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Chair Apo and members: Please accept this testimony concerning the discussion item for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. The Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) is written as a "self-fulfilling prophesy" based on false premises and an incomplete 
analysis. It should be rejected by both the Federal Transit Administration and the Governor of 
the State of Hawaii. 

A Notice of Intent on this rail project published in the Federal Register of March 15, 2007 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 steel wheels on steel rails (SWSR). 

The rationale used by the city to not only justify why the Final EIS is incomplete but also to 
reject any comments associated with other technologies uses two premises: The first is that an 
expert panel chosen by the mayor and council selected SWSR as the technology; and the 
second is that O'ahu voters then ratified that selection in the November 2008 election. Those of 
us who attended both public meetings of the 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, Panos Prevedouros). This council should be reminded that the only real positive step 
made by its members was the December 2006 vote for a FIXED GUIDEWAY. The seven 
current members from that period all voted positive. After the (so-called) expert panel selected 
SWSR, three of you apparently had severe misgivings about the city's "hired guns" and would 
not support the panel's selection. The mayor's four backers (still on this current council) were 
forced to block measures that may have given O'ahu taxpayers a chance for an open 
competition among all qualified rail technologies but were unable to gain the needed fifth vote 
for SWSR. This council later fumbled away the opportunity to place a proper question, for a 
FIXED GUIDEWAY, on the 2008 ballot—with (transit-supporting) SWSR foes allowing a transit 
opponent to get his resolution passed for the SWSR question. The mayor could not have 
planned it better. 

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 
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"...none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and 
reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary 
technology also would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in 
increased overall project costs." In fact, in 2008 briefings, this 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 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 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 a delay hurt or benefit the rail 
project? Perhaps the answer will lie with a new mayor and a council with four new members. I 
request that this council, in the meantime, support the need for a Supplemental EIS. Mahalo. 

Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, HI 96707 
672-9170 
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