
From: 	 Hamayasu, Toru 
To: 	 perouch@hawaii.edu  
CC: 	 Yadao, Elisa; 'Simon Zweighaft' 
Sent: 	 4/25/2008 11:01:25 AM 
Subject: 	 FW: Panos complaining about the panel (still) 

Peter, 

I'd like to share the following correspondence between Simon Zweighaft who is the chief engineer in my office and the one who 
oversaw and coordinated the technology selection panel. Ken Knight was one of the panel members. As you can see, Panos' 
descriptions are not factual. 

Toru 

From: Simon Zweighaft [mailto:Zweighaft@infraconsultlIc.com]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 7:59 AM 
To: Hamayasu, Toru 
Subject: FW: Panos complaining about the panel (still) 

For your information. 

From: Kenneth G. Knight [mailto:knight.tuta@sympatico.ca]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 12:18 AM 
To: Simon Zweighaft 
Subject: Re: Panos complaining about the panel (still) 

Simon: 

In the fourth last paragraph, Panos states, "A panel is supposed to discuss and deliberate. Etc." He is correct. That is why the 
panel was selected like it was. Each member has a different background in Rail Transit. That would have made the planned 
week-long discussions in Honolulu more meaningful and a consensus report would have been produced. However, as I recall, at 
the very last minute before arriving in Honolulu, you informed us of the City's desire to have the panel adhere to Hawaii's 
Sunshine Law which prohibits decisions to be made in "smoky back rooms, without the public being able to see what is really 
going on." All of the panel members therefore had to work, and did work, alone with no discussion with other members. So on 
"Public Disclosure Day" we presented 5 individual reports representing the sole views of each panel member. I am confident that 
if we had met and prepared a joint report the result would have been the same. But we would have all learned something from 
the others, even Panos. After seeing how he has acted since our report I am not sure he would have been swayed to SR/ SW, 
but he would have had a better idea of why that was the decision of the panel. 

However, that's all history now. 

In summary, what you have written is accurate and a good explanation of what really happened. 

Ken 

	 Original Message 	 
From:  Simon Zweighaft   
To:  Hamayasu, Toru   
Cc:  Kenneth G. Knight ; Steve Barsony ; HKolesa@bart.gov  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2008 11:18 PM 
Subject: FW: Panos complaining about the panel (still) 

My responses to Panos summary are shown below in red type. I would prefer to leave this alone 
and not respond. I am copying the other panel members to make sure they are in agreement with 
my version of events. 
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	Original Message 	 
From: Roberts, Stephanie L [mailto:RobertsSte@pbworld.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2008 12:55 PM 
To: Scheibe, Mark; Blane, Sarah; Russell, Jennifer; Nalani Dahl; Elisa Yadao2; Elisa Yadao; 
Gary K. Omori; Pat Lee; Laura Pennington 
Cc: Simon Zweighaft; Mike Schneider; Van Epps, James 
Subject: Panos complaining about the panel (still) 

Please read Panos's summary of how the transit panel was selected and run (yes - 2 months 
later). Please read the highlighted paragraphs- Panos seems to forget that he could have come 
to the RTD office to work. And who is this mysterious little gnome handing out anti-Panos 
materials? 

Selection of Honolulu Rail Transit 'Expert' Panel Was a Case Study in Manipulation 
By Panos D. Prevedouros, 4/17/2008 11:28:45 AM 

Transit panel selection was a case study in manipulation As the only local member of the 
city's transit technology expert panel, I would like to share a summary of how the panel was 
conducted and how it worked.  Panos executed an agreement to be paid as a Peer Reviewer which 
includes a clause entitled, "Data Confidentiality." Simply by writing this article without 
seeking release from the City first, he has violated his contractual agreement. 

After the panel was appointed, the three mainland panelists and I were given a list of names 
to select the panel chairman. When I first tried to offer other names, they were rejected 
because only names from the "approved list" could be selected.  This is absolutely a 
fabrication. When I provided the list to the panel, I explicitly  told them that they were 
free to consider names which were not on the list. I believe the other four panel members 
will back up this statement.  To my knowledge, this list was not approved by the City Council 
or anyone else but the city and its transit project consultant. 

Upon my insistence, I was allowed to introduce a couple of candidates. I suggested Martin 
Wachs, a leading national expert, who chaired the mayor's Transit Conference in Honolulu in 
2007.  Panos did not need to insist. Any panel member was free to suggest other names. 
Incredibly, the other panelists claimed they had never heard of him. This is indicative of 
their myopic focus on designing, building or funding transit systems, nearly 100 percent of 
which had been steel-on-steel systems.  It is another fabrication to say that "nearly 100 
percent of their experience had been steel-on-steel systems." Panel member Steve Barsony's 
direct project experience is with the Morgantown PRT system, a rubber tired systems. Panel 
member Ken Knight had recent experience with a bus rapid transit system in Ontario, Canada. 
Panel member Henry Kolesar worked for Bombardier on propulsion systems for both steel wheel 
and rubbe tired technologies. All panel members were required to have experience with more 
than one technology and they do. In a later conversation with Dr. Wachs on this subject, he 
confirmed that he did not consider himself to be a technology expert and would probably have 
declined to participate if he had been asked. 

Instead, in the next 15 minutes of the teleconference call, Simon Zweighaft of InfraConsult, a 
small outfit consisting mostly of ex-Parsons Brinkerhoff employees, which currently operates 
as an arm of the city, read the "approved list."  There was not an "approved list." There was 
a list of other experts who had been considered by the Council as potential original nominees 
for the committee. The list was prepared from suggestions made by InfraConsult, PB and City 
staff because it had been requested. The project team had made several suggestions of people 
who met the requirement of having experience with more than one technology and having no 
current connection with any supplier or consultant working on the project. Some of the names 
on the list were put forth by other potential panel members after hearing about the 
qualifications being sought.  Although the panel members were located hundreds of miles apart 
during the teleconference, within minutes all three picked Ron Tober. We did not have to 
short-list names and then make a final selection. From a list of about two dozen pre-qualified 
transit experts, all three picked Tober magically.  Panos' version of the events is again 
incorrect. It was Ken Knight, I believe, who suggested Mr. Tober. Mr. Knight had considered 
the nominees, most of whom were known to him, and he argued that Mr. Tober's experience 
fulfilled a need for a person on the panel with experience in actually operating a fixed 
guideway system. Steve Barsony, who also knew Mr. Tober, concurred with Ken Knight's 
recommendation. Henry Kolesar stated that he did not know Mr. Tober, but that he could 
appreciate Ken Knight's thoughts. Dr. Prevedouros stated that he felt there should be other 
candidates considered as well such as Professor Martin Wachs. After discussion of these 
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candidates in the first conference call, all panelists agreed to also consider two additional 
candidates nominated by Panos and did not make a final conclusion. The first conference call 
was adjourned after Panos agreed to provide background information on two other candidates for 
the group's consideration, scheduling a second conference call to be held after this 
additional information was received and reviewed by the panel members. Fortunately we have 
audio tapes of this second conference call to rebut Panos' version of events. The panel for a 
second time discussed the qualifications needed, and selected Ron Tober. 

I have been in many search committees. Never did one conclude its selection in under 20 
minutes, and rarely did all members pick the same candidate in the first round.  Panos 
neglects to mention that there were two conference calls which considered potential fifth 
panel members and that in between the two calls, the panelists each received and reviewed 
additional resumes. The second conference call lasted more than 30 minutes, but only about 10 
minutes of that second call were devoted to the second discussion of the fifth panel member. 
With regard to the comment about search committees—as important as this panel was, it is 
something quite different to consider candidates for a permanent employment position than to 
consider people for a one week assignment of a specific purpose from a group of technology 
experts. Anyone would be surprised to be on a search committee choosing a person for a new 
permanent position in twenty minutes. 

Once panelists arrived in Honolulu, we were told not to confer with one another. However, all 
four mainland panelists stayed at the same hotel and worked out of the InfraConsult office. 
The office is not an InfraConsult office. It is a City office which also houses 
InfraConsult. Panos was also provided an office in this same space which he chose not to use 
since he already has a local office. None of the panel members used the City office space for 
the entire time of their stay. All occasionally worked from their hotel rooms.  We were asked 
to wade through piles of information in an absurdly tight window of four days.  During the 
second (taped) conference call, Panos is heard to say that there would be plenty of time for 
the purpose. 

A panel is supposed to discuss and deliberate. This panel operated without meetings or 
deliberations. One week after the panel's inaugural meeting, it was announced at a public 
meeting that all, except me, voted for a steel-on-steel system. The only discussion that took 
place occurred after the vote was announced. 

After the panel issued its report, I was invited to speak to groups and neighborhood boards. 
Parsons Brinkerhoff employees followed me handing out fliers, attacking my views or "offering 
the truth," as they view it.  Parsons Brinckerhoff does not know of instances where any of 
their employees handed out fliers attacking Panos' views at meetings of groups or neighborhood 
boards where he was speaking. 

Toru Hamayasu, who identified himself as project manager for the city's transit project, 
contacted the dean of the University of Hawaii College of Engineering in an attempt to muzzle 
my opinions and suggested that the dean isolate me from the rest of the school. 

Is this the way transit should be selected? Do we operate in 2008 or in a dark past year? 

Stephanie L. Roberts, AICP 

PB 

cell: 	808.388.5127 

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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