
From: 
	

Miyamoto, Faith 
To: 
	

'baizas©infraconsultlIc.corn'; 'Spurgeon, Lawrence'; 'Roberts, Stephanie L' 
Sent: 
	

2/12/2009 8:14:33 AM 
Subject: 
	

FW: Honolulu DEIS Comments 

	Original Message 	 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov  [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov]  
Sent: Sunday, February 08, 2009 4:12 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honolulu DEIS Comments 

From: Tienni Fang [mailto:gautierfang@hawaiiantel.net]  
Sent: Sat 2/7/2009 2:28 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Honolulu DEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Matley, 

This e-mail was returned and could not be delivered yesterday, perhaps because I typed your 
address as Tedmatley@dot.gov  

I apologize. 

Comments on the DEIS (Draft Environmental Impact Statement) for the HHTCP (Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project) regarding technology and system selection (p.2-6) 

To: 

Mr. Ted Matley Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 

FTA (Federal Transit Administration) DTS (Department of Transportation Services) 

Region IX 

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 City and County of Honolulu, 650 South King Street 

San Francisco CA 94105 Honolulu, HI 96813 

415-744-3133 808-768-8303 

Ted.Matley@dot.gov  wyoshioka@honolulu.gov  

From: 

Tienni Fang, Ph.D, P.E. 

P.O.Box 75158, Honolulu, Hawaii 96836 
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tiannifang@hotmail.com  

Aloha, 

First let me congratulate on the painstaking work DTS and its consultants have accomplished on 
the preparation of this thick volume of DEIS. 

As a former University of Hawaii professor of electrical engineering and United States Coast 
Guard Academy professor of applied science, I joined the last Honolulu Rapid Transit Project 
and worked as the electrical engineer then the Head of Systems Engineering. Being one of the 
preparers of its DEIS and FEIS (Final Environmental Impact Statement), with enthusiastic city 
employees and consultants, it took us around two years after the selection of LPA (Locally 
Preferred Alternative) by the City Council for the City to successfully select a system and 
contractor, and complete the FEIS/PE (Preliminary Engineering) tasks, to reach the stage of 
final design and construction to begin. The project was aborted due to one vote difference in 
the City Council's third reading to the establishment of GE tax surcharge, even with a federal 
funding of $618 million already programmed for the project. There was no problem, however, in 
the selection of system and contractor(s) through rigorous evaluation, selection, and 
negotiation process in adherence to the federal government guideline with open competition 
among all available and interested system proposers. The system contractor selection and 
procurement process was the heart of the project, as all other fixed facilities were built on 
and around the operating system. The comprehensive system RFPs (Request for Proposal) were 
prepared right after the determination of LPA by the City Council, and they were issued openly 
to the public 4 months thereafter. 

In the present project, it has been over two years now since the selection of LPA by the City 
Council, and we have yet to see the RFP for the operating system, although a RFP has just been 
issued on 2/4/09 for the design-build of one segment of the guideway as if the operating 
system has already been selected. 

Two years have thus been lost, apparently due to the premature and controversial technology 
selection process. Basically, it is unnecessary and counterproductive to first select the 
technology, then the specific system. There will not be many systems capable of competing for 
the Honolulu project, with different technologies, strengths and weaknesses. We should 
encourage all interested to compete, and select the best, according to their technical and 
environmental characteristics, plus costs; through rigorous evaluation and selection 
processes, based on evaluation and selection teams established criteria. It would be unwise to 
preclude, instead of encourage, the participation of any who intends to compete, to narrow our 
choice and eventually hurt our selves. 

There should be a set of justified criteria for evaluation, rather than arbitrary personal 
taste or preference. For example, in Table 2-2 on page 2-7 of the DEIS, All after Alternative 
Analysis technologies except SWSR (Rubber-tired Guided vehicles, Magnetic Levitation, 
Monorail) were rejected for being proprietary. This is unfair. What is wrong of being 
proprietary? Proprietary systems are generally better systems. Systems using advanced 
transportation technologies are mostly proprietary. All 5 candidates for our last rapid 
transit project were proprietary, and there would be none to choose from if we rejected all of 
them. According to the statistics compiled in the booklet "Transit Technology Classifications" 
(p.9), published by Lee and Elliot Transportation Engineer, there is a wide range of unique 
guide ways. Their designs are all proprietary. The other reason for the rejection of Magi-Lev 
in the table is "unproven in US", and in the panel experts' report, it"is not proven enough 
for application in Honolulu". Both are unreasonable and un-scientific. Proven in Japan is 
equivalent to proven in US for Honolulu, and how much is enough proven in Honolulu? It looks 
like the so-called panel experts have yearnings for the past, and very little knowledge for 
the modern guideway technologies, especially for automated guideways. In fact, their report 
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shows this and also a way of looking down of Hawaii for only being able to handle the backward 
old technologies. I guess only the antique sugar cane locomotives were proven in Honolulu. The 
heavy non-proprietary Steel Wheel on Steel Rail may possess the worst technical and 
environmental characteristics of all transit systems in urban applications. But they are still 
better, as there are no other systems proven enough in Honolulu. 

Seriously I wish the City can soon start the issuance of system RFP for open competition (as 
we did last time) and select the best state-of-the-art automated guideway transit system which 
hard working Honolulu citizens and visitors deserve. Please hurry as time and tide wait for no 
one. In this time of recession, there are no short of people with eyes on the transit fund and 
I believe there is still the year-old State Senate resolution standing to take away the 
transit fund if the City can not find a system provider by the end of last year? 
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