
From: 	 Emerson, Donald 
To: 	 Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov  
CC: 	 James.Ryan@dot.gov, Scheibe, Mark; Van Epps, James 
Sent: 	 9/7/2008 5:09:24 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: Need to Make PB aware of FTA requirements for Estimating O&M Costs 

Ron, 

No, I believe you're correct, in which case the sentence in section 6.1.2 of the draft DEIS is not. 

Don. 

Donald J. Emerson 

Principal Consultant 
PB Consult 

Parsons Brinckerhoff 
303 Second Street, Suite 700 North 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Phone/Voice Mail: 415-243-4611 Email: emerson@pbworld.com  

From: Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov  [mailto:Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov]  
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2008 3:27 PM 
To: Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov ; Emerson, Donald 
Cc: James.Ryan@dot.gov ; Scheibe, Mark; Van Epps, James 
Subject: RE: Need to Make PB aware of FTA requirements for Estimating O&M Costs 

All, 
As I'm reading through the DEIS I noted in section 6.1.2 on O&M costs this sentence: 

"O&M costs for the Build alternatives were estimated based on historical O&M costs for existing rail systems that have similar 
characteristics to the Project." I understood that only Sacramento was used  —  am I incorrect? 

Ron 

From: Fisher, Ronald <FTA> 
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 11:15 AM 
To: 'Emerson, Donald' 
Cc: Ryan, James <FTA>; Scheibe, Mark; Van Epps, James 
Subject: RE: Need to Make PB aware of FTA requirements for Estimating O&M Costs 

Don, 
Thanks for your response. I think there are two issues here: 1) the need for a better O&M cost estimate for the Honolulu project 
and 2) PB's lack of understanding of our guidance for O&M cost estimation which calls into question past work by PB on O&M 
cost estimation (perhaps other firms as well but as you work for PB, I'm addressing my surprise that PB has no data having done 
so many of these kinds of studies). 

Regarding the Honolulu O&M cost report. It was done in 2006. It was apparently never sent to Jim Ryan  —  it wasn't in his files 
that he handed over to me when I took over as lead for the project and he has told me he has never seen it. Thinking the report 
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had not been completed, I mentioned to Tom that we had not received the O&M cost report several times before finally 
receiving it. Somehow its transmission to us fell through the cracks. But that's past history  -  it is regrettable that this has 
become an issue this late. I appreciate that the O&M costs are likely to be closer to Vancouver's and other similar systems, but 
at this point it seems unwise to assume a driverless system given the difficulties that other systems in the US have had in gaining 
acceptance of that. My own sense is that a driverless system in Honolulu may be as controversial as many of the other issues 
that arisen this project and ones considered in the past. I can't see any reason for not having a Vancouver-like system estimate 
as the lower end of a range of costs along with an upper range derived from operating LRT systems which are reasonable peers 
to the Honolulu system. What was developed in the 2006 report was something so coarse that we are not sure what it 
represents, and that's why it needs to be improved upon. At a minimum we need an estimate based on peer LRT systems as 
Brian suggested. My guess is that Brian didn't want to get into the weeds because he thought the guidance was sufficiently 
descriptive of what we are looking for. However, if you all feel there's more to discuss on this because you felt Brian wasn't 
listening, we can talk about it. 

Regarding the second issue, PB is a large company and we understand the difficulties of communication in large companies 
because we work in one and it's a continual struggle. If you can communicate to other PB staff involved in these studies that 
we really mean what is in our guidance, that will help. 

Thanks again, 
Ron 

From: Emerson, Donald [mailto:Emerson@pbworld.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 6:42 PM 
To: Fisher, Ronald <FTA> 
Cc: Ryan, James <FTA>; Scheibe, Mark; Van Epps, James 
Subject: RE: Need to Make PB aware of FTA requirements for Estimating O&M Costs 

Ron, 

While your e-mail does not offer a happy message, it certainly is timely. PB is going through a reorganization, and in that context 
were talking about the need for greater coordination and oversight on all our New Starts projects. We have done internal New 
Starts training over the years, as you know, and our training always emphasizes the need to "follow the FTA guidance" and to 
coordinate early and often. We do internal conference calls to keep our offices up to speed on changing policies/procedures and 
best practices. And we routinely do QA/QC on our technical work. But that does not mean that everything is always done the 
way you would like to see it done, for various reasons. Your message helps show that past efforts are not always enough. 

I did pass your e-mail along to Mark Scheibe and his team. Mark replied that during the AA phase, the focus was on choosing 
the project mode (fixed guideway, TSM, or bus on managed lanes) and the alignment, not the transit technology, with the 
expectation that the specific transit technology would be chosen subsequently in PE. So with the thought (as stated in the 
guidance and the AA training) that the level of detail should be in sinc with the decision at hand, the project team's primary 
concern was to have fixed guideway O&M costs that weren't substantially understated, for comparison to the other modal 
alternatives. Their judgment in Honolulu was the LRT O&M was likely to be as expensive as any of the technologies under 
consideration (since it has drivers and relatively short consists). But since they were reasonably confident that LRT wouldn't be 
the ultimate choice, they didn't see the value in putting a lot of effort into developing an LRT O&M cost model. So they used an 
example. Mark also says that they prepared an O&M cost methodology report, submitted it to FTA, and never heard anything 
back. Apparently you never saw it. No one's sure what happened to it. Anyway, in short, with the assumption that the fixed 
guideway technology would be chosen in PE, Mark didn't understand that there was a compelling reason to refine the O&M cost 
model until the technology decision was getting ripe. 

Mark adds that, in the conference call with Brian McCollom, he (Mark) did not think that Brian understood all of the issues 
that the project team is facing, or perhaps he didn't understand the project. According to Mark, 

"We most certainly have "thought about how to estimate O&M costs for a rail project for an agency that did not 
already operate one." But in thinking about that we also have realized that we're proposing a project that is 
not similar to anything currently operating in the US, a fully-automated, driverless, light metro in an exclusive 
right-of-way. Our comparable systems are in places like Vancouver (Expo and Millennium Lines), Kuala Lumpur 
(Kelana Jaya Line), Singapore (North East Line) and Copenhagen. We had hoped in our conference call to have 
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an intelligent discussion with McCollom about how to model this type of operation using US data. Instead he 
lectured us about all the data that was readily available if we'd just go out and get it." 

In any case,  I  understand that the project team is has identified several US systems have similar characteristics to those being 
contemplated in Honolulu, and they have started collecting O&M data on those systems. Stay tuned. I'd be very surprised if you 
and Brian are not asked for input as this analysis goes forward. 

Don 

Donald J. Emerson 

Principal Consultant 
PB Consult 

Parsons Brinckerhoff 
303 Second Street, Suite 700 North 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Phone/Voice Mail: 415-243-4611 Email: emerson@pbworld.com  

From: Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov  [mailto:Ronald.Fisher@dot.gov]  
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2008 7:45 AM 
To: Emerson, Donald 
Cc: James.Ryan@dot.gov  
Subject: Need to Make PB aware of FTA requirements for Estimating O&M Costs 

Don, 
As the team leader for the Honolulu project I have been making discoveries that are disturbing about the program. There is 
nothing like the insights one gains once you get back into some of the details of the conduct of AAs. 

I had Brian McCollom review the cost methodology for the Honolulu project and he told me that the bus approach looked 
reasonable, albeit the documentation needed to be improved, but the model for the rail project didn't follow our guidance at all. 
Essentially what was done was to use the NTDB data for Sacramento and increase it by a third because some cost-of-living 
index shows Honolulu cost being that much higher than Sacramento's. When Brian had a conference call yesterday with project 
staff, they talked about the difficulty of following our guidance because obtaining more disaggregate data from several peer 
agencies is difficult. I was sinprised of the naivety demonstrated by the project team's responses to our concerns. It was as if 
they had never thought about how to estimate O&M costs for a rail project for an agency that did not already operate one. Can 
you help me understand how this could happen in a study managed by PB? And if this is not an anomaly, can you conduct a 
training session for PB staff or at least put them on notice that the kind of approach followed in Honolulu misses the mark so far 
that I wonder what PB has been doing in the past to comply with our guidance on this subject? 

Thanks, 
Ron 

Ron Fisher 
Office of Planning and Environment 
Federal Transit Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E. 
4th Floor - East Building 
Washington, DC 20590 
202 366-0257 
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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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