
Director Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
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Having been present at the time that you—in effect—advised the City Council thal conimbiats otrn 
the City and County of Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project Final Environmegtalimp —ua.ct 
Statement (EIS) would be received but not acted upon, I am sending my commenii to youNganly 
to meet the requirement. Similar comments (with a different lead paragraph) are being sent to 
Region DC. 

In testimony to the City Council, I called the EIS a "self-fulfilling prophesy" based on false 
premises and an incomplete analysis. As written, it should be rejected by both the Federal 
Transit Administration and the Governor of the State of Hawaii. 

In its reply to my (as well as many others') comments on the Draft EIS, the city's justification 
for a steel wheel on steel rail (SWSR) system is based on the findings of its (so-called) expert 
panel in February 2008. Everything else in the Final EIS flows from that finding, with the city 
using it to justify why NO environmental analysis was done for non-SWSR technologies. 

This is a flagrant disregard of the Notice of Intent for this EIS, as filed in the Federal Register of 
March 15, 2007, which states that "The draft EIS would consider five distinct transit 
technologies: Light rail transit, rapid rail transit, rubber-tired guided vehicles, a magnetic 
levitation system, and a monorail system." Neither the Draft nor the Final EIS comes close to 
anything resembling a consideration of technologies other than SWSR. 

Those of us who attended—and testified at—both public meetings of the technology panel, 
whose members were (supposedly) not permitted to discuss the project with each other during 
the week between meetings, quickly realized that its findings were decided well in advance (as 
substantiated by its lone dissenting member, University of Hawaii Professor Panos Prevedouros 
in an article for the April 17, 2008 Honolulu Star-Bulletin titled "Transit panel selection was case 
study in manipulation"). Even the panel members stated (at the time) that they were lacking cost 
information—but still made their (poorly considered) recommendation. 

The Final EIS, despite the supposed intent to cover all rail technologies, rejects rubber tire on 
concrete, monorail, and magnetic levitation systems as "proprietary" and falsely claims that 
"...none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and 

1 

AR00051365 



reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary 
technology also would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in 
increased overall project costs." In fact, in 2008 briefings, the Honolulu City Council's 
transportation committee received more detailed cost and performance information from the 
magnetic levitation (mag-lev) system supplier than it did from any SWSR system supplier. 
There also was no need to select a technology in advance of issuing a Request for Proposals; the 
more bidders, the better the chance for valid cost and performance comparisons (i.e., a more 
competitive bidding process than what the city will obtain from the three remaining SWSR 
suppliers). 

The city, which went ahead with contracting despite lack of federal approval for its project, has 
been "talking up" the money "saved" with a low bid for the first segment of the guideway, and 
the likelihood of continued low bids. Can we assume that there will be no future engineering 
change proposals that increase costs? Does the current bid include the three-foot parapet needed 
along the guideway for noise mitigation and the sound-absorptive materials? Will system 
suppliers' costs include the needed wheel skirts and will projected operating costs cover extra 
lubrication to prevent wheel squeals on curves? (The above are mentioned because none of 
those measures, covered in the Final EIS, are required for a mag-lev system.) 

The Final EIS also mentions potential system extensions of 14 miles and 12 stations (or more). 
Perhaps rail opponents who claim the $5+ billion for the currently planned system are thinking 
about that when they mention a $10 billion final price. Mag-lev proponents claim at least 20 
percent savings on guideway construction and 20-30 percent savings on operations and 
maintenance (O&M) costs—but a supplier cannot even make a bid. Obviously, savings for 34 
miles of mag-lev guideway construction and 30 years of operations would be substantial. 

Because the Final EIS does not contain a full evaluation for each of the qualified rail 
technologies, it must be rejected because of its failure to meet the Record of Intent. To me, the 
city has no choice but to prepare a Supplemental EIS. Would the incurred delay hurt or benefit 
the rail project? I believe that an EIS that covers all technologies, followed by an open 
competition among those technologies, will bring O'ahu a more operationally effective system at 
a lower cost. I have briefed (to the City Council) and written about 20-mile guideway 
construction and O&M savings of $1.5 billion—and not one person in the city administration, its 
Department of Transportation Services, or the City Council ever disputed those numbers (i.e., 
because they are realistic). 

As the Japanese Linimo (or HSST) urban mag-lev in Nagoya completed five years of reliable, 
safe, and quiet operations earlier this year, ground is broken for guideway construction of the 
Korean Rotem mag-lev in Incheon, and the Chinese continue plans for a Beijing system, federal 
officials in the United States show little interest in an emerging—but proven—technology. 
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Arguments can be made about staying with SWSR where existing infrastructure impacts new 
development. On O'ahu—with no existing rail track or guideway that might be used for 
SWSR—we have the ideal situation for implementing a fast, safe, reliable, quiet, and less costly 
mag-lev system that also would reduce physical and visual impacts along its alignment. 

There is no need for me to repeat everything detailed in my previous comments of the Draft EIS, 
since your "lead-in" provides the city's (unsubstantiated) rationale for not bothering to provide 
real answers. I must, however, point out that the city just ignored my request for overhead views 
of the guideway along its alignment while, instead, showing very misleading renderings of the 
guideway from ground level. It is quite obvious that the SWSR 32-foot wide "bridge" would 
suffer in comparison to the twin beams of a mag-lev guideway (21 feet across, with open space 
between the beams). 

Those of us who have been following the efforts of mag-lev proponents to develop both high-
speed and urban systems on the United States mainland are well aware of the obstacles they have 
faced in recent years. FTA acceptance of this city's Final EIS would contradict its (supposed) 
intent to introduce mag-lev technology, as summarized in the Colorado Maglev Project (CMP) 
report in 2004: "The CMP brings to the United States renewed competition in the 
urban/suburban/rural transit market with the potential to lower the costs of future transit 
deployments in the country." The vehicle mentioned in the report, the CHSST, is a larger train 
car version of the Nagoya HSST, described as "a mature maglev technology with over 30 years 
of development and deployment experience. The technology is deployable now in the United 
States." (NOTE: There was no follow-up action, for any technology, in Colorado due to lack of 
funds—and the 1-70 corridor continues to have major traffic problems.) It will be an affront to 
O'ahu taxpayers and commuters to deny them the opportunity of seeing a fair and open 
competition for the island's transit system. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 
(808) 672-9170 
genadiof00 I a,hawaii.a.com  
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