.S. because of requirements to 
include an emergency egress walkway. While the system is inherently quieter, other systems 
may be designed to match the noise level of magnetic levitation when in operation. Also, the 
smaller structures proposed in the comment result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the 
number of columns required and the cost to construct both the additional foundations and 
columns. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the 
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. OSH1OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Ms. Renee ing 
P.O. Box 23094 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96823 

Dear Ms. [rig: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, additional alternatives, including other 
technologies, were evaluated during the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Project. The 
Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general alignment 
alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. An initial screening process 
considered alternatives identified through previous transit studies, a field review of the study 
corridor, an analysis of current population and employment data for the study corridor, a 
literature review of technology modes, work completed for the Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan 2030 (ORTP) prepared by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (0ahuMPO) 
(0ahuMPO 2007), and public and agency comments received during the formal Alternatives 
Analysis scoping process. 

During the fall of 2005 and winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu (City) 
completed the alternatives screening process that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings 
were held with the purpose of presenting alternatives to the public, interested agencies, and 
officials and receiving comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
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Alternatives Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives as a result of public 
comments. Rubber-tire fixed guideway vehicles were considered a technology option 
throughout the Alternatives Analysis. 

The following alternatives were studied in the Alternatives Analysis: No Build Alternative, 
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, Managed Lane Alternative, and the 
Fixed Guideway Alternative. After review of the Alternatives Analysis Report and consideration 
of public comments, the City Council selected a fixed guideway transit system extending from 
Kapolei to UN Manoa with a connection to Waikiki as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The 
selection, which eliminated the TSM and Managed Lane Alternatives, became 
Ordinance 07-001 on January 6, 2007. The fixed guideway system is the most cost-effective 
system of all the alternatives studied. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process that included the opportunity for public 
comment was used in parallel with the alignment analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. Rubber tire on concrete systems, including the Phileas system, were 
evaluated by an independent five-member technology panel comprised of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic that was appointed by the City Council. The panel 
considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. The Phileas 
bus, was evaluated as a high capacity bus option. The guidance system that is under 
development is still experimental and not able to meet the operating requirements posed by the 
Review Panel. Likewise, fuel cell propulsion systems and other developing and promising 
technologies were considered but not retained as they are not yet available in full production 
form. The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the 
panel chose a steel wheel operating on steel rail system. The four panel members selected 
steel-wheel technology because it is, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. The Ph fleas system, by comparison 
does not yet have a functioning guidance operation. At this point in time, it effectively operates 
as a bus that cannot provide the reliability and safety of the guideway technology chosen by the 
panel. Based on manufacturer performance information, Phileas is also not materially quieter 
than the proposed steel wheel rail system. Furthermore, selecting a proprietary technology also 
would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project 
costs. The panel's findings were summarized in a report to the City Council dated February 22, 
2008. 

A guided-bus system operating on an exclusive guideway following the same alignment 
would not reduce adverse effects, including property acquisitions of the Project During the 
Alternatives Analysis process at the beginning of the project, a broad range of alignments were 
considered. When a historic property or park recreational property was found to have a 
potential impact, alternate alignments were studied, as discussed and documented in 5.2, 5.3 
and 5.5. of the Final EIS. 
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As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. If no mitigation were provided, moderate impacts would occur at upper floors of a few 
high-rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends three feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. In areas with high-rise apartments and hotels that have 
lanais above the elevation of and facing the rail, the parapet wall will have a limited benefit (less 
than a 3-dBA noise reduction) at floors above the level of the guideway. Wheel skirts, which are 
part of the vehicles and cover the wheels, will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at 
locations above the elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the 
tracks in the three areas that would otherwise experience moderate noise impacts will reduce 
the Project noise levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is 
operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise impacts from the 
Project. If additional noise impacts occur, then FTA will require the evaluation of measures to 
mitigate the impacts. 

With the required mitigation in place (noise blocking parapet wall, sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts, as described below), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise 
generated by the Project will be lower than the existing (2009) noise levels in most locations and 
will not have any noise impacts to residences or businesses based on FTA noise criteria and 
guidance. 

Chapter 8 of the Final EIS details the Project's public involvement activities, including 
scoping and Public Hearing dates. The Project conducted numerous Community Information 
Meetings, manned booths at public events, conducted Speakers Bureau presentations, and 
maintained a website and hotline to solicit public comment throughout the planning process. 

The estimated implementation cost for guided buses operating in exclusive right-of-way 
is not substantiated. Actual cost of constructing an elevated exclusive busway serving the same 
area as the Project would be similar to the cost to implement the Project with the selected 
technology because the guideway would be of a similar size. If the guideway were designed to 
highway standards to accommodate any form of unguided vehicle, it would be larger and more 
costly. If multiple access points were provided, the right-of-way needs and cost would be 
substantially higher. The proposal to construct the busway in a cut-and-cover tunnel would 
further increase the cost relative to the elevated alternative considered through the Alternatives 
Analysis process. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final ES, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very t ly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSH1KA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone. (808) 768-8305 • Fax (806) 768-4730 • Internet: www.honolulu gov 

 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

WAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

June 11,2010 RT9109-333648 
RT1/09-295442R 

The Honorable K. Mark Takai 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol, Room 305 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Representative Takai: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The 138KV lines cannot be incorporated in the guideway structure. The National 
Electrical Safety Code and Occupational Safety and Health Administration require clearances 
around KV lines. In addition, the KV lines cannot be incorporated into an enclosed space due to 
the heat generated by these lines. As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, 
"Communication and coordination have been initiated with the affected utility agencies and 
companies and will continue throughout design and construction." Further, "Design criteria will 
govern all new utility construction outside of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, 
relocation, and restoration of utilities encountered and affected by construction of the fixed 
guideway." The design criteria will evaluate relocation of utilities that are in conflict with the 
fixed guideway. 
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As mentioned above, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has 
been selected as the Preferred Alternative. While each of the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as described above. As 
compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the 
most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle 
hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl Harbor Naval Base and 
Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus 
service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will 
have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in the Draft EIS. 
During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly supported the 
Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the alternatives, more 
than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more information this selection is 
discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been 
advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has been added in response to 
comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that 
was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-
making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. Any utility relocation associated with the 
Salt Lake Boulevard alignment will not be required for the Project. 

In addition, the DTS will continue to work with the Hawaii State Department of 
Transportation and other groups regarding corridor features and aesthetics. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very/ uIyours, 

-.32.  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96613 
Phone (808) 768-8305 • Fax (806) 768-4730 • Internet www.honolulu.gov  

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

VVAYNE Y YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-333682 

Scott 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Scott: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your comments have been noted. The Project will provide an alternative transportation 
mode and additional connection between UH West Oahu and Downtown. It will serve the 
Airport and provide park-and-ride facilities for commuters. The Project will include enhanced 
bus service integrated with the fixed guideway system. The local bus feeder system will 
connect neighborhoods and commercial districts to the fixed guideway system. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS: however; the future extensions are not pad of this 
Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
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Very )ulyjS,ours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Scott 
Page 2 

for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Bus 
service between Ala Moana Center and these destinations will be enhanced until those 
extensions are built. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been 
issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the 
Project website at www.honolulutransit.org .  You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and 
additional content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 
566-2299. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions, 
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1 
	

TORU HAMAYASU: Good evening. I'm Toru 

	

2 
	

Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City and County 

	

3 
	of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services. I am 

	

4 
	

the Hearing Officer for this public hearing for the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

	

6 
	

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

	

7 
	

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

	

8 
	collect comments related to the proposed transit project 

	

9 
	regarding the draft EIS, Section 106 of the National 

	

10 
	

Historic Preservation Act process, Section 4(f) of the 

	

11 
	

U.S. Department of Transportation Act, right-of-way 

	

12 
	

acquisition, and floodplains affected by the project. 

	

13 
	

Public input can be made in four ways. Public 

	

14 
	spoken testimony to me here in the public hearing room. 

	

15 
	

If you do not wish to speak in the public, an individual 

	

16 
	spoken testimony for the record can be made to the 

	

17 
	

hearing recorder, who is near the Public Involvement 

	

18 
	

Station in the Project Information Area next door. 

	

19 
	

Written testimony may be deposited into the black 

	

20 
	comment box at this meeting or delivered to the 

	

21 
	

Department of Transportation Services office or mailed 

	

22 
	or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by January 7th, 2009. 

	

23 
	

And finally, testimony can be submitted online by 

	

24 
	

January 7th, 2009, at www.honolulutransit.org . 

	

25 
	

All comments and responses will be included in 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS 
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the final EIS. Revisions to the EIS will be made as 

appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: One, 

elected and public officials will be heard first. 

Persons desiring to testify should register at the 

entrance to the hearing room and will be called in order 

of registration. 

Any individual may appear and speak for him or 

herself, or if duly authorized, for any local civic 

group, organization, club or association, subject to the 

rules provided herein. Speakers should give their name. 

If representing a group, this information should also be 

given. 

Speakers must limit their statements to 3 

minutes. Additional prepared statements or literature 

pertaining to the project may be submitted at this 

hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7th, 2009, to 

Department of Transportation Services. These statements 

will be made part of the official record if they include 

a legible name and address. 

For these hearings, all statements, oral or 

written, should be directed to the Hearing Officer and 

must be related to the subject matter of the hearing. 

Each person speaking before the audience must 

do so at the floor microphone. We will call testifiers 

- 	a 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

in groups of three to facilitate orderly progress. 

Please ensure you are in the hearing area at the time 

your name is called. A court stenographer will record 

and transcribe the hearing proceedings. If required, I 

will announce any of the specific rules governing this 

hearing 

As part of this public hearing process, the 

Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is not allowed to 

respond to any questions or concerns raised by the 

speaker. The Project Team will be available to address 

your questions in the Project Information Area outside 

of this hearing venue. 

It is now 6:14. At this time, I would like to 

begin the public testimony. The first testifier is 

Frank Genadio, followed by Young Kim, and Scott Miguel. 

---000--- 
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1 
	

FRANK GENADIO: Frank Genadio of Kapolei. You 

	

2 
	

have my address from a previous testimony. My remarks 

	

3 
	

are directed to the attempted EIS to eliminate a 

	

4 
	

technology that is not steel wheels on steel rails. The 

	

5 
	

City Council fumbled away its chances to place the right 

	

6 
	

question on the November ballot, leaving us with a 

	

7 
	

take-it-or-leave-it choice for steel. 

	

8 
	

Actually, the Council should have placed two 

	

9 
	

questions on the ballot. First would be: Do you 

	

10 
	

support a fixed-rail transit system for Oahu? The 

	

11 
	

second would be: If you answered "yes," do you favor a 

	

12 
	

fair and open competition among all four types of rail 

	

13 
	

technologies? 

	

14 
	

For those of you not familiar with what the 

	

15 
	

Federal Transit Administration considers rail, it is not 

	

16 
	

just steel wheels, but includes rubber tire on concrete, 

	

17 
	

conventional monorail, and elevated magnetic levitation, 

	

18 
	

the system I favor. 

	

19 
	

Based on responses to the City's request for 

	

20 
	

information, there would be 10 technology suppliers, 

	

21 
	

including five that do not propose steel-on-steel. 

	

22 
	

Figure 29 of the EIS shows a solid structure that is 28 

	

23 
	

to 32 feet across as a bridge needed for steel wheel 

	

24 
	systems. The HSS (inaudible) maglev guideway in 

	

25 
	comparison would be only 21 feet across, including open 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS 
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1 	space between the beams on which the levitated train 

	

2 	would ride. Picture the difference on Farrington 

	

3 
	

Highway and the lessened impact on homes and businesses. 

	

4 
	

And also consider the fact that the maglev is at least 

	

5 
	

twice as quiet as steel-on-steel without any need for 

	

6 	steel's noise mitigation measures. 

	

7 
	

Those of you with children or grandchildren in 

	

8 
	

five to nine years might be interested in knowing that 

	

9 
	

the EIS project for a 20-mile steel wheel bridge would 

	

10 
	cover at least 25 miles of guideway for the maglev. 

	

11 
	

Using the same amount of labor and materials in the 

	

12 
	current plan, that is no loss of jobs or decrease sales 

	

13 
	of steel and concrete, this would enable extension of 

	

14 
	

the guideway to the U.H. Manoa campus within the time 

	

15 
	

line for the initial system. Since U.H. West Oahu will 

	

16 
	

have limited curriculum, reaching Manoa is important to 

	

17 
	

future college students from this area. 

	

18 
	

The first maglev -- the HSS (inaudible) maglev 

	

19 
	

is not only faster and much quieter and cheaper to 

	

20 
	

develop than steel-on-steel, it would also will he 

	

21 
	somewhere between $12 and 18 million per year cheaper to 

	

22 
	operate and maintain because of (inaudible) running. 

	

23 
	

Cost to modify the EIS to accommodate other technologies 

	

24 
	

is a drop in the bucket of the plan's estimated 

	

25 
	

$7 billion budget. 
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I'm suggesting that this EIS be delayed and 

reworked and that the start of preliminary engineering 

either be deferred or that the study cover all 

technologies that met the City's initial requirements. 

Mahal°. 

TORII' HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Young Kim. 

---o0o--- 
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1 
	

YOUNG KIM: Good evening. My name is Young 

	

2 
	

Kim. I came here, this is my second time around to mass 

	

3 
	

transit development plan. First one was in the late 

	

4 
	

1 80s, early '90 timeframe with Rene Mansho. At that 

	

5 
	

time, I was able to convince the City Council not to 

	

6 
	

develop the rail transit. And this time, my second time 

	

7 
	around, majority have expressed a willingness to build a 

	

a 	transit, so I'm for it, but the plan organization little 

	

9 
	

bit askewed or disorganized. 

	

10 
	

I lived in Japan for first 14 years and I 

	

11 
	enjoyed the mass transit system in Japan. Core area had 

	

12 
	all the transit system, but as the population increased, 

	

13 
	number of train route have tremendously increased beyond 

	

14 
	

the Tokyo perimeter. When I left town, we had only one 

	

15 
	subway. Now I think there's nine to 11 different subway 

	

16 
	going all over Tokyo. 

	

17 
	

My question to you is: Where is this storage 

	

18 
	area and maintenance facility so that the mass transit 

	

19 
	

have to begin from Leeward side? And 1 just found out 

	

20 
	

from the other side there is a map showing that the 

	

21 
	

Leeward Community College area is one. That's great. 

	

22 
	

So why not build from there toward the core destination 

	

23 
	area? That way you can -- as soon as you open it, you 

	

24 
	can use it for the ridership toward the airport. 

	

25 
	There's more people working around the airport, Hickam, 
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1 
	

Pearl Harbor area than any other place. Extend it to 

2 
	

downtown and to the U.H. Manoa and Waikiki. You have 

3 
	

better chance of success than try to do the Leeward from 

4 
	

Kapolei to Waipahu. Thank you. 

5 
	

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Scott Miguel, 

6 
	

followed by Michael Burton. 

7 	 ---000--- 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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10 

11 
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14 
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24 

25 

SCOTT MIGUEL: Good evening, everyone. I'm 

Scott Miguel. 	I supported this back in the '90s when 

the (inaudible). The question I have is: What do you 

tell the grandchildren that will have to pay for the 

system that you say the prices have changed from what's 

gonna be built to what's not gonna be built? And what's 

bugging me is, why change and why proofread the EIS 

report from the Federal Government when it doesn't have 

to be proofread? By now probably realize I didn't vote 

for it, but why proofread it when it was already done 

right by the U.S. Government? What were you hiding from 

the people? Because I feel that there's a lot of people 

out there that say, what are you gonna tell your mom and 

pa's generation of young kids, hey, you're gonna have to 

pay for something that maybe is gonna be used in Aiea, 

as a senator is proposing right now. Charles Djou is 

proposing Aiea to town. What's wrong with that? You 

promised the people of Kapolei something? Yeah, its 

sad that five, maybe 10 people showed up, but what do 

you tell the younger generation when we get older, it 

was promised to me. Why wasn't it done then? There is 

no answers for a lot of things. 

That's why tonight I'm hoping you can enlighten 

me so maybe I can believe something like this, because I 

have to believe. I don't believe it's possible. You 
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1 	guys come up with different solutions, different way, 

	

2 
	

different solutions. Did you guys really have a plan? 

	

3 
	Are you guys coordinating with the different agencies? 

	

4 
	Are you guys pulling the (inaudible), because when you 

	

5 
	guys are building this, there's a lot of places you guys 

	

6 
	gotta touch; a lot of different companies you guys gotta 

	

7 
	work with. Is there a coordination or is there anything 

	

8 
	that the City has, because so far the people haven't 

	

9 
	

been told everything. 

	

10 
	 TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Michael Burton. 

	

11 	 ---o0o--- 
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MICHAEL BURTON: Hi, I'm Michael Burton and I 

just wanted to say that I do support the rail system. I 

do see it's a necessary utility for the people who do 

travel into downtown to work. However, I'm also a 

resident of Salt Lake, and I just want to put my point 

across. 

One, Congressman Chachula is saying something 

about starting the project in, say, Aiea, and I agree 

with that because, after all, the Kapolei area is kind 

of desolate at this point and with the perspective of us 

running out of money through -- in the project, because 

there hasn't been a hundred percent guarantee, that's a 

wise decision. 

Outside of that, I disagree with him with 

changing the route from Pearl Harbor -- to change the 

route from the Salt Lake route instead of going down 

Pearl Harbor. I believe that the Pearl Harbor route is 

a waste of time and misuse of people's money, the 

public's money, because it's bypassing populated areas 

such as Salt Lake, Foster Village, and the industrial 

area right around the Bougainville area and, of course, 

it's gonna hit Salt Lake, but I feel that if the rail is 

routed where the public can take advantage of it, where 

it's convenient, you know, would be better use of the 

public's money. And that's all I really have to say. 
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Thank you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: The next speaker is Natlynn 

Cunningham. 

-- -o0o -- - 
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NATLYNN CUNNINGHAM: Hi. I'm Natlynn 

Cunningham, and I live in the Royal Kunia area. I do 

not support the current rail system and do support the 

alternative currently being recommended to start closer 

to town from the Aiea/Salt Lake area. I believe that 

would generate more income while it's being built and 

support more ridership. 

My question to you, as I'm a budget officer and 

for many years, I'm looking at the Federal money that we 

have not secured yet, that we're gonna go and secure in 

2010. 	Suppose that we get it. 	The cost of the rail 

will -- historically costs have tripled, quadrupled. So 

instead of costing $5 billion, it may cost us 

$15 billion or $20 billion by the time it's ready to be 

done. Where is the rest of that money gonna come from? 

How much is the Government support, the Federal 

Government? 

As I understand, the maintenance will be paid 

from the City's pot. Does anybody here think that we 

can afford to maintain the rail? Can we? I mean, every 

time we hit a pothole, I think people should think about 

it. Maintenance of the rail is way beyond what this 

city can support, and I don't want to see my children 

and my grandchildren have to leave Hawaii because the 

taxes are too high and they can't afford to live here. 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS 
Honolulu, Hawaii 	(808) 524-2090 

AR00004014 



16 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Its already expensive. I mean, the future of our local 

people will be threatened by additional taxes. Thank 

you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Eric Minton. 

---o0o--- 
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ERIC MINTON: Aloha. I'm not really 

comfortable on this side of the microphone, but I am in 

support of a mass transit. I'm in favor of all forms of 

mass transit. I understand one thing Mayor Hannemann 

said, and I know he's right, steel-on-steel will be 

cheaper to maintain. But steel-on-steel is such a 

heavier train, and I have tried to get an answer from 

the various committees, what will the difference in 

construction costs be compared to the other forms 

against the maintenance? 

I have had had an opportunity to ride trains in 

many, many cities. I went to high school in New York 

City. I went to college in L.A. Business has taken me 

to Toronto and Montreal, all cities that have all kinds 

of varieties. My favorite system, which I really wish 

we were considering, is the monorail. 	It's the 

smallest, lightest structure. 	It blocks the last 

community, you know, last line, stuff like that. It's 

cheapest to build. 

But we'd better not do what we did, what, 20 

years ago and shoot ourselves in the foot, because if we 

don't get some form of really mass transit, we'll go no 

place. The island will die, It has to happen, a better 

transit system. 	I live 30 miles from this room. It 

took me an hour and 20 minutes to get here. I figured 
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1 
	

it would only take 40, and that's after calling up the 

	

2 	offices to get directions to get here. I don't know 

	

3 	where this area is. The meetings closer to me are all 

	

4 	on work days. 

	

5 
	

So anyway, that's what I'm saying. 	I really 

	

6 
	

hope that we look more at the monorail, but we cannot 

	

7 	say no. Thank you. 

	

8 
	

TORU HAMAYASU: Thank you. That's the last of 

	

9 
	

the registered speakers. Is there anyone else present 

	

10 
	who would like to provide a comment on the project 

	

11 
	

issues? You sure? With nobody else interested in 

	

12 	providing a comment, I conclude this hearing at 6:29. 

	

13 
	Thank you for your time and interest in this project. 

	

14 
	

(Meeting concluded at 6:29 p.m.) 
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CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF HAWAII 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 	) 

I, BARBARA ACOBA, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter and Notary Public, State of Hawaii, do 

hereby certify: 

That on Wednesday, December 10, 2008, at 

6:00 p.m., the foregoing Public Meeting was taken down 

by me in machine shorthand and was thereafter reduced to 

typewriting under my supervision; that the foregoing 

represents, to the best of my ability, a true and 

correct transcript of the proceedings had in the 

foregoing matter. 

I further certify that I am not an attorney 

for any of the parties hereto, nor in any way concerned 

with the cause. 

Dated this 19th day of December, 2008, 

in Honolulu, Hawaii. 

 

  

BARBARA ACOBA, CSR NO. 412 

Notary Public, State of Hawaii 

My Commission Exp: 10-22-2012 
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June 11,2010 	 RT9/09-335154 

Mr. Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Dear Mr. Genadio: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process included the opportunity for public 
comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives analysis to select a transit technology. 
The process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. An independent five-member technology panel composed of four transit 
experts and a transportation academic appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-
tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a 
variation on rubber-tyred technology), steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid 
rail), and magnetic levitation (MAGLEV). The panel considered the performance, cost, and 
reliability of the proposed technologies. 
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Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The City established steel wheel on steel rail as the technology for the Project based on 
input from the technology panel. Therefore, the analysis of the Project in the Final EIS is based 
on steel wheel on steel rail technology. Further, FTA's NEPA regulations for projects proposed 
to be funded with major capital investment funds, the level of detail necessarily increases 
between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS through preliminary engineering work (23 CFR 771 (i)). 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses the cost and funding sources for the Project. 

The smaller structures proposed in the comment would result in shorter span-lengths, 
which would increase the number of columns required and the cost to construct both the 
additional foundations and columns. With no comparative data available to support an 
operating cost estimate, there are no means to verify this statement regarding maglev's 
operating and maintenance costs compared to steel wheel. Also, while intercity maglev can 
operate at very high speeds, urban maglev functions very much like a steel wheel rail system. 

The single operating urban magnetic levitation system has a maximum speed of 100 
kilometers per hour (62 miles per hour) which is similar to the maximum operating speeds of 50 
to 60 miles per hour for steel wheel on steel rail systems. While the system is quieter, other 
systems may be designed to match the noise level of magnetic levitation when in operation. 
Steel wheel systems are capable of providing a smooth ride and reliable service. 

The capital plan for the Project is presented in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS, which 
includes a description of the amount of funding anticipated from various sources. The capital 
plan takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.6 discusses the risks and 
uncertainties associated with the financial analysis prepared for the Project, including risks 
related to changes in project scope. If the Project is over budget, other sources of revenue 
have been identified in 6,3.3 and 6.6.3, which could include private funds (i.e., contributions 
toward the cost of building stations) or airport funds; however, approximately $1 billion in year-
of-expenditure dollars is included in the project budget as contingency for just such 
eventualities. 

Additionally, with this Project, additional extensions are possible in the future. 23 CFR 
771.111(0 states "The action evaluated in each EIS. ..shall not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for any other reasonable foreseeable transportation improvements". Future transit 
improvements, including an extension to the U.N. Manoa campus will not be precluded by the 
implementation of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Very t by yours, 

‘40\ 	
2 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/090-335159 

Mr. Young Kim 
94-536 Lumiauau Street, F102 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr. Kim: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The potential locations of the maintenance and storage facility are shown in Figures 2-8 
and 2-9 of the Final EIS. As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 
8.6.9, Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction 
phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable 
space. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East 
Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding, 
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• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

The Project will terminate at Ala Moana Center. Available funding is insufficient to 
extend to UH Manoa or Waikiki at this time. The Project has logical termini and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to East 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. However, the future extensions are not part of 
the Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final 
EIS. It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond 
the cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken 
by the City and FTA. When the extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. UH Manoa and Waikiki will be connected by more frequent bus service until the 
extensions are completed. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Veit  t)iy yours, 

Enclosure 

WAYN 
Director 

Y. YOSHIOKA 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338273 

Mr. Scott Miguel 
94-011 Waipahu Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Mr_ Miguel: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

While each of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between 
benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed 
in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry more passengers, provide the greatest transit-
user benefits, and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to 
employment centers at Pearl Harbor Nava/ Base and Honolulu International Airport and will 
serve the Salt Lake neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives 
addressed in the Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural 
and built environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public 
overwhelmingly supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported 
one of the alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 
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The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the EIS process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The soaping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Soaping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of 
alternatives studied in the EIS through an Alternatives Analysis. The soaping process initiated 
for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later soaping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EIS& 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, 
and mitigation commitments. 

The project is coordinating with all affected agencies in developing the plan to build the 
Rail Transit project. Details regarding the Project's coordination can be found in Appendices F 
and G of the Final EIS. 

The ETA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 	 RT10/09-338274 

Mr. Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima Street, 16A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Burton: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)), This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

Your support for the rail system has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport 
Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred Alternative as 
described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and result 
in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
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information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT9/09-335164 

Ms. Natlynn Cunningham 
94-1098 Awalua Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

Dear Ms. Cunningham: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, Construction 
Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a 
maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. 
Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and Leeward Community College. The Project 
will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community disturbances, 

• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote more 
competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 
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The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the 
areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west end of the 
Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. 
Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head direction from Pearl Highlands to 
Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that system 
benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

The FTA imposes guidelines for estimating costs to prevent the type of overruns mentioned in the 
comment. They include conservative cost factors and high contingencies. Cost estimates are carefully 
reviewed by various FTA representatives, and risks and uncertainties are considered in developing 
financial plans for the Project, as discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, which also contains additional 
financial information. The Federal government will contribute about 30% percent of the total capital cost. 

The estimated operating and maintenance cost for the fixed guideway is $77 million a year for the 
entire 20-mile system, This is addressed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS along with the basis for the 
numbers. As noted in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, City policy states that the transit system as a 
whole must recover between 27 and 33 percent of operations costs from farebox revenue. A 30 percent 
recovery from fares will generate about $23 million a year. The remainder, the subsidy required for the full 
fixed guideway system or about $54 million, will be budgeted for in the annual City budgeting process, as 
is currently done for TheBus. Fixed guideway operating costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of 
the City's annual operating budget and about 25% of the transit budget. 

Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting transit system in a state of good repair. 
Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for from the same funding sources currently used for 
Thefts: Federal funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-335170 

Mr. Eric Minton 
719 Mahiai Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96826 

Dear Mr, Minton: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS, The following paragraph addresses your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

In parallel with the alignment analysis, as stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the 
NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on five transit technologies_ A technical review process 
included the opportunity for public comment and was used in parallel with the alternatives 
analysis to select a transit technology. The process included a broad request for information 
that was publicized to the transit industry. Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 
responses covering all of the technologies listed in the Notice of Intent. An independent five-
member technology panel composed of four transit experts and a transportation academic 
appointed by the City Council evaluated guided rubber-tire-on-concrete systems (e.g., Phileas 
bus system and VAL-type systems), monorail (which is a variation on rubber-tyred technology), 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail systems, (e.g., light rail and rapid rail), and magnetic levitation 
(MAGLEV) , The panel considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed 
technologies. 
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Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. 

The panel accepted public comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, 
the panel chose a steel wheel vehicle operating on steel rail system because it was considered 
safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Those results are documented in the panel's 
report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008 entitled "Independent Technology Selection 
Panel Report". 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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GLENN OAMILDA: I'm opposed to the rail, as it 

is, the proposed city, simply because, No. 1, it's 

not environmentally friendly. In other words, 

it's concrete in the sky. And the highest point 

on that rail, the way they got it designed, is 

about a seven-story building, the highest point, 

80 feet. So I don't think that's environmental 

friendly. Plus, the condemnation, the city 

condemnation for people in Waipahu especially, 

where I'm from, and especially in Ewa Beach, I 

think it's going to do harm to the elders and the 

old people that have accustomed to living in this 

kind of environment. 

And the other thing, too, where the rail 

is going to start from, east Kapolei, it's ag. 

land. And I think that's No. 1 priority where we 

should preserve agriculture land. So that's where 

the start is going to be. Plus, not only that, 

the Ewa development plans does not call for a 

transit. The Ewa development plan does not call 

for a transit, a rail transit in the second city 

on the Ewa Plains, so that's why I'm opposed to 

it. Plus, I don't think it will relieve traffic. 

By 2030, they said it's going to be only 	20 
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percent reduction, 20 or 23 percent, and I think 

that's a small number. I think that's really a 

small number to be dumping all that money into a 

system that's going to be eventually borne on the 

public, the cost is going to be borne on the 

public. 

The other thing, too, is the maintenance 

of that system, I don't think the public is ready 

to maintain that system for the longevity of the 

rail, in perpetuity. And I don't think that's 

fair to have the public bear the cost of the rail. 

So those are the three things, and I'm 

really opposed to, No. 1, again, is the cost; No. 

2, is the environment; and No. 3, I don't think it 

will relieve traffic, you know, but what the 

alternative designation mitigation said it will, 

it would deter the traffic, I don't think that's a 

fair assessment. 

Plus, in this economic downturn, I think 

the money should be wisely spent on our roads and 

our sewer. The EPA has fined the city a billion 

dollars to upgrade the system, the sewer system, 

to complete the total secondary treatment, and the 

city have reneged on that idea. And of course the 

roads, the roads are critical to the communities. 
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So those are the other things that I totally 

oppose to the rail. So, that's it. 

I was born and raised in Waipahu, and I 

now live in Ewa Beach. 

-o0o- 

MICHAEL BURTON: Well, first off, I just 

wanted to say that I do support the rail, and I 

think it's a necessary utility, you know, coming 

in from the corridor of Kapolei to downtown and 

onward to U.H. I was listening to a lot of talk 

radio in regards to changes that Councilman Djou 

was recommending, and he did say that he wanted to 

see the rail start, the project start somewhere in 

Pearl City-Aiea rather than all the way out by 

Kapolei, and I think that's a wise part, a wise 

insight on his part, because it's a better use of 

public's money. The reason why, is because from 

Pearl City going into town, that's where you pick 

up the majority of the riders. So with that, 

you'll get higher usage out of it, and as you 

build that portion and going into town, after you 

complete that, and hopefully you don't run out of 

money in the process because nothing has been a 

hundred percent guaranteed, after that portion is 

completed, then we can go back and finish the 
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Kapolei and phase of the operation. 

The one thing T was in objection to, was, 

is routing of the rail through Pearl Harbor to the 

airport. T feel that it should go through Salt 

Lake, and the reason why, is because there's a 

dense population of people in the Salt Lake area 

and along that route, that can take better 

advantage of the rail, if was stopped, 

conveniently adjusted for them, to meet their 

needs. 

One of the things that T did notice in 

the Salt Lake route, is that there's only one 

stop, at Aliamanu, T believe that's what it is, 

Aliamanu-Salt Lake, that stop right there. 

Whereas the Pearl Harbor route has three. Now, in 

my opinion, if they decide to go with the Salt 

Lake route rather than the Pearl Harbor route, 

could one of those stops, the Arizona Memorial 

stop, be transferred over to Salt Lake, somewhere 

in between, T think it's Radford High School, 

Foster Village, put a stop right over there, 

that's the Bougainville industrial area, and then 

continue on to Salt Lake and then onward? Because 

that whole Foster Village is kind of left out, 

it's just passed over, with the rail, and T think 
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with a stop in that area, it will better support 

the whole rail system. 

-o0o- 

STATE OF HAWAII 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

I, Elsie Terada, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter, Certificate No. 437, for the State of 

Hawaii, hereby certify: 

I am the person that stenographically 

recorded the proceedings. 

The foregoing transcript is a true record 

of said proceedings. 

Dated this 26th day of December, 2008, in 

Honolulu, Hawaii. 
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ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Notary Public, State of Hawaii 

My Commission Expires: 4-07-2010 
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June 11,2010 

Mr. Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima Street, #16A 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818 

Dear Mr. Burton. 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (ETA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NE PA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, and further in Section 8.6.9, 
Construction Phasing, in the Final EIS, to support phased opening, the first construction phase 
must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, which requires considerable space. 
No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available space to construct a 
maintenance and storage facility. Therefore, construction will begin between East Kapolei and 
Leeward Community College. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the 
following: 

• Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

• Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 
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• Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

• Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce 
and available financial resources. 

• Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor in the Ewa direction of Pearl Highlands is less developed than 
the areas in the Koko Head direction. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly at the west 
end of the Project; therefore, overall project construction can begin earlier, resulting in lower 
total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue uninterrupted in the Koko Head 
direction from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, Kalihi, and finally to Ala Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, each will be opened incrementally so that 
system benefits, even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of 
construction of the entire Project. 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. Compared to the other alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, 
the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, 
and result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at 
Pearl Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake 
neighborhood with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS, the Airport Alternative will have slightly lower impacts to the natural and built 
environment. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis phase, which preceded the es process, is documented in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. It evaluated a range of modal and general alignment alternatives, in 
terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. The scoping process for the Alternatives Analysis 
involved a presentation of the viable alternatives to the public and interested public agencies 
and officials to receive comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the 
analysis. Scoping for the EIS followed the FTA process that provides for a culling of 
alternatives studied in the es through an Alternatives Analysis. The scoping process initiated 
for the Alternatives Analysis included a variety of highway, bus and fixed guideway options for 
consideration. During the later scoping effort for the EIS, the public was requested to propose 
alternatives that would satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, 
less environmental or community impact and to propose alternatives that were not previously 
studied and eliminated for good cause. The only alternative that emerged that met these criteria 
was a fixed-guideway alternative following several alternative alignments. All reasonable 
alternatives that emerged from these processes were ultimately evaluated in the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been 
completed, and information has been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and 
agency coordination. The Final EIS discusses the process that was used to select the 
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Preferred Alternative, how comments were considered in the decision-making process, impacts, 
and mitigation commitments. 

Various locations for the stations were evaluated for the Salt Lake alignment. Limited 
space for stations and bus connections, along with poor pedestrian access, restricted possible 
station locations for this alignment. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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June 11, 2010 	 RT10/09-337209 

Mr, Glenn Oamilda 
91-1179 Puamaeole Street, #24V 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Mr. Oamilda: 

Subject: 	Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. This letter is in response to 
substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the comment period, which concluded on 
February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this 
document. The selection of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall 
identify the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the Draft EIS, 
and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project to be the 
focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS The Final EIS also 
includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions to the Project that were made to 
address comments received from agencies and the public on the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs 
address your comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and aesthetic 
analysis presented in the Draft and Final ElSs. The assessment of visual effect due to the Project as 
described in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS considers changes to the visual landscape and viewer 
responses to those changes. This includes the existing development along the Project alignment. Within 
the Project corridor the environment changes from rural at the Wai'anae end of the corridor to dense high-
rise development at the Koko Head end. 

As part of the design process, the City has developed design principles, which are identified in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Compendium of Design Criteria (RTD 2009m) that will be 
implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project. For example, guideway materials 
and surface textures will be selected in accordance with generally accepted architectural principles to 
achieve effective integration between the guideway and its surrounding environment. Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 
Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through the station design 
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and planning process. The initial station area plans and design guidelines were first developed with 
coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP), The next level of transit 
station design focuses on integrating individual neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by 
the stations. 

The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative visual 
effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework for the 
Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when plans for new 

plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements 
will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to the 
mitigation framework described above. Specifically architecture and landscape design criteria include 
guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply to stations, station 
areas, and the guideway. 

In addition, as stated in Section 4.4.3 of the Final EIS: Where relocations will occur, 
compensation will be provided to affected property owners, businesses, or residents in compliance with all 
applicable Federal and State laws and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act. The measures related to relocations include the following: 

• The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing and 
business sites within an individual's or business's financial means. 

• A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident will be 
required to move. 

• Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential property 
owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or organizations that 
are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and equitably 

Where landscaping, sidewalks, and driveway access will be affected by the Project, coordination 
will occur with the landowner, and these property features will be replaced, restored, and/or the property 
owner will be compensated. 

As presented in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, "The project alignment follows Farrington Highway 
through the Waipahu neighborhood. The area is urbanized, with land uses along the highway consisting 
primarily of commercial uses, strip retail plazas, and both mid-rise and medium density apartments." As 
shown in Appendix C of the Final EIS, Sheets RW-008 through RW-014a, right-of-way acquisition needs 
are primarily associated with the proposed West Loch, Waipahu, and Leeward Community College transit 
stations, with the exception of the need to place a proposed maintenance and storage facility just Ewa of 
the Leeward Community College Station. This area is a 43-acre vacant parcel, and the acquisition will not 
affect existing land uses. Condemnation is a last resort. The City must follow the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and assist residents to find adequate, 
safe, and sanitary housing. 
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Regarding your concern for agricultural lands and development, the DPP has been working with 
the Waipahu community on a TOD plan that will help the local community shape the future of areas 
around the stations. The existing agricultural lands shown in the City's land use maps are slated for 
development and will be re-zoned in the future. As part of the development of this area, some land uses 
will need to change to accommodate the Project. It should be noted, however, that impacts to the natural 
and built environments will be minimized whenever possible. Zoning changes that are currently being 
considered are the responsibility of DPP. The preservation of agricultural land was considered in 
development of the project alignment. Less than 1% of agricultural land will be affected by the Project. 
Section 4.2 in the Final EIS discusses specific plans and policies set forth for a rapid transit system, with 
land set aside specifically to accommodate rail. Also see Figure 4-2 for the Planning Regions and 
Planned Land Use map. As quoted, "Land has been set aside in the City of Kapolei for a transit 
station/bus terminal/park and ride facility...." 

Conditions on Oahu's highways will be worse in 2030 under any circumstance and regardless of 
which solution is applied; however, conditions will be substantially better with the fixed guideway than with 
the other potential solutions studied. As shown in Table 3-10 in the Alternatives Analysis Report, the 
Transportation System Management Alternative would only reduce vehicle hours of delay (VHD) by 2.4 
percent, and the Two-direction Managed Lane Alternative would reduce VHD by 4.3 percent. According to 
Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, the Project will reduce VHD by 18 percent, 

Regarding your concerns about maintenance of the system, the long-term operating and 
maintenance cost for a rail system is less on a per-passenger basis than for a bus system. As shown in 
Figure 6-2 of the Final EIS, the majority of on-going transit operating and maintenance costs will be for 
TheBus (about 70% of the total transit budget). The operating costs for the rail system will be funded 
through the same sources used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and City revenues from the 
General and Highway Funds. 

Lastly, enabling legislation for the County's General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge and 
Ordinance 07-001 preclude the use of the funds for purposes other than a fixed-guideway transit system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which is 
included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. 
Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of the Record of 
Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

Enclosure 
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1 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good evening, 

	

18:04:17 	2 T am Toru Hamayasu, the Second Deputy Director of the 

3 City and County of Honolulu Department of 

4 Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer of 

	

18:04:26 	5 this public hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact 

6 Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 

7 Corridor Project. 

8 	 The purpose of this public hearing is to 

9 collect comments related to the proposed transit 

10 project regarding: the draft EIS; Section 106 of the 

11 National Historic Preservation Act process; Section 

12 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act; 

	

10:04:59 	13 right-of-way acquisition; and floodplains affected by 

14 the project. 

15 	 Public input can be made in four ways: 

16 1) Public spoken testimony to me here in the public 

17 hearing room; 2) if you do not wish to speak in 

18 public, an individual spoken testimony for the record 

19 can be made to the hearing recorder who is near the 

20 public involvement station in the public information 

21 area across the hallway; 3) written testimony may be 

22 deposited in the black comment box at this meeting, 

	

18:05:29 	23 delivered to the Department of Transportation Services 

24 office, or mailed or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by 

25 January 7, 2009; and finally, 4) testimony can be 
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1 submitted online by January 7, 2009 at 

2 www.honolulutransit.org . 

3 	 All comments and responses will he 

	

18:05:59 	4 included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the HIS will 

5 be made as appropriate based on comments. The hearing 

6 procedures are as follows: 

7 	 1. Elected and public officials will be 

8 heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

9 register at the entrance to the hearing room, and will 

10 be called in order of registration. 

11 	 2. Any individual may appear and speak 

12 for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

	

18:06:29 	13 local civic group, organization, club or association, 

14 subject to the rules provided herein. Speakers should 

15 give their name. If representing a group, this 

16 information should also be given. 

17 	 3. Speakers must limit their statements 

18 to three minutes. Additional prepared statements or 

19 literature pertaining to the project may be submitted 

	

18:06:55 	20 at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to 

21 Department of Transportation Services. These 

22 statements will be made part of the official record if 

23 they include a legible name and address. 

24 	 4. For these hearings, all statements, 

25 oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 officer and must be related to the subject matter of 

2 the hearing. 

3 	 5. Each person speaking before the 

	

18:07:28 	4 audience must do so at the floor microphone. We will 

5 call testifiers in groups of three to facilitate 

6 orderly progress. Please ensure you are in the 

7 hearing room at the time your name is called. A court 

8 stenographer will record and transcribe the hearing 

9 proceedings. If required, I will announce any other 

10 specific rules governing this hearing. 

	

18:07:57 	11 	 6. As part of this public hearing 

12 process, the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

13 team is not allowed to respond to any questions or 

14 concerns raised by the speaker. The project team will 

15 be available to address your questions in the project 

16 information area outside of this hearing venue. 

17 	 It is now 6:03 p.m. At this time I would 

18 like to begin the public testimony. The first 

	

18:08:28 	19 testifier is Arnold Widder followed by Robert Wong. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

AR00004054 



RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu, Hawaii 	0308) 524-2090 

AR00004055 



Public Hearing, December 11, 2008 	 6 

	

18:08:34 	1 	 MR. WIDDER: Mr. Hamayasu, since -- 

2 number 1, since the EIS draft concluded that the rail 

	

18:04:59 	3 could -- 

	

4 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

5 your name for the record. 

	

6 
	

MR. WIDDER: Arnold E. Widder, 

7 W-I-D-D-E-R. 

	

8 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

	

9 	 MR. WIDDER: Number one since the EIS 

10 draft concluded that the rail would cut traffic by 

11 only 1 percent and since there couldn't be a worse 

12 time to burden local taxpayers with probable increases 

13 to excise taxes to pay our billions of dollars of 

14 steel rail debt, I'm still against the rail system. 

15 I'm concerned that the expensive media advertising of 

	

18:05:30 	16 	how great the rail system was overwhelmed the voters. 

	

17 	 Number two, a vote was taken and seems to 

18 be irrevocable, however, I pray that the airport and 

19 UH will be placed back into the original plans and 

20 Salt Lake will become the spur. The only reason why 

21 Salt Lake was submitted was because the Salt Lake 

22 Councilmember coerced the mayor to adopt it or lose 

23 the steel rail system that the majority of 

	

18:05:58 	24 	councilmembers did not originally want. 

	

25 	 Number three, has anybody publicly showed 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 concern that if Hawaiian bones are found in the 

18:06:29 

2 pathways that it would greatly slow down the process. 

	

3 	 Number four, the Honolulu mayor is 

4 presently trying to get millions of dollars for very 

5 worthy public works projects. If the federal 

6 government gives Honolulu a major funding for our 

7 rail, I believe they will give us far less for our 

8 other community work projects which will probably go 

9 to other needy citizens. 

	

10 
	

Thank you. 

	

11 
	

To other needy cities. 

	

12 
	

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm sorry, 

13 would you like to state that so that she can hear it? 

	

14 	 MR. WIDDER: I think I said citizens. I 

15 meant cities, to go to other needy cities. 

	

16 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: The next 

17 speak, Robert Wong. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 	 MR. WONG: Good evening. That was fast. 

2 Thank you for the opportunity to listen to my 

3 comments. I appreciate everybody's work in putting 

	

18:07:00 	4 all this information together. It's quite staggering. 

5 I did attend one town meeting with the mayor, so I'm a 

6 little bit informed but not quite totally. I've lived 

7 in New York City for almost ten years and I used the 

8 metro NTA, New Jersey transit path, metro north, and 

	

18:07:25 	9 have a degree in quality control, so .1 think it's -- I 

10 don't have actual experience in urban planning or 

11 transportation industry, but my theory kind of helped 

12 me formulate my thoughts. 

13 	 The mayor said that the system would be 

14 mostly built at elevation versus at grade as a result 

15 of public consensus, and they didn't want to sacrifice 

16 the existing lane or two to locate the train tracks, 

17 and he also signaled that the system would have to 

	

18:07:59 	18 work with the bus authority in order to execute a 

19 smooth process getting people to and from the trains. 

20 I have two concerns that I would like to address. 

21 	 Based on what I've read in the newspapers 

22 and the web site, the total cost of the project seems 

23 to generate a lot of conflict, and I hear people 

24 saying that it's cost prohibitive versus the City 

	

18:08:28 	25 government's position that the costs are manageable. 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 In any event, there's -- the amount of information is 

2 way too much, I think, for the normal citizen to 

3 process and digest. I would like to see a greater 

4 portion of the system be built at grade to bring the 

5 costs down and with the assumption that building it at 

	

18:08:58 	6 grade is going to be more cost effective. 

V 	 A kind of contingent benefit, as I see 

8 it, to that using city or state roadways, particularly 

9 where four to six lanes exist in the same direction. 

10 So if you brought that down to two or three, you're 

	

18:09:28 	11 going to force more cars off of the road. Of course, 

12 this is a consensus issue as well as a fiscal one, but 

13 I hope there can be some kind of compromise. 

14 	 The second thing is a little more 

15 important, and I -- 

16 	 (Buzzer sounds.) 

17 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please 

18 summarize. 

19 	 MR. WONG: I'll send them in. 

20 	 Thank you. 

21 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: That's the end 

22 of the registered speakers. Anyone else who would 

	

18:10:00 	23 like to provide comments on project issues? 

24 	 Please step forward, state your name and 

25 address for the record. 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 

AR00004062 



Honolulu, Hawaii 	(808) 524-2090 

AR00004063 



Public Hearing, December 11, 2008 	10 

1 	 MR. HOLMAN: My name is Russell Holman 

2 and I have a P. 0. Box, 1201, Honolulu, Hawaii. I'm a 

3 transportation consultant. I'm sorry for not being 

4 prepared to have a written testimony, but I have a few 

5 concerns regarding the infrastructure needs since we 

	

18:10:28 	6 are at the Bishop Museum today I'm more concerned 

7 about the alignment going through Dillingham. As you 

8 look at it, I notice there's a lot of utility poles in 

9 the corridor, some of these KV lines and all that. 

10 But in the process I know there is a lot of median 

11 work to be done when you're doing the fixed guide rail 

12 construction. Somehow if they can put those utility 

13 lines and telephone lines underground like some of 

14 these places like east Honolulu, I think that can 

	

18:10:59 	15 beautify in terms of beautification of this 

16 neighborhood as well. Because when you're riding the 

17 bird's eye view in the fixed rail, you don't want to 

18 see all of these telephone lines, you know, with wires 

19 all the other stuff. And overall with the alignment 

20 if they can somehow get the utility lines as well and 

21 bring it underground, I think that might beautify the 

22 riders as well and the infrastructure needs. 

23 	 Thank you. 

24 	 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

	

18:11:27 	25 wish to testify? Do you want to check outside, 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
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Patrick? 

With nobody else interested in providing 

comments, 	I conclude this hearing at 6:12 p.m. 

4 Thank you for your time and interest for 

5 the project. 

6 (Hearing concluded at 	6:12 p.m.) 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 STATE OF HAWAII 

2 COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

3 

4 	 I, Nancy P. Blankenship, Certified Shorthand 

5 Reporter, in and for the State of Hawaii, certify that 

6 the foregoing proceedings were reported 

7 stenographically by me at the time and place 

8 indicated. 

9 	 Given under my hand on this the 29th day of 

10 December, 2008. 

11 

12 

13 

14 
Nancy P. Blankenship, CSR #459 

15 

16 
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June 11,2010 RT9/09-332716 

Mr. Arnold E. Widder 
1888 Kalakaua Avenue, #1105 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 

Dear Mr. VVidder: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009, The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

As shown in Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the fixed guideway system will reduce vehicle 
hours of delay by 18 percent when compared to the No Build Alternative. In addition, 
Figure 3-11 in the Final EIS shows that the fixed guideway will substantially increase the transit 
share of total travel during the am. two-hour peak period. To determine the effects of the 
Project, street and highway system peak-period traffic volumes were evaluated at key 
screenline locations in the study corridor (a screenline is a virtual line drawn across the road 
network at selected locations to enable comparisons). As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 in the 
Final EIS, traffic volumes will decrease by up to 11 percent at these screenlines during the am. 
and p.m. peak hours when compared to the No Build Alternative. Traffic reductions will result 
from people choosing to use transit during peak travel times. 
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Guidelines set forth by the NEPA of 1966, as amended and Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes stipulate that public involvement be carried out on large projects such as this 
one. As the largest infrastructure project ever to be constructed on Oahu, the City felt that it 
was important to disseminate information to as many people as possible. Thus, a broad range 
of print and visual media was necessary to reach different population segments. 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as described above. As compared to the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers, provide the greatest transit-user benefits, and 
result in the fewest vehicle hours of delay. It will provide access to employment centers at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base and Honolulu International Airport and will serve the Salt Lake neighborhood 
with connecting bus service. Of the three Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will have slightly less impacts to the natural and built environment analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the Airport Alternative. Of the comments that specifically supported one of the 
alternatives, more than 75 percent were in support of the Airport Alternative. For more 
information this selection is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, design has been advanced, further analysis has been completed, and information has 
been added in response to comments on the Draft EIS and agency coordination. The Final EIS 
discusses the process that was used to select the Preferred Alternative, how comments were 
considered in the decision-making process, impacts and mitigation commitments. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The future extensions to West 
Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the cumulative impacts 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS; however the future extensions are not part of this 
Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised 
Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a 
proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed 
for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in the Final EIS. It would 
be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative 
impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and 
FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental 
analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. Other 
extensions, such as Central Oahu, have been considered and may be undertaken at some point 
after the current Project is constructed. 

In the event that burials are encountered, they will be identified and managed in 
compliance with applicable laws. This will include consultation with project proponents, the 
Oahu Island Burial Council, the State Historic Preservation Division, and recognized lineal 
and/or cultural descendents to develop burial treatment plans. While this could slow down the 
project development process, applicable laws will be followed. As described in Section 4.18.11 
of the Final EIS, the Programmatic Agreement will govern the treatment of burials discovered 
during construction. 
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As described in Section 6.3.2 of the Final EIS, most Federal funding for the capital costs 
of the Project is expected to come from the FTA Section 5309 New Starts Program. This is a 
discretionary program administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation for this specific 
purpose; these funds are not "taken away" from other Federal funding programs that would flow 
to the City and County of Honolulu. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Robert Wong 
4530 VVaikui Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821 

Dear Mr. Wong 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Alternatives Screening Memorandum  (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered more than 
15 different combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward 
Avenue. As identified on pages 4-23 and 4-24 of the Screening Memorandum, four different 
alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis, including an at-
grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King Street, and elevated guideways along 
NifilitZ Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report  (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
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considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered. The alignment with a tunnel under King Street through Downtown, in addition to the 
environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, reduction of street capacity, and 
property acquisition requirements of the at-grade section, would cost over $500 million more 
than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit" in the congested east-
west travel corridor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

• System Capacity, Speed, and Reliability:  The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) in 
Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to prevent 
stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Even with transit signal 
priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than an elevated 
guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade system could reach 
46,000 passengers per hour per direction, assuming optimistic 5 minute headways. 
Based on travel forecasts, the Project will need to carry approximately 8,000 passengers 
by 2030. Moreover, the system can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in each 
direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds during the 
peak period. To preserve a comparable system capacity, speed, and reliability, an at-
grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way that would eliminate all 
obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. 

• Mixed-Traffic Conflicts:  With the planned three-minute headways, the short cycle of 
traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. Furthermore, there 
would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by reducing the headway to 
90 seconds. 

• Construction Impacts.'  An at-grade system would consume two or more lanes of 
existing roadway, resulting in increased congestion or requiring that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. This would 
also have greater construction impacts and potentially affect cultural practices and 
burials to a greater extent than the placement of discrete column foundations for an 
elevated structure. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative systemwide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and therefore does not 
require additional analysis. 
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Project costs (both capital and operating) are described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS 
and are subject to very close and continuing scrutiny by the Federal Transit Administration 
(F TA) and third party reviewers. To date, the FTA has accepted the financing structure for the 
Project and looks forward to more detail and clarity as the Project is refined in design. 

The Alternatives Analysis examined potential configurations for the fixed guideway 
system. These configurations included possible surface operations on some portions of the 
alignment in Downtown. Reducing the number of lanes could encourage drivers to switch 
modes of transportation. However, the Build Alternatives addressed in the Draft and Final EISs 
involve exclusive operations on an elevated guideway. As stated above, these exclusive 
operations along the entire guideway provide more reliable service compared to a configuration 
with some surface operations. This configuration also reduces effects on traffic, parking 
capacity, and potential right-of-way needs, as discussed above. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of , 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNEY YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Russell Holman 
P.O. Box 1201 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
(Incomplete address provided) 

Dear Mr. Holman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771,125 (a)(1)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal: 

The Alternatives Analysis examined several alignments through the Kalihi area, 
including a route down King Street. The North King Street alignment was evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis. The North King Street alignment would have affected a greater number 
of parcels located within environmental justice/communities of concern areas (29 parcels of 
which 2 are residential versus 23 parcels of which none are residential along Dillingham 
Boulevard). In addition, a North King Street alignment would have moderate-high visual 
impacts whereas the Dillingham Boulevard alignment would have low-moderate visual impacts. 
The noise analysis conducted revealed moderate impacts at 52 receivers along the North King 

Street alignment whereas there would be moderate impacts at 17 receivers along Dillingham 
Boulevard. 
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There are 43 cultural practices and resources along the North King Street alignment that 
would be affected during construction and 2 that would be affected during operation. With the 
Dillingham Boulevard alignment, 23 cultural practices would be affected during construction and 
none that would be affected during operation (cultural practices varied from one-time annual 
events to cultural activities regularly held by churches or community organizations). The historic 
analysis identified pre-1965 tax map lots within the study corridor. Locations on this list 
included resources reviewed in previous studies and/or already included in the State Historic 
Preservation Division's State and National Register lists. The North King Street alignment is 
adjacent to 33 historic resources (of which 5 are on either the Hawaii Register or Eligible for the 
National Register) whereas the Dillingham Boulevard alignment is adjacent to 12 potentially 
historic resources (of which only 1 is on one of the registers). Accordingly, the alignment along 
Dillingham Boulevard was selected. 

As discussed in Section 4.18.2 of the Final EIS, "Communication and coordination have 
been initiated with the affected utility agencies and companies and will continue throughout 
design and construction." Further, "Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside 
of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered and affected by construction of the fixed guideway." In addition, "Along several 
roadway corridors, most existing overhead utilities in conflict with the guideway and safety 
clearance requirements will be relocated underground. Existing overhead electrical and 
communication utilities not in conflict with the aerial guideway and safety clearance 
requirements will remain overhead. Coordination will occur with emergency services and utility 
companies to ensure that utility relocations meet their needs and that sufficient clearance is 
provided. The City will evaluate relocation of utilities that are in conflict with the fixed guideway 
during preliminary design," 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of 
which is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of 
this letter. Acceptance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawaii and issuance of 
the Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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