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The Honorable Romy M. Cachola, Chair 
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530 South King Street, Room 202 
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Dear Chair Cachola: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

This responds to your November 13, 2006 letter, relating to the 
Alternatives Analysis Report  and the Environmental Consequences:  
Supporting Information  prepared for the subject project. Your questions as 
stated in your letter and our responses are attached. 

In addition to nine (9) copies of this letter, we are transmitting nine (9) 
copies each of the following two technical reports that are referenced in our 
responses to your comments: 

• Draft Travel Demand Forecasting Results 
• Draft Financial Feasibility Report  

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please call 
Toru Hamayasu at Local 8344. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
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QUESTIONS ON ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS REPORT 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEOUENCES REPORT  

Chapter 2 -- Alternatives Considered 

(1) The first paragraph on page 2-4 states: "The H-1 zipper lane would be maintained in the 
Two-direction Option but discontinued in the Reversible Option." 

Why will the zipper lane be discontinued in the reversible option? 

There are two reasons for assuming that the Zipper Lane would be discontinued in the 
Reversible Managed Lane Option. Discontinuing the Zipper Lane frees up a lane on H-1 in 
the off-peak direction, which results in improved level of service for traffic in the off-peak 
direction. Also, given that the reversible option was providing two priority lanes in the 
peak direction in addition to the H-1 HOV lane, providing a fourth priority lane was 
determined to not be a critical need. 

(2) Table 2-2 on page 2-8 provides the number of stations on each section alignment. 
Calculations based on the data indicate the following: 

The Kalaeloa/Salt Lake/North King/Hotel alignment will have 30 stations; 

The Kamokila/Airport/Dillingham/King alignment with Waikiki branch will have 
28 stations; 

• The Kalaeloa/Airport/Dillingham/Halekauwila alignment will have 31 stations; 

• The 20-Mile East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center alignment will have 24 stations. 

Are those calculations correct? 

The total number of stations for the four alignments are as follows: 

• Kalaeloa/Salt Lake/North King/Hotel — 29 stations 

• Kamokila/Airport/Dillingharn/King with Waikiki — 29 stations 

• Kalaeloa/Airport/Dillingham/Halekauwila — 30 stations 

• 20-mile East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center — 21 stations 
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(3) The last paragraph on page 2-8 states: "Fare inspectors would ride the system and check 
that passengers have valid tickets or transfers." 

(A) Will rail cars have drivers in addition to fare inspectors? 

(B) Is the compensation for fare inspectors included in the operating and maintenance 
cost estimates for the fixed guideway alternatives? 

See the individual answers below to each part of this question: 

(A) A final decision has not been made yet and may depend on the transit technology 
ultimately chosen. For estimating transit Operations and Maintenance costs, a driver 
was assumed for each train. 

(B) Yes. 

(4) In the project schedule on page 2-19, "final design" and "construction" will overlap for 
about a one-year period. 

Is that overlap allowable under the Federal Transit Administration's major capital 
investment process? 

Yes. The ETA may issue a Full Funding Grant Agreement prior to completion of 100% 
final design for some or all parts of a project. 

(5) When does the City Administration plan to issue a request for proposals for the design and 
construction of the fixed guideway system if selected as the locally preferred alternative? 

Final design and construction contracts may be issued after completion of the National 
Environmental Policy Act Record of Decision. 

Chapter 3 -- Transportation Benefits And Impacts  

(6) What hours constitute the A.M. and P.M. peak periods and A.M. and P.M. peak hours? 

The a.m. four-hour peak period is from 5 to 9 a.m., while the p.m. is from 2 to 6 p.m. The 
two peak hours are 6 to 8 a.m. and 3 to 5 p.m. 

(7) The fourth paragraph on page 3-1 states that, between 2005 and 2030, daily island-wide 
trips will increase by 27 percent and peak period home-based work trips will increase by 
21 percent. 

By what percentages will island-wide population and employment increase between 2005 
and 2030? 
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Between 2005 and 2030, island-wide population is projected to increase by 22 percent and 
island-wide employment by 21 percent. 

(8) Table 3-3 on page 3-4 provides data on daily person trips by mode (automobile or transit, 
bus or rail). 

How many trips by mode will be taken by visitors under each build alternative? 

Projected visitor trips by mode by alternative are shown in Table R-1. 

(9) Table 3-6 on page 3-11 provide data on travel times during the A.M. peak hour for the 
alternatives. 

(A) Is the assumption correct that the transit travel times under the non-fixed guideway 
alternatives are express bus travel times? 

(B) When computing the daily transit and vehicle trips for table 3-3, is a "drive to transit" 
trip counted as one linked "transit trip" or separately as one "vehicle trip" and one 
"transit trip"? 

(C) How many daily "drive to transit" (to park and ride facility) trips are forecasted for 
each build alternative? 

(D) Would the "auto travel times" for the build alternatives be shorter than the "auto 
travel time for the no build alternative? If available, please provide the "auto travel 
times" for the build alternatives. 

(E) Under the Kalaeloa/Airport/Dillingham/Halekauwila alignment, the "walk to transit" 
travel time from Downtown to Waikiki is 40 minutes. Why is that travel time so much 
higher than the "walk to transit" travel times from Downtown to Waikiki under the 
Kalaeloa/Salt Lake/North King/Hotel alignment and 20-mile East Kapoki to Ala 
Moana Center alignment, which is 28 minutes? 

See the individual answers below to each part of this question: 

(A) No, the assumption is not correct. The transit travel times shown represent the 
shortest transit travel times for the given origin/destination pair regardless of whether 
it was local bus, express bus, or limited stop (e.g., Routes A, B, C) bus routes. 

(B) A "drive-to-transit" person trip is counted as one transit person-trip, not as both a 
private vehicle trip and a transit trip. 

(C) Island-wide park-and-ride trips are summarized in Table R-2 by alternative. 
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(D) Auto travel times for the build alternatives have not been compiled. 

(E) For the Kalaeloa/Salt Lake/North King/Hotel Alignment, riders would take the fixed 
guideway (starting with a relatively short walk to the station at King Street/Fort Street) 
and then transfer at the Convention Center station to a bus into Waikiki. For the 20-mile 
alignment, rather than walking makai to catch rail at the Nimitz/Fort Street station 
(estimated to be approximately an 8-minute walk), it is faster for riders to take the limited 
stop bus Route B into Waikiki. For the Kalaeloa/Airport/Dillingham/Halekauwila 
Alignment, the fastest path was to take a local bus (Route 8). 
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Table  R-1: Visitor Trips by Mode by Alternative 
Alternative Private 

Vehicle 

164,580 

Public 
Bus 

4,520 

Fixed 
Guidewa 

0 

Taxi 

12,710 

Tour Bus 

138,530 

Walk 

167,260 

Total 
Visitor 
Trips  

487,600 TSM Alternative 
% Mode Share 

Two-direction Option 

33.8% 

164,650 

0.9% 

4,470 

0.0% 

0 

2.6% 

12,730 

28.4% 

138,590 

34.3% 

167,270 487,710 
, 	 % Mode Share 33.8% _ 0.9% 0.0% 2,6% , 28.4% 34.3% 

Reversible Option 1 64,650 4,470 0 12,730 138,580 167,270 487,700 
% Mode Share 33.8% 0.9% 0.0% 2.6% 28.4% 34.3% 

Fixed Guideway Alternative 
Kalaeloa - Salt Lake-North 
King- Hotel 

164,530 3,030 1,850 12,670 138,110 167,470 487,660 

% Mode Share 33.7%  0.4% 2.6% 28.3% 34.3% 1 
Kamokila - Airport - 
Dillingham - King with a 
Waikiki Branch 

164,340 2,980 3,460 12,560 137,330 167,290 487,960 

% Mode Share 33.7% , 0.6% 0.7% 2.6% 28.1% 34.3% 
Kalaeloa - Airport - 
Dillingham - Halekauwila 

164,420 3,680 

, 

2,210 12,610 137,670 167,240 487,830 

% Mode Share f 	33.7% 0.8% 0.5% 2.6% 28.2% 34.3% 
20-mile Alignment , 164,470 3,980 1,570 12,630 137,890 167,210 487,750 	j  

% Mode Share 33.7% 0.8% 0.3% 2.6% 28.3% 34.3% 

-5- 

AR00070956 



Table R-2: Island-Wide Daily Park-and-Ride Ti s by Alternative 

Alternative 
Daily Transit Trips 

from Park-and- Ride 
Lots 

TSM Alternative 
TSM Alternative 3,445 
Managed Lane Alternative 
Two-direction Option 3,960 
Reversible 0 4 tion 
Alternative 4: Fixed Guideway Alternative 
Kalaeloa — Salt Lake — North King — Hotel 

4,035 

18,285 

Kamokila — Airport — Dillingham — King 
with a Waikiki Branch 

15,240 

Kalaeloa — Airport — Dillingham — 
Halekauwila 

18,420 

20-mile Alignment 13,590 

(10) Table 3-8 on page 3-16 provides data on the "A.M. Peak Two-hour Transit Ridership." 

(A) What hours constitute the AM. two-hour peak? 

(B) Why is the AM two-hour peak used instead of the A.M. peak period or A.M. peak 
hour? 

See the answers to each part of this question below. 

(A) The a.m. two-hour peak period is assumed to be from 6 to 8 a.m. 

(8) The smallest period of time for which the OMPO travel demand forecasting model 
calculates mode choice is for the two-hour peak period. 

(11) The last paragraph on page 3-17 states: "In particular, across all of the Fixed Guideway 
combinations, there is an increase in the number of long-distance transit trips made." 

Please provide trip tables for all the alternatives. If the trips tables are included in the 
patronage results report expected to be submitted to the Transportation and Planning 
Committee, a separate submittal of the tables is not necessary. 
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Transit trip tables by the 25 Transportation Analysis Areas, in production to attraction 
format, are provided in the Draft Travel Demand Forecasting Results for all alternatives for 
total daily transit trips as well as various other time periods and trip purposes. 

(12) Table 3-12 on page 3-25 shows traffic volumes across the Kalauao and Kapalama 
screenlines during the peak hours. 

(A) Under the managed lanes two-direction option, the volume-to-capacity ratio of the 
managed lane across the Kapalama screenline seems to have been calculated based 
on 4,400 vehicles per hour. The capacity of one managed lane, however, is 2,200 
vehicle per hour. 

Are the volume-to-capacity ratios across the Kapalama screenline for the managed 
lanes two-direction option correct in table 3-12? Please explain. 

(B) Under the managed lanes reversible option, the volume-to-capacity ratio for "total 
HOV traffic" in the A.M. peak hour across the Kalauao screenline is "1.46." Is that 
number correct? 

See the answers to each part of this question below. 

(A) It is correct. The Kap5lama Canal screenline is also the location of the proposed 
Nimitz Flyover (which would be incorporated into the Managed Lane Alternative). 
The Managed Lane Two-Direction Option is designed with three lanes at this location 
(two lanes in the peak direction plus one lane in the opposite direction). Hence, 
between the Keehi Interchange and Iwilei, there are two Koko Head bound managed 
lanes for the Two-direction Option with a corresponding capacity of 4,400 vehicles 
per hour (vph). 

(B) Yes, this number is correct. Table 3-12 should have a footnote indicating that the 
HOV lane capacity for the Managed Lane Reversible Option is only 1900 vph rather 
than 3800 vph. 

(13) The Nimitz Viaduct is assumed to be in existence for transit patronage forecasting. 

What impact has the availability of the Nimitz Viaduct had on the forecasted daily transit 
trips under the fixed guideway alternatives? 

It is not possible to isolate the specific impacts this facility has on projected daily transit 
ridership for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 
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Chapter 5 -- Financial Feasibility Analysis 

(14) The second paragraph on page 5-1 lists the categories for estimating capital costs. There 
is no category for "profit" or "taxes." 

Why is there no category for "profit" or "taxes"? Is it assumed that "profit" and "taxes" 
are embedded in the unit cost for each category? 

Profit and taxes (depending on type of tax) have either been included in the unit costs Or 
have been added to the cost category subtotals. 

(15) Table 5-1 on page 5-2 lists the capital cost estimates of the alternatives in 2006 dollars. 

(A) Please provide a similar table with amounts in year-of-expenditure dollars. 

(B) How much are the financing/net interest costs for the alternatives that require the 
issuance of bonds or short-term debt for funding of capital costs? Please provide the 
information in 2006 dollars and year-of-expenditure dollars. 

(C) Are the capital costs of the park-and-ride facilities included in table 5-1? If so, are 
those costs included as "major investment facility capital costs" or "bus facilities"? 

See the answers to each part of this question below, 

(A) See Table R-3. 

(B) The information is shown on Tables 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3 in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report. 

(C) Yes. For the Fixed Guideway alternatives, the costs are included in the Major 
Investment Facility capital costs and Bus Facility capital costs. 

(16) Table 5-3 on page 5-4 lists the transit operating and maintenance costs in 2030 of the 
alternatives in 2006 dollars. 

Please provide a similar table in year-of-expenditure dollars. 

See Table R-4. 
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Table R-3: Capital Cost Estimates (millions of 2006 and YOE dollars) 

Alternative 

NoBuild 

No Build 
Alternative 

Transportation S3. 

TSM Alternative 

Managed Lane 

Two-Direction 
Option 

Major 
Investment 

Capital 
Costs 

Bus 
Acquisition 

Bus 
Facilities 

Handi-Van 
Acquisition 

Total Capital 
Costs 

2006 YOE 
SM 	$M 

stem Management 

— 

3,77 	4,77 
0 	4 

2006 
$M 

545 

644 

694 

YOE 
SM 

826 

981 

1,06 
3 

2006 
SM 

46 

143 

194 

YOE 
SM 

64 

204 

282 

2006 
SM 

69 

69 

69 

YOE 
SM 

105 

105 

105 

2006 
SM 

660 

856 

4,727 

YOE SM 

995 

1,290 

6,224 

Reversible 
0 tion 

Fixed Guideway 

Full-corridor 
Alignment 
Kalaeloa —Salt 
Lake — North 
King—Hotel 

2,57 
0 

4,73 
0 

3,20 
2 

6,08 
5 

736 

459 

1,13 
3 

689 

226 

43 

335 

62 

69 

69 

105 

105 

3,601 

5,301 

4,776 

6,941 

Full-corridor 
Alignment 
Kamokila — 
Airport — 
Dillingham — 
King, with a 
Waikiki Branch 

5,51 
0 

7,19 
8 

453 680 43 62 69 105 6,075 8,045 

Full-corridor 
Alignment 
Kalaeloa — 
Airport — 
Dillingham — 
Halekauwila 

4,62 
0 

5,94 
3 

462 694 43 62 69 105 5,194 6,804 

20-mile 
Alignment East 
Kapolei to Ala 
Moana 

3.60 
-
0 

4,55 
9 

480 723 43 62 69 105 4,192 5,449 
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Table R-4: Estimated Year 2030 Annual Transit Operating and Maintenance 

Costs (millions of 2006 and YOE dollars) 

Alternative 
Bus O&M Cost 

2006 	YOE 
$111 	$M 

Fixed Guideway 
O&M Cost 

2006 	YOE 
$M 	$M 

Total O&M Cost 

2006 	YOE 
$M 	$M 

No Build 
192 

234 

389 

475 - 

192 

234 

389 

475 

No Build Alternative 

TSM Alternative 

Managed Lane 
Two-Direction Option 
Reversible Option 
ILtITi 
Full-corridor Alignment 
Kalaeloa -Salt Lake-North 
King - Hotel 

251 
261 

169 

508 
529 

343 79 160 

251 
261 

248 

508 
529 

503 

Full-corridor Alignment 
Kamokila - Airport - 
Dillingham - King, with a 
Waikiki Branch 

169 342 80 162 249 504 

Full-corridor Alignment 
Kalaeloa - Airport - 
Dillingham - Halekauwila 

173 351 83 168 256 519 

20-mile Alignment East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana 

189 384 61 124 251 508 

Note: Does not include Handi-Van O&M Costs. 

(17) Table 5-4 on page 5-6 displays the surcharge growth scenarios. 

In the first tax district, what were the actual general excise and use tax bases in 2004 and 
2005 and the estimated tax basis in 2006? 

For Calendar Year 2004, it was $36,796,357,725; for Calendar Year 2005, it was 
$39,245,581,300. Calendar Year 2006 estimates are from $41,375,000,000 to 
$42,887,000,000 depending of the growth scenario assumed. The actual tax base from 
January 1, 2006 through July 31, 2006 has been $26,840,919,226, a 16.97% increase over 
the same period in 2005. If this level of increase continues for the remainder of 2006, the 
Calendar Year 2006 total tax base would be $45,905,321,253, significantly greater than the 
most optimistic estimate used in the Alternatives Analysis. 
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(18) The fourth paragraph on page 5-10 indicates that, in 2030, the toll rates under the 
managed lanes reversible option will be $6.40 during the peak period and $2.85 during the 
off-peak period. The amounts are given in 2006 dollars. 

What will the peak and off-peak toll rates be in year-of-expenditure dollars in 2030? 

In 2030, in year-of-expenditure dollars, it will be $13.00 peak and $5.80 off-peak. 

(19) With respect to the managed lanes reversible option, the fourth paragraph on page 5-10 
states: "On an average weekday in 2030, 14,600 toll-paying vehicles are estimated to use 
the facility in the peak period .... " It is assumed that the statement means that a total of 
14,600 toll-paying vehicle trips will be made on the managed lanes in both peak periods of 
an average weekday. 

Is that assumption correct? 

Yes, during a total of 8 peak hours, 4 hours in the morning and 4 hours in the afternoon. 

(20) The fourth paragraph on page 5-10 also indicates that 940 toll-paying vehicles will use the 
managed lanes during the off-peak period. 

Why is the number so low? 

As noted above, the peak period includes a total of 8 hours. During the remainder of the 
day, the travel conditions on free routes, particularly H-1, will be less congested so that the 
Managed Lane facility will not be attractive. 

(21) Table 5-6 on page 5-11 identifies the "financing costs" of the managed lanes reversible 
option. 

Does the 'financing costs" mean the costs of issuance of and interest on general 
obligation bonds? 

Yes. Table A-1 in the Draft Financial Feasibility Report shows a year-by-year cash flow. 

(22) Tables 5-7 and 5-8 on page 5-12 show the sources and uses offunds for the full corridor 
and 20-mile alignments. 

(A) The full corridor alignment requires more "other sources," or short-term loans, than 
the 20-mile alignment. The full corridor alignment, however, will incur less "net 
interest costs" than the 20-mile alignment. What is the explanation for this? 

(B) For the full corridor alignment, the federal new starts fund amount remains 
essentially the same across the three general excise and use tax surcharge growth 
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scenarios. In contrast, the federal new starts fund amounts decrease under the 20- 
mile alignment as the surcharge growth scenarios become more optimistic. What is 
the explanation for this? 

(C) For the 20-mile alignment under both Council on Revenues' surcharge growth 
scenarios, no "other sources" offunds are required. Yet, "net interest costs" will be 
incurred. What is the explanation for this? 

See the answers to each part of this question below. 

(A) The "Other Sources" needed for the Full-Corridor Alignment have not been defined. 
If they consist of additional FTA funds or funds from Public/Private partnerships, no 
additional borrowing would necessarily be needed. If the "Other Sources" include 
funds from GO Bonds, then additional interest costs would also accrue. 

(B) One assumption made in the financial feasibility analysis is that GET surcharge 
revenues would be the "first source" of funds for major capital expenditures, followed 
by FTA New Starts funds to "fill in the gap" up to a maximum of $1.2 billion (YOE), 
then followed by "Other Sources." 

(C) For both scenarios, GET surcharge funds and PTA New Starts funds are anticipated 
to provide sufficient revenue to pay for the implementation of the 20-mile Alignment, 
including interest on short-term loans to meet the needs of the peak years of project 
construction when yearly costs would exceed the yearly revenues available from the 
GET surcharge and federal sources. The short-term loans would be paid off using 
GET surcharge revenues collected after project construction is finished, so no other 
funding source would be needed. 

(23) Table 5-9 on page 5-14 is a cash flow spreadsheet for the 20-mile alignment. 

Please provide a cash flow spreadsheet for each of the three Kapoki to University of 
Hawaii at Manoa alignments, one of which includes the Waikiki spur. 

Tables 4-4 through 4-9 in the Draft Financial Feasibility Report show cash flows for the 
Fixed Guideway Full-Corridor (Kalaeloa-Airport-Dillingham-Halekauwila) and the 20- 
mile alignments for all three GET surcharge revenue scenarios. Cash flows for the other 
Full-Corridor alignments have not been prepared. 

(24) Has a cash flow spreadsheet for each build alternative been prepared until 2030 or the 
planning horizon year? If so, please submit them. 

Appendix B in the Draft Financial Feasibility Report presents cash flow spreadsheets (for 
ongoing capital replacement and expansion, and for O&M costs) for the No Build 
Alternative, the TSM Alternative, the Managed Lane Alternative — Reversible Option, the 
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Fixed Guideway Alternative 20-mile Alignment and the Fixed Guideway Alternative 
Kalaeloa — Airport — Dillingham — Halekauwila Full-corridor Alignment. 

Chapter 6 -- Comparison Of Alternatives  

(25) Table 6-1 on page 6-2 calculates the cost effectiveness index of the alternatives, including 
the TSM alternative, against the no build alternative. Table 6-2 on page 6-7 calculates the 
cost effectiveness index of the full corridor and 20-mile alignments against the TSM 
alternative. Both tables have values for "incremental user benefits (hours of benefits)" in 
2030. 

The data in the tables regarding the "incremental user benefits," however, do not match. 
The following displays data from table 6-1 and calculates the difference in "incremental 
user benefits" between three build alternatives and the TSM alternative. 

Managed Lanes 
Reversible 
Option 

Full Corridor 
Alignment 

20-Mile 
Alignment 

Incremental Change Of User Benefits 
Under Build Alternative Compared 
To No Build Alternative (From Table 
6-1) 

5,632.700 18,573,900 15,153,600 

Incremental Change Of User Benefits Under 
TSM Alternative Compared To No 
Build (From Table 6-1) 

4,325,100 4,325,100 4,325,100 

Difference Of Incremental Benefits 
Between Build Alternative And TSM 
Alternative (Calculated Based On 
Data In Table 6-1) 

1,307,600 14,248,800 10,828,500 

In table 6-2, however, the differences of incremental benefits between the build alternatives 
and TSM alternative are the following: 

(A) 2,191,900 for the managed lanes reversible option; 

(B) 15,504,500 for the full corridor alignment; and 

(C) 11,638,500 for the 20-mile alignment. 

Why is there a discrepancy between the incremental benefits data in table 6-1 and table 6-2? 

FTA guidance for estimating cost-effectiveness requires the use of "caps" in calculating 
user benefits on a Travel Analysis Zone to Travel Analysis Zone basis. The user benefits 
reported in Tables 6-1 and 6-2 are the "capped" values. Comparing uncapped values in the 
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manner described in the question (i.e. subtracting the incremental change of user benefits 
for the TSM alternative compared to No Build from the incremental change of user benefits 
for each build alternative compared to No Build, from Table 6-1, and comparing that value 
with the incremental changed of user benefits for each build alternative compared to TSM, 
from Table 6-2) eliminates the discrepancy. 

(26) Are the incremental user benefits based on weighted or unweighted transit travel time? 

Weighted. 

(27) Table 6-3 on page 6-11 includes data on population and employment within one-half mile 
of a station. 

Is there data on the number of low-income households within one-half mile of a station? Is 
such data needed to fulfill part of the "mobility improvements" criterion under the Federal 
Transit Administration's project rating process? 

This was not calculated because future projections of low-income households cannot be 
forecasted. The following table includes the existing number of families (calculated from 
the 2000 census) below the poverty level within 1/2 mile of a station for the alignments 
analyzed in the AA. This is the FTA's acceptable method. 

, 

Alternative 
Number of Families 
below Pove 	Level 

Fixed Guideway 
Kalaeloa - Salt Lake - North King - Hotel 6,850 
Kamokila - Airport - Dillingham - King with a Waikiki 
Branch 

6,240 

Kalaeloa - Airport - Dillingham — Halekauwila 5,710 
20-mile Alignment East Kap()lei to Ala Moana Center 3,830 

Environmental Consequences Report 

(28) Table 2 on page 4 of the Environmental Consequences Report  estimates the person years 
of employed generated from construction of the alternatives. 

(A) The -project construction cost" amounts for the fixed guideway alternatives in table 
2 do not match the "major investment facility capital costs" amounts in table 5-1 of 
the Alternatives Analysis Report.  What is the reason for the difference? 

(B) Does the "project construction cost" in table 2 on page 4 include inputs for non-
construction items such as rail vehicles, soft costs, land acquisition, taxes, and 
profit? 
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See the answers to each part of this question below. 

(A) The calculations in Table 2 were made prior to the final costs becoming available. 
The corrected values follow: 

Project 
Construction 
Cost (millions 

Person-Years 
of 

Employment 
Alternative 2006 $ Generated 
No Build 
No Build Alternative $0 none 
Transportation System Management 
TSM Alternative $40 	 950 
Managed Lane 

Two-Direction $3,770 89,500 
Reversible $2,570 61,000 
Fixed Guideway 

Kalaeloa — Salt Lake — North Kin! — Hotel $4,730 112,200 
Kamokila — Airport — Dillingham — King with a $5,510 130,800 
Waikiki Branch 
Kalaeloa — Ai •ort — Dillin! am — Halekauwila $4,620 109,600 
20-mile Ali! ment $3,600 85,400 

(B) The above costs are now consistent with those in Table 5-1 of the AA. The costs are 
inclusive of construction, systems, vehicles, right-of-way, contingencies, and soft 
costs. 

(29) Table 13 on page 44 of the Environmental Consequences Report discusses the noise 
impacts of the fixed guideway alternatives. 

(A) What are receivers "? 

(B) What is the difference between "moderate" impact and "severe" impact? 

(C) For table 12 concerning the noise impacts of the managed lanes alternative, are the 
impacts "moderate" or "severe"? 

See the answers to each part of this question below. 

(A) The FTA uses the term "receiver" to denote a person that experiences noise. Noise 
exposure estimates are made for receiver locations that are representative of other 
nearby noise-sensitive locations, such as residences, parks, hospitals, libraries, and 
schools. 
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(B) Moderate and severe impacts are defined by PTA to address noise impacts from 
transit sources. A severe noise impact occurs when "a significant percentage of 
people would be highly annoyed by the new noise" (PTA, Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment). A moderate impact is described as "the change in the 
cumulative noise level is noticeable to most people, but may not be sufficient to cause 
strong, adverse reactions from the community". 

(C) The Managed Lane alternative would result in traffic noise impacts rather than transit 
noise impacts. PTA has adopted the FHWA traffic noise impact criteria, which 
differs from the FTA transit criteria, to apply to highway projects. Unlike the transit 
criteria, which consider cumulative noise over a 24-hour day, the traffic noise criteria 
only consider the loudest hour. Also, the traffic noise criteria only define a single 
impact level and do not separately define moderate and severe impacts. 
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