
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project - EIS, Section 106, and Section 4(f) 
issues Conference Call Summary Notes. May 2, 2008 

Participants: 
FTA: Joe Ossi, Ted Matley, Leslie Rogers and Ray Sukys 
RTD: Judy Aranda, Faith Miyamoto, and Susan Robbins 
PB: Jason Bright, Malie Espin, Steve Hogan, Lawrence Spurgeon, Mark Stewart 

Project Alternatives 

RTD presented the current thinking on alternatives as all 3 build alternatives including both a 
"First Project" (previously MOS) that would be built with anticipated funds and extensions that 
would be built at a later date. The thinking has been that the EIS would cover the complete 
alternatives, including the extensions. Right-of-way needs and displacements are being identified 
for the entire alternative, including unfunded extensions. FTA asked several questions to clarify 
their understanding of project phasing and the definition of alternatives. RTD/PB clarified that: 

The First Project would extend 20 miles from North-South Road to Ala Moana Center. It would 
include several construction phases, beginning with an approximately 6 mile first construction 
phase from University of Hawaii West Oahu (UH WO) to Leeward Community College (LCC), 
followed by additional construction phases from LCC to Ala Moana Center. The entire First 
Project is intended to be completed by 2018 and is the project that could be built with a 
combination of established local funds and FTA New Starts funds. The First Construction Phase 
portion of the First Project could be an early work item, prior to receiving New Starts Funds. 

The Future Extensions (Kapolei, UH Manoa, and Waikiki) do not have identified funding, and are 
anticipated to be constructed sometime after 2018. 

FTA indicated that the entire First Project, including the 3 alternatives for addressing the 
Airport/Salt Lake area, should be addressed as the Proposed Action. The Future Extensions 
would require further study prior to their construction; therefore, it would be appropriate to 
complete the EIS on the First Project (3 Alternatives), but not include the Future Extensions in the 
Proposed Action as long as they are considered such that: 

• The context of the LPA defining the long-range plan for the system is presented 
• Any impacts that would result from the future extension in the vicinity of the termini and 

that would be dictated by the First Project need to be disclosed as unavoidable future 
effects 

• General future impacts from completion of the extensions should be included in 
cumulative effects 

Section 106 Process Summary 

RTD/PB summarized coordination with the local State Historic Preservation Office (SHPDivision 
in Hawaii). While no official submittals of eligibility forms have yet been made, SHPD has 
reviewed proposed eligibility, and the eventual concurrence of SHPD likely will be very close to 
the proposed list. In summary: 

• Evaluated 953 individual resources and four potential districts in APE for eligibility (1,033 
total) 

• 149 resources found on or eligible for NR. 

Discussion with SHPD has indicated that it is their belief that adding an elevated guideway would 
have a global adverse effect on setting to historic resources in the APE. Following their 
guidance, there would be an adverse effect to 136 of the 149 resources. Of the 136, 109 would 
be located outside of future right-of-way and affected only by the visual change to setting from the 
guideway. In the past month, avoidance design has removed 18 parcels with historic resources 
from the list of right-of-way needs. 
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FTA advised that if only visual change to setting, then effect can be dealt with as a design issue; 
not a Section 4(f) issue. 

Section 4(f) Status of Historic Resources 

Twenty-seven parcels with historic resources are on the list of parcels from which right-of-way is 
needed. They are of concern for 4(f). The following bullets summarize the issues, with more 
detail following: 

• Eight Bridges — Project would pass-over but not touch. This will be documented as no 
use. 

• Historic OR&L rail line, street pavers, and lava curbs - Also cross above, but not 
touch. This will be documented as no use. 

• Street Trees (Dillingham Boulevards) — Something similar was done in Phoenix. 
Minimize harm, look at possible mitigation by relocation/replanting/or establishing a 
new corridor. 

• Both strip takes and displacements on Dillingham Boulevard (5) - Need full 
documentation of no feasible or prudent avoidance alternative. Verify that transit 
facilities located as far away as required from power lines. 

• OR&L Station — Within existing transit easement through parcel. State plans to 
develop parcel. Discuss with SHPD the appropriate historic boundary of the 
resource. Much of parcel is vacant and in-use for storage. That part should not be 
considered an historic resource. 

• Chinatown Station in parking lot - Minimize effect. Need to document no feasible or 
prudent alternative and all possible planning to minimize harm to buildings that 
contribute to the historic district. 

• Downtown Station - Dillingham Transportation Building and HECO Plant Downtown. 
Document no feasible or prudent alternative. Need to look at avoidance alternatives 
and all possible planning to minimize harm for the Dillingham Transportation Building. 
Evaluate moving the station so that Dillingham Transportation Building is not blocked. 
Need some level of discussion of Queen Street Alignment and why eliminated during 
AA process. 

• SHPD Adverse position on 3 resources in PH Naval Base (setting) - Airport 
Alignment would put station touchdowns on base lands as coordinated with Navy. 
No physical use of historic resources, but use of land in the same parcel (entire 
base). Need to discuss with SHPD a few options here: 1) Limit the boundary of the 
specific resource, so that the effect is to setting but not the defined resource; and 2) 
Provide all the analysis and documentation needed to arrive at a No Adverse Effect 
and therefore De Minimis under Section 4(f). If this doesn't work, need to evaluate 
other options. 

Future Development Area 
• AAxtion Adult Video (Extension) - Document in the section 4(f) evaluation that the 

project would require this resource in the future. Do not need to address avoidance 
alternatives at this time. 

• Kalaeloa (Kapolei Extension) Proposed VWV II historic housing district and quarters 
- Derelict, HCDA plans demolition. Project follows HCDA road alignment, directly 
through several buildings. The guideway in the Kapolei/Ewa area will follow a 
roadway network that is expected to be in place before the transit project is 
constructed and some National Register listed or eligible sites are expected to result 
in a use. However, it is the future roadway system that will require the acquisition. 
Leave this entirely as a future issue. The Section 4(f) evaluation does not need to 
include these resources. Future design decisions could be made to avoid the 
resources. 

Historic Districts 
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The 4(f) concern is on individual contributing resources to the district. Crossing the district is not 
a use of the contributing resources. Need to evaluate if the use is to an individual contributing 
resource. 

Other Issues 

Traction Power Substations — Locations and ROW requirements have been identified 

Emergency back-up requirements — Any facilities required? Monthly testing requirements 

State Rail Safety Office - Establishment of this non-funded federal mandate being explored. 
Eligible project cost? 
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