
From: 	 Davidson, William A. 
To: 	 Scheibe, Mark; Hogan, Steven 
CC: 	 Fujioka, Heather; Fussell, Rhett 
Sent: 	 4/15/2009 10:39:56 AM 
Subject: 	 FW: ARRF2 & Honolulu 

Redacted 
From: James.Ryan@dot.gov  [mailto:James.Ryan@dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 12:54 PM 
To: Davidson, William A. 
Cc: Fujioka, Heather; Fussell, Rhett 
Subject: RE: ARRF2 & Honolulu 

Now that we have clarified the numbers (35% from a San Diego calibration, 21% from a Honolulu calibration, and 17% from ARRF for PnR + KnR), we ought to spend a 
moment thinking about what this means. 

I agree completely that it makes no sense to include any negative constants in calibration because the rail project will only make auto-access options better while negative 
constants will make those options worse. There is no useful outcome in that approach — as the Portland-based calibration demonstrated. 

But, the ARRF results imply that the accumulated body of experience with recent rail projects — transferred to the Honolulu project via the CTPP flows served by the 
various projects — suggests less auto-based access to rail than does the Honolulu-based model (let alone the San Diego-based recalibrated model). I don't have any 
conclusions (or even hypotheses) at the moment on what this might be telling us. But I think it worth pondering. I'm not comfortable with choosing San Diego rather than 
Portland simply because the numbers work in the right direction, and I'm not comfortable with ignoring the ARRF result simply because they work in the "wrong" direction. 

One important consideration (perhaps) is that the current Honolulu auto-access numbers are entirely KnR, while the auto-access to rail in San Diego (and Portland too) 
has large (majority?) components that are PnR. Maybe PnR and KnR are very different behaviors. Maybe the geography of Honolulu itself and its bus system promotes 
KnR (folks emerge from their residential neighborhoods onto one of the few extant arterials and inevitably encounter long-distance buses that one of the household 
members in the car want to use. Viola — easy KnR. And maybe that scenario doesn't work so well for the four rail PnR locations for many people: "Sweetie pie, I love 
you but I'm not going all the way to the rail station to drop you off; I'll be happy to drop you at the same bus stop you've been using for years." 
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And I have never liked the aggregate-shares approach. Suppose that costs led the city to drop one of the PnR lots/garages. That would reduce the number of 
person-trips that have PnR as an option. So, calibration to the same aggregate PnR target would require a higher PnR-rail constant, right? If so, how does that make 
any sense? 

Again, I don't have any conclusions, hypotheses, or mandates on any of this. I am suggesting, however, that s'more thinking is in order. 

On a different dimension, I've asked Nazrul to look at a sample of i-j pairs that have per-trip UBs that are substantially greater than the 45-minute cap. Assuming that he 
finds legitimate benefits for at least some of those pairs, I'm going to suggest that we/you do a full analysis with an eye towards lifting/removing the cap. There's no point 
in constraining legitimate benefits of the project. If we end up at $10/hour for cost-effectiveness, so much the better. 

Just a heads-up 	 

From: Davidson, William A. [mailto:Davidson@pbworld.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 4:02 PM 
To: Ryan, James <FTA> 
Cc: Fujioka, Heather; Fussell, Rhett 
Subject: ARRF2 & Honolulu 

Apparently there was a bug in the ARRF2 code that was the source of our inability to get the program to run successfully for Honolulu. Dave Schmitt was able to 
identify the error and provided us with a revised version of the program. Today, Rhett made an initial run of ARRF2, and it appears that we are getting substantially 
more ridership with ARRF2 than we did with ARRF1. Rhett will be talking with Dave to make sure we have not done something incorrectly in applying the new 
program. 

Regardless of the version, we get about 17% drive access using ARRF. The basic model (without using any type of "San Diego" adjustments) generates about 35% 
drive access. 

Given this finding, I would not "calibrate" the basic model to the ARRF drive access share as it would require substantial negative constants on drive access to limit 
the estimate to no more than 17% and would increase the bus access share beyond any reasonable levels. 

William A. Davidson 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
303 Second Street, Suite 700N 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
(415) 243-4601 
(925) 202-3395 (mobile) 

NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain confidential information for 
the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration, 
dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 
message in error, or you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying 
to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-mail system and destroy any printed copies 
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