CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOCLULU
530 SOUTH KING STREET, ROOM 202
HONOLULY, HAWALIl 96813-30865
TELEPHONE: (808) 7568-5010 = FAX: (808) 768-5011

District 1 Town Hall Meeting
Fwa Makai Middle School
Hosted by Councilmember Tom Berg

Wednesday, June 15, 2011
7:00 p.m. - $:00 pom.

Introduction
Welcome Councilmember Tom Berg

SUBJECT: RAIL ISSUE

PREFACE

The Hawaii State Legislature in 2005 passed HB1309, which became ACT 247. Five years prior, Honolulu’s
mayor Harris and his Administration advanced a study to address traffic on the H-1 Corridor resulting in
highway technology being better than rail for relieving traffic - favoring a Bus Rapid Transit System over
rail.

When the State Legislature and Governor signed off to approve ACT 247, all neighbor island Councils and
Mayors could approve of raising their county GET by .5% of which could be used for highway technology-
buitding toll roads, reversible expressways, and implementing a Bus Rapid Transit system. In contrast,
applicable to Oahu only, ACT 247 included language that prohibited a GET increase on Oahu for highway
technelogy. Applicable to us on Oahu only, any system on the elevated fixed guideway that does not stay
on the elevated fixed guideway cannot be funded with the rail surcharge- meaning, if an ambulance or fire
truck or bus uses the elevated fixed guideway and comes down at grade to use our surface streets, that
would be a prohibited use of the rail surcharge.

The State Legislature knew that when they crafted HB1 309 in 2005, that if all modes of traffic relief were
studied on Oahu, rail would be defeated like it was five years earlier and Bus Rapid Transit (highway
technology) would prevail. Thus, the intent of the State Legislature was not to advance options for the
greatest mode of traffic relief to succeed for Oahu's residents but rather atlow for a rail system regardless
of the cost, performance, ridership and tax burden it will generate.

Within ACT 247, language permits the State Legislature to profiteer off of the GET rail surcharge levied on
Oahu. Thus far, the State has withhetd $71 mitlion of the $711 million collected. The State only needs
between $600,000 to $700,000 a year to administer the rail surcharge - yet the State Legislature collects in
excess of $16 million a year on Oahu from the rail surcharge and then uses that money meant for the rail
endeavor for projects on neighbor islands where the tax is not levied.

In conclusion, this meeting is meant to gather your opinions after hearing a leading world expert, Dr. Panos
Prevedouros, explain there is a better way to resotve our traffic congestion without the State Legistature
making a profit off of tax payers on Oahu desperate for traffic retief.



AGENDA

OPENING: COUNCILMEMBER TOM BERG - 20-MINUTES

PRESENTATION BY DR. PANOS PREVEDOUROS
PROFESSOR OF CIVIL ENGINEERING, UH MANOA - 45-MINUTES

QUESTION AND ANSWERS (Q&A) - 15-MINUTES
EWA MAKAI MIDDLE SCHOOL: STUDENT INTERACTION - 10-MINUTES
OPEN DISCUSSION AND PUBLIC FORUM

ADJOURNMENT @ 9PM

NOTE: All questions and answers including comments made in open
discussion are to be made within a one-minute time limit to allow

as many persons possible time to speak.




Aloha!

Albeit the City Council raised our property loxes, sewer rotes,
and iritiated new fees for camping, | voted NO o ol of them. |
imiroduced an cmendment to Bifi 17 CDT thot would hove pot on
end to subsidizing the six city goff courses which cost toxpayers
some $9 million @ year to keep ofloal rext year's subsidy will
be $10 million. The cmendment did not pass.

Also ot the June 3 council hearing, Hocting bonds for the rail
project passed. Bill 40 permits the city to borrow funds to
advance rail construction. | voied NO fo this mecsure to icke o
stond that funding the roil further is reckiess so long as the
following is not rectified:

1. The stote hos tcken $7 1 million oul of the roif surchorge thus
for of which is used to fund neighbor island prejects ond the state
continues 1o profiteer off of the rail tox- this must stop.

7 The aword to build the rail cars went to ¢ company thot is
billing the city more than $250 million above another bidder that
would hove saved us monrey. The procurement process is being
chollenged; the oward of $1.4 billion 1o build the 8O rail cars
ond operate ond mairiain them up 1o the year 2019 wentfo o
company with a flowed track record and stonds to construct the
reit cars in Colilornic while the losing bidder with o great track
record was to build the rail cots for less money ond do so here
on Ouhu ond crecte 150 local hires, The cily needs 1o stort the
procurement procass over and uphold the profesi filed by the
losing bidders. By conceling ond storting over this oward, we
could sove taxpayers $250 million end preserve guolity jobs tor
our residents.

3. If federci funding folls shert for the rail, it is possible o
substantial increase in property loxes will be obligoted to pay off
the bonds ond the inlerest on the bonds o 4.25%. We should
not be embarking upon © borrowing scheme to fund the roil

oroject. Federal funding in the omount expecied should be fully
secured first belore plocing risk with Hoating bonds and the
obligotion upon texpoyers to pay them back.

We were able to defect Bill 30 that proposed $1 on hour 24/7
parking fees fronting certain pork creas ond the potential to
chorge © porking fee of any porking lof thot serves our cify
parks.

i am asking your board to please schedule Resolution 11.54
CD2 on your July agende to discuss ond fake o position on the
resolution that would allow retrofitted shipping conloiners to be
used os housing units on orecs zoned ogricviture. I pessed o
the councll, Reso 54 would ollow formers for o period of
five-yeats 1o house workers on site. Please see the flyer included
in this report.

Machale,

Councilman Tom Berg
CI1TY COUNCIL

TiTr amb COUNTY OF MOW3LNe




YOUR OPINION COUNTS

THE LATEST SURVEY RESULTS
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COUNCIL DISTRICT 1
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» ONE STEP UP HOUSING

SHIPPING CONTAINERS CONVERTED INTO
EXTREMELY LOW-COST TEMPORARY HOUSING
FOR THE WORKING HOMELESS ON QAHU

Honoluly City Councilman Tom Bergs proposed One Step Up Housing
system is comprised of shipping conlainers converied info o voriety of
homes thal con be rapidly ond ellectively deployed 1o deol with
homelessness and even disgster reliel.  Working with sponsoring
landowners in five year incremenis, this privale sector solution is port of an
integrated sirategy to oddress ihe virtval nonexisience of truly cHordable
homes 1o shelter the warking homeless. Howaii's existing relionce on high
cost single fomily homes and aperiment buildings has thus for preciuded
innovation with iower-cost housing opprooches which cen meet the needs
of individuals ond families who could olford fo pay rents which cre cioser
in cost fo cor poyments than mortgoges of fypical aporiment leases.

Using eosily tronsporied ond rapidly deployed, siandardized shipping
corfainers as o basis for truly offordable housing is sustoincble because
thete are hundreds, if not thousands, of such containers sitling unused al
ports across Oahu. Upcycling these containers ond giving them a second
life os o house for someone may require some changes to City fond use
ordinances and regulotions [building and residential codes, plus the
housing code) which currently favar more traditional, expensive building
opprooches. At o minimum, each home is like o studio apariment,
outlited with o bathroom containing o shower, toilet, and sink. More
deluxe homes can accomedate fomilies through provision of additionol
bedrooms and kitcheneties. These are modular, efficient spaces which can
be readied for occupancy for o fraction of the typicol cost of labor and
moterials for o standard dwelling unit.

Villoges con be organized into units of several dozen afiraciive container
homes, much like mobile home parks, grouped into subgroups of ten to
fiteen dwelling units. Units would be spaced out sufficiently in order jo
provide space for privocy of occupants and for expansion. Centralized
modular utilities to support these groupings of homes will be located in
each villoge. Such modules would include connections to water supply,
sewer, and electricity.  Garbage collection and lounderette are options
being considered. The sponsoring landowner would provide the lond for
the villoge, the container homes, ond the support services. The entire
project weuld be eligible for o substantial tax deduction in line with the
sponsor’s investment.

The Cify's Department of Community Services which currently edministers
Section 8 housing seems ideafly suited to administering the One Step Up
Housing system, helping to ensure that the working homeless ore properly
vetted ond routinely monitored for the duration of their stay. Though these
villages are infended 1o have a life of five years at o particular location, it
is expected thot occuponts would stoy for no longer than two years before
being cble 1o poy morket rales in the rentol housing market.

TOM BERG

www.COUNCILMANBERG .com
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My, CEf Slater

Honolulutraffic.com, Siop Rail Now
3105 Pacitic Heighis Road
Horolulu, Hawali 86813

Diesy Mr. Siater:

Subject: Honclulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project
Comments Received on the Drafl Environmenia] impact Sigiement

The U.S. Department of Transporiation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City
and County of Honclulu Department of Transporistion Services (DTS) issued @ Draft
Ervironmenial Impact Statement (E!S) for the Honoluiu High-Capacity Trensit Corridor Project.
This letter is in response tc subsiantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the
comment period, which concluded on Februaty 6, 2008. The Final EIS identifies the Airport
Mternalive 28 the Project end is the focus of this document. The seiection of the Airport
Aernative as the Preferred Allernative was made by the City to comply with the National
Environmerial Poiicy Act (NEPA) regulations that stale that the Final EIS shall identify the
Preferred Aliernative (23 CFR § 771.125 {(2){1)). This selection was hased on consideration of
the benefits of each atiernative studied in the Draft E18, public and agency comments on the
Drafl EIS, and City Council action under Resohution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapier 2 of the Final
£1S. The Final EIS alsc includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions
{0 the Project that were made io address comments received from agencies and the public on
the Draft E1S. The foliowing paragraphs address your comments regarding the above-
referenced submittal:

Cover Letler

As described in Chapler 2 of the Final EIS, the Airport Alternstive is defined as the
Project, and is one of the alternatives sludied in the document. The identification of the Airport
Allernative as the Preferred Allernative was made by the City to comply with FTA's NEPA
regulations (23 CFR§ 771.1 25 (a)(1)). Further, FTA's NEPA regulations for projects proposed
1o be funded with major capital invesiment funds, ihe level of delail necessarily increzses
hetween the Draft E1S and the Final EIS through preliminary engineering work (23 CFR§
771.123()). The Final EIS addresses each of the points of concern noled in your lefter.
Specifically, Tables 3-8 and 3-10 of the Final EIS compares existing congestion levels to future
levels both with the Project and without 1o provide & point of reference o the reader for fulure
conditions. These tables jnclude lraffic volumes, level-of-service, and maximum volume
shresholds for individual roadweys in the project corridor. Table 2-14 of the Final EIS provides a
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comparison of the No Build Atternative and the Project in 2030 and shows that the Project will
resuit in an 18 percent reduction in congesfion, as measured by dally vehicle hours of defay
{VHD). The environmental benefils and impacls of the Project are detaiied in Chapler 4 of the
Final EIS. Teble 4-1 provides a summary of those impacis and proposed mitigation.

An analysis of the financing of the Project is set forth in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS,
Figure 8-3 lllustisles forecast ransit opersting needs from the Highway and General Fund,
which includes properly 1ax revenues. As sisled in Section 8.4.2 of ihe Final EIS, oversll transit
operaling and mainfenance cosis (ie., the Project, TheBus, and TheHandi- Van) are expecied io
increase from approximalely 71 percent to 14 percent of the City’s opereling budget.  This small
increase is fypicafly accounded for in the normai budgeting of available funds and will not by fiself
resull in an increase in properly laxes. Financial risks associated with the Froject are discussed
in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS. The travel forecasting model has been refined since the Dra#
£1S to add an up-to-cate air pessenger model {which forecasts travel in the corridor related to
passengers arriving or depariing at Honolulu Inmternstionat Airpord), improved drive access
{driving alone or carpooling) module and & better presentation of non-home based direct
demand trips {lips that do nol originate or end al home). The resulls are not subsiantially

different than those in the Draft EIS. As sialed above, VHD will decrease by 18 percent with the
Project versus the No Build Alternstive.

The summary section of Chapler 4 in the Final EIS provides a list of technical reports that
were prepared for the Project. In sddition, various technical reports were used a5 the basis of
the transportation and modeling analysis conducted for Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs.

These reports are availeble from the Depariment of Transportation Services and on the project
website al www.bonolulutrensit org.

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS also summarizes the screening and Allernatives Analysis
processes that were used to identify and develop the siternstives evalusled in the Draft EIS.
The detail requested is provided in the supporting reports listed as references lo the Draff EIS.
To quote from the FTA "Keys lo Efficient Development of Useful Environmental Documents” (Us
DOT, 2007): The NEFA implementing regulations provide that “fejnvironmenial impact
Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that
agencies have made the necessary environmental analyses” (46 CFR § 1500.2(b)). This means
ihat the impact statement itself should not contain elaborate and extensive analyses of different
types of impacts, but rather, relatively brief descriptions in plain language of the resufis of those
analyses; the brief descriptions are meant fo discuss impacts associated with siternatives thai
were anslyzed and presented in comparative form. The Final EIS explains the anealysis of the

various allernalives considered and environmental impacts of the proposed Project in
compliance with NEPA.

According fo 23 CFR § 771.130, a Supplemental EIS is prepared when the
Adminisiration determines that:

(1} Changes 0 the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts thaf
were hol evalualed in the EIS; or
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(2] New information or circumsiances relevant 1o environmental concerns and bearing on
the proposed action or iis impaclts would result in significent environmental impacts not
evaluaied in the EIS.

Neither of these instances is applicable to the Honolulu High-Capacily Trensit Corridor
Project or demonsiraied in the comment lefier.

Part |- Aliernatives Studied

Project scoping was conducled in two phases, as altowed forin FTA SAFETEA-LU
guidance. Farly scoping was completed during the Alternalives Analysis phase and NEPA
scoping was compleled afler seleclion of the Locally Preferred Allernative. The process is
deiailed as follows. The Allernstives Analysis phase, as documenied in Chepier 2 of the Final
EJS. evsiuated a renge of modal end general afignment siternatives, including managed lanes,
in ierms of their costs, benefils, and impacis. The scoping process for the Alternalives Analysis
involved a preseniation of the viahle alfernatives to ihe public and interested public agencies
and officials 1o receive commenis on the Purpose and Need, allernatives, and scope of the
analysis for the Alternstives Analysis. Scoping followed the FTA process that provides for a
culling of allernatives studied in the E£1S through an Alternatives Anaiysis. The following scoping
meetings were held as part of the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Froject:

o December 13, 2005: Neal 8. Blaisdell Center Pikake Room at 777 Ward Avenue in
Downtown Honolulu from 2:00 to 4:06 p.m. (agency scoping meeting)

»  December 13, 2005: Neal S. Blajsdell Center Pikake Room al 777 Ward Avenue in
Downtown Hoenoluiu from 5:00 16 8:00 p.m. (open to the public)

»  December 14, 2005: Kapclei Middle School Cafeleria af 91-5335 Kapolel Parkway in
Kapolei from 7.00 to 8:00 p.m. {open lo the public)

The scoping process initiated for the Allernatives Analysis included a variely of highway,
bus and fixed guideway options for consideralion. As a result of this scoping effort, the
proposed Managed Lane Allernalive was expanded. it was revised again during the
Aliernatives Analysis to improve its performance. Despite the improvements, the managed lane
alternsiive was not able to meel the performance of the fixed guitieway.

A second scoping opporiunity was initiated in suppor of the Drafl EIS in March of 2007.
All meetings held were open io the public:

o March 28, 2007: Kapolei Haie at 1000 Uluchia Streel from 6:00 10 9:00 p.m.

o March 28, 2007 McKinley High School at 1039 South King Stree! from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m.

« April 3, 2007 at Salf Lake Elementary School &t 1131 Ala Lilikoi Street from 5:00 to 8:00
p.amn.

In this fater scoping effort, the public was requesled fo propose allernatives that wotild
satisfy the purpose and need at less cost or with greater effectiveness, jess environmental of
community impact and alternatives thai were nol previously stucied and eliminated for good
cause. The only allemative that emerged that met these criteria was a fixed-guideway
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sliernalive folfowing an alflernalive alignment, All reasonable alfernafives thai emerged from
these processes were ullimately evalualed i the Draft and Final EiSs. Your letler suggests that
a second scoping process was held because ihe first scoping process was “inadequale or
unselisfaciory”; that is not the case. In 2008, FTA issved guidence that stated a scoping
process couid be held belore he Allernatives Anslysis with a second scoping process heid afier
the Nolice of Inteni 1o prepare an E£15:

According to SAFETEA-LU Environmerial Review Process Final Guidance issued joinily
by the Federal Highway Adminisiration and FTA: “Certain New Staris project sponsors have
advocaled publishing a Federal Regisfer notice of infent (¢ prepare an £18, more accuralely
cailed an “eary scoping nctice,” and then conducting the New Siarts planning Allernalives
Analysis as 8 superexiendsd scoping process {so called “Option 1.8%). This oplion may provide
an opporiunily 10 identify and engage participating agencies.. earfier, i.e., during the New Slaris
planning Alternalives Analysis, through the early scoping notice... Under this option, project
initiaiion {scoping process] would ocour afier the New Stanls planning Alternatives Analysis at
the start of the environimental review process.”

The FTA issued & Notice of Intent 16 prepare this EIS in the Federal Register on March
15, 2007, All imterested individuals snd organizalions, as well as Federal, Siale, and Local
agernicies, were invited e comment on the Purpose and Need 1o be addressed by & fixed
guideway lransil system; the sflemalives including modes, lechnologies and alignments fo be
evalualed; and environmenial, social, and economic impacts ic be analyzed. The altemaltives
evaluated in the Drafl £E18 are the resulf of the aliernaslives screening process and refiect
commenls received during the scoping process, as summarnized in the Honolulu High-Capacity
Trensit Corridor Project Netional Envirenmenrdal Folicy Act Scoping Report (DTS 2007). Several
scoping comments were received requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lsne Aliernalive
thal was considered and fully evalualed during the Afiernatives Analysis phase and found to
perform substantially less effectively than the fixed guideway altemalive that was selected for
further development in the Locally Preferred Allernative. Because no new information was
provided that would have changed the findings of the Allernatives Analysis regarding the
Managed Lane Allernative, it was nol included in the Draft 18 for further consideration. Had
information been provided that demonstreied greaier effectiveness, the managed lane
alternalive would have been reconsidered in the Draft £1S.

Regarding afternatives studied, the Alternatives Analysis fuily evalusied a reversible
Managed Lane Allernative and documenied that il performed pooily compared 1o the Fixed
Guideway Altlemative ot a bioad range of melrics. Based on public comments received on the
Draft EIS, additional information, as summarized from the Alternatives Anelysis Report and
Honolulu High-Capacily Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Screening Memorandum, has been
added o Chaplers 2 and & of the Final £18 to explain why this afternalive was rejected. Bolh the
Aliernatives Analysis Report and Screening Memorandum were svsilable 10 the public. The
foflowing is a quote from Chapler 8, Seclion 8,6.12, of the Final E18.

A number of commeniers sfaled that the allernatives studied did not properly address
other oplions for the corridor. In particular, there was a concern that the Managed Lane
Allernafive was not included jn the Draft EIS 2% an allernsiive.”
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The process of aliernaiives screening snd selection is discussed in Chapter 2 and in
Seciion 8.6.1 of the Final EIS. As discussed, aliernstives were developed through three general
phases: (1) the FTA Alternatives Analysis process; {2) the selection of a Locally Preferred
Aflernative; and (3} the NEPA scoping and Draft EIS process. The initial screening of allerne-
tives is documented in the Honoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives
Seresning Memorandum (0TS, 2008z) {Screening Memorandumy. The subsequent FTA
Allernatives Analysis process is provided in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project
Aliernatives Anglysis Reporl (DTE 2006b) (Allernatives Anslysis).

The initial screening process considered a wide range of alternalives, inciuding
‘onstruction of a ‘mansoed’ two-lane eleveled structure for transit vehicles and polentially
carpools, as well as single occupant vehicles willing 1o pay & congestion-based toll,” as
described on page S-2 of the Screening Memorandum. The screening resulls for the Mansged
| sne Allernative are discussed on pages C-4 through C-5 of this report. The analysis found that
the transit mode share under ithe Managed Lane Afternative would hold conslent with the No
Build Alternative: the autcmobile mode share would increase; and the bike and walk mode share
would decrease. Vehicle hours traveled would decrease, while vehicie miles traveled would
increase slightly.

This initial screening process ideniified four aternatives that were presented at scopmg
meetings held io obiain public inpul, As described on psge 52 of the Screening Memorandum,
one of the alermatives recommended for further eveluation was the Managed Lane Alternalive.
The Managed Lane Alternaiive originally was described as follows:

“The Managed Lane Alfernalive would include construction of & two-lane grade-
separated facility between Waiawa Interchange and Iwilei for use by buses, paralransif
vehicles and vanpool vehicles (see Figure 5-1). The lanes would be managed 10
meintain free-flow speeds for buses, while simullaneously allowing High-Occupancy
Vehicles (HOVs) and variable pricing for toll-paying single-occupant vehicles.
Infermediale bus access points would be provided in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium and
Middle Street. Bus operalions ulilizing the maneged lanes would be restructured to use
the Managed Lane and enhanced fo provide additional service between Kapolei and
other poinis Ewe of Downlown, through to the University of Hawai' at Manoa.”

The scoping process resulted in the revision of this proposed alternative. As discussed
on page 6-1 of the Screening Memcrandum:

“Based on scoping comments, a second operational oplion was inciuded under the
Menaged Lane Alternative. The inilial option proposed a two-lane grade-separated
facility between Weiawa Interchange and lwilei which would cpersle &s one lane in each
direction &l all times of ihe day. The second option proposes similar infrastructure, but it
would operale as a reversible facility with two lanes traveling Koko Head during the
morning peak period, and then reversing lo Iravel Ewa in the P peak period. Both
operational options would include restruciured and enhanced bus operations by ulilizing
the managed lanes to provide additional service between Kapolei and other points Ewa
of Downtown, and both wouid be managed ic maintain free-flow speeds for buses.
Providing that enough capacily existed, High-Occupancy Vehicies (HOVs} and ol
paying single-occupant vehicles would also be allowed to use the facility under eiher
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scenario, however, it is possible thai under the initial option (one lane in each direction),
therg would not be encugh excess cepacily to sliow lof-paying single occupant vehicles
and stilf maintain reesonsble speeds. intermediate access points would be provided in
the vicinily of Aloha Stadium and the Keehi interchange.”

This sflernziive was futher developsd in ihe Allernatives Analysis Repori, with additional
feaiures added 1o maximize the performance of the effernative, as discussed on page 2-4:

“The Two-direction Oplion would serve sxpress buses operating in boih directions during
ihe entire day. The Reversible Cption would serve peak-direction bus service, while
reverse-direction service would use H-1. Twenty-nine bus rouvles, with approximately 93
buses per hour, would use the msnaged lane facilily during peak hours for either opiion.
Une fimited-stop route end one lccal route would continually operate in the managed
fane. A total of 27 pesk-period express routes would operate in the peak direction using
the managed lane lacility. Of ihese, three would be new express routes serving
developing areas and nine would be new routes developed for exciusive use of the
managed lane. The nine new manesged lene express bus system roules would originate
from Kalaeloa, Kapolei, or Central Cahu and terminale al the Alapai Transit Center,
Waikiki, or UH Manoa. Giher peak-period, local and limited-stop routes would follow a
route similar to the current structure bul would use the managed lane for the line-haut
portion of the route,

"A toll struclure has been developed thal enisures thal the managed lane facility would
operate fo meaintain free-flow speeds for buses. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two-
direction Option, it may be necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HOVs
using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would be sllowed 1o use
the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have io pay a toil.”

As discussed on psge 3-8 of the Allernalives Analysis Report, the enhanced bus system
would include an increased fleet size, estimated at 321 buses beyond the exisling fleet for the
lwo-direction managed fane facility and 381 buses for the reversible mansged lane faciilty, to
provide a sufficient fleet o ensure that the allernstive would funclion as planned.

1. Reversible Managed Lane Allernative

The Alternatives Analysis Report estimated tolal capital and operating costs for the
Managed Lane Allernative. As discussed on page 2-16, capital costs for the Managed Lane
Alternalive were eslimated 1o range hetween $3.6 and §4.7 billion, of which $2.6 1o $3.8 biflion
would be for construction of the managed lanes. Transit operating costs for the Managed Lang
Aliernative would range between approximately $251 and $261 million as & resull of additional
buses that would be put in service under that aliernalive. These cDsts do noi include the cost of
maintaining the managed lane facilily. Capital costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternalive,
including bus system costs, would range belween $5.2 and $6.1 billion for the Full-corridor
Alignments, of which $4.6 lo 38.5 biliicr would be for the fixed guideway system. The costs
would be $4.2 billion for the 20-mile Alignment, of which $3.6 Liliion would be for the fixed
guideway sysiem, Operaling costs for the Fixed Guideway Alternative in 2030, in 2006 dollars,
would he approximetely $192 million. The iotal operating costs for the Fixed Guideway
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Allernative, including the bus and fixed quideway, would range between approximaisly $248 and
$256 million.

The capital cost of the Managed Lans Afternative thus is potentially sornewhat lower than
the 20-mile Fixed Guidewsy Allernative and significanily jower than the Full-corridor Afternative.
Opeiating costs would be slighlly higher. These cost faclors were considered in conjunclion with
other project goals in evalualing the alfernalives.

With respect fo iransit travel ime benefit, the Managed Lane Allernalive oplions would
improve some liips thal were particulerly well-served by the maneged lanes. In general, the
Managed Lane Allernsiive would incregse lransit travel times by increasing Ireffic on the overall
roadway system end crealing more delay for buses. The H-1 Freeway leading up to the
managed lanes would become more congesied because cars accessing the maneged lanes
would increase hraffic volumes. Significant conigestion would occur wheie the managed lanes
connect to Nimitz Highway at Facific Street near Downtown, Much of the lime saved in the
managed lane iiself wouid be negated by the time spent in congestion jeading up to the
managed lane, as well as exiling the lanes at their downtown terminus. Furtheimore, areas that
are nof directly served by the managed lane would nol experience much posilive change from
the No Build Aflernative. As discussed on page 3-14, the Alternatives Analysis Report found
that, “although the Meanaged Lane Allernalive would provide some iravel-lime improvement for

ceriain areas, i has significant limitations with regard to improving fravel times or transil service
for a broader customer base.

As discussed on page 3-17, transit ridership would incregse only 5.3 to 6.4 percent over
ihe No Build Afternative, a small increase compared both 1o the cosi of the Managed Lane
Allernative and the increase that would resull from the Fixed Guideway Aflernative, which would
increase lransit ridership by 21 percent for the 20-mile alignmenl.

The volume of peak-hour vehicles in key areas would actually increase under the
Managed Lane Afternative compered to the No Build Alternative. As discussed on page 3-27,
the Fixed Guiteway Alernalive would reduce the number of vehicles by 3 to 12 percent.

With respect lo the goal of providing equitable transporiation solutions that meet the
needs of lower-income transit-dependent communilies, the Alternatives Analysis Report noted
that the Managed Lane Alternative, "would riot subsiantially improve service or access 10 transit
for fransit-dependent communilies, as buses that use existing HOV facilities would be routed to
the managed lane faciiity but would continue o be affected by congestion in other parts of their
routes. Anterial congestion would increase in the study corridor with the Managed Lane Alterna-
five, making bus access lo the managed fanes less reliable” {page 6-8).

The Alternatives Analysis Report also considered consistency with existing land use
planning and regional iranisportation planning. On page 6-13, the repon conciuded that the
Fixed Guideway Aliernative, “best serves the areas of Oahu that are designated for future
growth and development. 1t is also the only alternative that is consistent with regionaf
fransporiation system planning defined in the 2030 Oahu Regional Transporiation Plan (OMPO
20068)."
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The eveluation of alternatives inevitably involves lrade-offs. As stated on page 6-73 of
ihe Allernatives Analysis Repod, the "greaies! trade-off among the allernstives is belween lhe
iransporiation benefit provided and the cost to implement allernalives.. .. The Managed Lane
Alfernative provides slightly more benefit [then the Transporiation System Management {TSM)
afternative, which had little effect on {raffic], bul ai & substaniial cost. While the Fixed Guitleway
Allernative would have the highesi cosl, 1 is also 1he only allernative thal would provide 8
subsianfial iranspontsiion benelll, measured both by the benelit o iransi users and in the
reduction in congestion compared 1o ithe No Bulld Allernative.”

The November 2008 Allernatives Analysis Reporl provided information about 8l
slhernalives considered, including the Managed Lane Alierngtive. As staled in the Summary of
the Allernelives Analysis Repor, “the Managed L ane Alternstive would provide some fravel lime
improvements between selected origing and destinations that are well served by the facillty, bul
in many cases the lravel lime savings experenced is offset by the increased congesiion
experienced before entering and upon exiling the facilily.” The summary also states thel the
Managed [ ane Allernative would “generaie the greatest amount of air pollution, require the
grestest amount of energy for lransporiation use, end would resull in the largest number of
transporiation noise impacls, # would provide litile communily benefit, as it would not provide
substantially improved iransit eccess 1o the corridor.” Additionally, Table 6-3 in Chapler & of the
Allernalives Anzlysis compares each of the sllernalives studied in the Allernatives Analysis,
including the Managed Lane Alterative, in relation to project goals and cbjectives. This table
shows thal the Fixed Guideway Allernative performs the best when considering all the objeclives
related to the goals of improving corridor mability and improving transportation equily.

The Alternatives Analysis findings are also summarized in Tabie 2-Z in Chapter 2 of the
Final F15. The Managed Lane Altemalive is discussed in Seclion 2.2.7 of this Final EIS. As
stated in the Final EIS and supporied by the lengthy analysis that preceded the preparation of
the Draft E1S, the Managed Lane Allernalive was not pursued because the Managed Lane
Alternative would not hisve achieved projeci goals and ohjectives, would not result in
subslantially fewer environmental impeacts, and would not be financially feasible. For all of these
ressons, it was not advanced lo consideration in the EIS. The Cily Council eliminated the
Managed Lane Allernative from consideralion when it selecled the Locally Preferred Afternative
on December 22, 2006. The Councii’s selection was signed into law as Ordinance 07-001.

Comments received about the Managed L ane Alternative referenced in the Draft EIS
suggesied there were significant differences belween the alternalive studied in the Alternatives
Analysis and an ideal managed lane option. However, there was no substantial difference
between the aliernatives proposed in comments and these studied in the Allernatives Analysis
that would have resulied in a different outcome. The primary concern raised aboul the
Allernatives Analysis alternatives was that they did not elfow access other than at the beginning
and end of the facility. Thel is & misundersianding of the Allematives Analysis allernatives.
Both provided access al Alohs Stadium end Middle Street io aliow connections lo intermediate
points afong the corridor. Any additional access points would substantially increase the cost of
the facility because of right-of-way and siructure cosis and would affect the level-of-service
provided by the investment.

Also questioned in the comments was the provision of @ congestion pricing system that
would make the facility availsble io singie occupant vehicles or those with two occupanis at a
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cost thal would rise during pesiods of high demand. In both cases, the Managed Lane
Allernalive evaluaied a pricing option, and ihe fwo-lane reversible aliernative desgripfion slaied
that, "A 1oll siruciure has been developed that ensures that the managed lane facility would
operale io mainiain free-flow speeds for buses” (Alternatives Analysis Repori, page 2-4). While
there may be some minor details of the proposed allernatives that differ from the Allernalives

© Anslysis stiernalives, the svaluation essesses the conoepl fairly in the coniext of the Projeci’s
Purpose and Need.

in addition, 1he statement in Chapler 2 of the Draff EIS that "the Managed Lane
Alternalive would provide slightly more benefil [than the TSM] at a subsiantial cost” is supporiad
by information proviced in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIS. As shown in this lable, the cost per hour of
sransit-user benelll compared o No Build is $13.54 for the TSM Allernative and $50.34 o §63.42
for the Managed Lane Allemative whereas the reduction in vehicle hours of delay and daily
islandwide transit trips are comparable between the two alternalives. This suppors the
sistement thal ihe Managed Lane Alleinstive provides benefils at & “substaniial cost.” As further
shown in Tebie 2-1 of the Draft EIS, the cost per hour of ransit-user bhenefit for the fixed
guideway project compared lo the No Build Alternative is $21.32 10 $27 .05,

The Transit Task Force was created 1o assist the Cily Council in selecting the focally
preferred alfernstive. Page 2 o1 7 of the Tesk Force Repori states: "The Task Force finds that
the Allernatives Analysis’ preseniation and sssessment of [the Managed Laneg] afternative were
fair and accurate, however it may well be that operational veriations of this altermnative could
make it more afiractive and/or fezasible than the specific version considered. * The operational
varistions discussed by the Task Force were focused on improving bus operations on the
managed lane. The Aliernaiives Anslysis Report (p. 3- 13) indicaied that the bus would operate
very well while on the managed lane system, but would not be able o maintain performance
once it fransitioned o the locai street network. Since the primary issue with buses was the
performance on Jocal stieels, the suggestions of the Task Force were not subslantive in
improving the managed lane allernative performance overall and would not have resulted in a
change in the relative merits of the aleinatives evaluated. Funthermore, “The Task Force did
not ideniify any additional information that the Council must obtain before proceeding [to selecl a
Locally Preferred Allernative].”

a) Zipper lene:  As discussed in the Chapter 5, Alernative 3k of the Delailed Definition
of Allernatives Report (2006), the reversible lane Managed Lane Allernative provides
three managed/HOV lanes in the peak direction, which is sufficient to salisty the demand
for restricted lanes. Eliminating the zipper lane frees up two off-peak direction lanes —
one HOV and one general purpose lane. In other words, it was not needed o
accommaodaie the demand in the easibound direction. Additionaily, Table 3-11 of the
Alternatives Analysis Repor! showed that westbound demand during the a.m. peak hour
sf the Kalauao Scieendine would increase from approximalely 7,600 vehicles per hour
fvph) in 2003 o epproximately 10,600 vph in 2030 with the Managed Lane. While the
demand in the reverse direction would increase by approximately 40 percent, the peak-
direction demand would increase by only 30 percent. Eliminating the zipper lane while
evalualing ihe reversible managed lane alternative provided the greatesi benefl to
freeway users by increasing capacity in both directions. Access ramps were provided at
ceveral locations. Psrk-and-ride faciliiies and bus stops were included to maximize
transit use, providing the eligrnalive the greatest opportunity 10 generale lransit user
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benefils while reducing iraffic congestion. However, &8 siated in the Allernalives Anglysis
s Draft and Final E1Ss, the Managed Lane Alternative was less effeclive af reducing
congestion than the Fixed Cuideway Alfernative,

b} Menaged Lane Allemnaslive capiial costs: The engineering cos! esfimate for a two-lane
reversible managed jane facillly, which was calculaied following the same rigorous ¢ost
csiimating process used for the Fixed Guideway Allernalives, was $2.8 billion in 2008
dolfars. The Cily Council's Transii Advisory Task Force reviewed the Allernalives
Analysis end concluded in their report of Decernber 14, 2006 hal ihe assessment of
sach silernalive was "Tair and sccurate” and (hal capilal cost estimales were compiied
using the same methodology and unit cost and that the consiruction cost estimales were
fzirfly and consistenily prepared. Shortening of ihe Managed Lane Alternalive, whether o
14 miles, or 10 to 12 miles, would not have increased the benefits 1o the lraveling public
compsaied 10 the allernalive evaluated.

Regarding the costs of the H-3 Freewsy, according 1o construction cost ingices prepared
by the Washingion State Deparimeni of Transporiation, construction costs doubled
between 1887 (the vear conslruction ended on the H-3 Freeway) and 2006 (the year of
the Allernatives Arialysis). I construction of the H-3 Freeway had begun in 20086, that
project would have cost approximately $2.6 biflion. In sddilion, both the H-3 Freeway
and the Managed Lane Allernalive face unique situations that affect cost estimates.
Construction of the Managed Lane Allernative would have occurred in a heavily
developed corridor. As a resull, there would be subslantial disruptions o traflic and
utilities, both of which add to the time, and thus cost, of a project. The H-3 Freeway was
built in an undeveloped parl of the islend and while it had its own challenges, expensive
traffic and viility disruplions were minimal,

Regarding the Tampa Expressway, the Task Force compared the Managed Lane
Allernative to the Tampa Expressway. The designer of the Tampa Bay facility herself
admitted that o apply such an estimate without detailed consideration of the nany
difierences between the two locelions is not reasonable. For clarification, the Tampa
Bay elevated ol lanes extend only 5.8 miles within the 10-mile expressway. The cosls
quoled are from 2002, long belore the costs of meterials and construction rose
dramaticatly afier 2004. Furthermore, the corridor within which the Tampa Bay lanes are
built required no right-of-way, had no significant utility confiicts, no major struclures or
crossings, and was huilt in much more favorable geclechnical conditions than exist on
Oshu, In addition, real esiale costs belween the two locations are different, with costs
being subsiantiaily higher in Honolulu. As slaled in the Transil Task Force Reporl (dated
December 14, 2606) Paul Santo, HDOT Highways Division, stated thal ihere are
substantial differences in cost for bridge consfruction betwsen Hawalf and the mainland
US. At ihat lime, the State DOT Bridge Section used $400 1o $500 per square foat for
planning purposes whereas “most highway asgencies on the mainland use $100 to $200
per square fool with some even below $100. He believes the high cosl in Hawaij is due
to His location and the lack of competition.” The Transit Task Force Report slated that
"the commitiee concluded that the projects are sufficiently different (actual costs versus
projected costs with contingencies; avaitable, accessible ROW vs. construction in
sctively used highways; no ulililies relocalion vs. extensive relocalions) as to make the
comparison urreasonable.”
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Ar increase in the number of lanes on the facility would nof have substantially changed
the findings of the analysis. i would have increased the cost and marginally increased
freeway capacily, but the erierial system would stiff have experienced incressed
congesfion, resulting in folal sysiemwide congestion similar to or worse than the N¢ Buiid
Alemnative and substantially worse than the Fixed Guideway Alternative.

Any increase in the number of sccess poinls 1o the faciifly would resulf in significant
additional right-of-way requiremenis and addilional cosis beyond the $2.6 biffion cost
estimate (2006 dollars).  The geometlyic implications of building additional ramps and the
struciures that are needed o support them are significant. The elevaled shructure would
need o be widenad beyond the two full revel fanes lo accommodale a deceleration lene
approaching the ramp and an accelersiion lane rising fo if. These wilf be carried at a full
jane wicth &l the full heighi of the Tacility for hetween 600 and 1000 feet before the ramp
descends from ihe facility or sfler the ramp rises to join if. These improvements add
subsiantial additional cost {o the project, make it more difficult fo buijd and increase its
impact on the nearby communities.

¢} Mansged fane Alternalive operating costs: The approach used 1o develop the costs of
the managed lane was the same as for all other aliermnalives.

dj Effects on vanpools: According to the data in the 2008 Transportation Energy Data
Book, vanpools provided jess than 2 percent 8s many passenger-miles of service as
transit vehicles. As such, they do noi provide a significant allernative to transit service.
The benefits of reduced congeslion that will be provided by the Project also will

henefit any vanpool cperations in the corridor.

e) ingresslegress: As shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the Aflernatives Analysis Repor,
ihere were four access locations in the managed Jane alternative. The primary issue with
access is that too much access may reduce the performance of the facility as a result of
weaving and merging traffic and toc little access mekes the facility una vailable to many
potential users. The access localions identified in the aliernstive were designed o seive
the primary population cenlers in the corridor at the most desirable locations for access.
The other side of the access question is that it introduces additional costs to the facility
and creales right-of-way, relocstion and general disruption of the communities where
they are located. To clarify, each access location requires acceleration and deceleration
roadways. Fach requires an addilional lang approaching an exit ramp and a iane
following the on-ramp leading to a merge with the mainfine lanes. Deceleration and
acceleration require about 1,600 feet each, including ransitions if high speeds are o be
maintained through the diverging and merging maneuvers. Thal means each access
location requires aboul 2,000 feet of an additional lane on the elevated structure fie., a
wider siruciure by aboul 12 feei than needed for the mainiine only} in addition to the
properily impacis on the ground and the necessary roadway features where the ramping
syslem joins the surface roadways.

The Purpose and Need of the Project in Chapler 1 stales ihat the selected afternalive
mus! improve transporiation mobility, reliability and equity. The necessarily limited
number of access points, even if strategically placed as in the Alternalives Analysis,
provides convenient access to only a selecl popudetion. The Managed Lane Allernaiive
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cannot guaientes high periormance once the vehicle leaves the managed fane fiself
offering no improvement lo refiability under congested conditions. Limiling access
ihrough the high tolls (up 10 $6.40 during peak periods as noled on page 511 of the
Afiernalives Analysis) required fo mainiain free-flow speeds is alse nol consisient with an
equilable sciution given most people’s inability 1o pay.

f} Dus ditigence: Development of cosis for the Managed Lane Allernsiive followsd the
seme epproach vsed in esteblishing the costs of the Fixed Guideway Allernative. The
City did complete due diligence bolh in Hawail and through jis consuflant Parsons
Brinckerhoff (PB) regarding the use of appropriaie costs of the managed lene slternative
and the comparison of construction costs between Tampa Bay and Honolulu. Cosis of
bridge construction were verified and corroborated thiough PB contrary 10 the comment
leiter indication of an "undersfanding that they were not”. The findings of the Transit
Task Force Report cited ahove are one example of such corroboration. Further
corrohoration is avallsbie from FTA's Project Managerment Oversight Contractor (PMOC),
Booz Allen Hamilion, which prepared a Cost Validetion Analysis and Reporl, May 2007,
In response 1o concemns regarding the estimate procedures for the Managed Lanes vs.
the proposed Fixed Guideway, cost estimaies for both siternstives were compared fo
ideniify any pcleniial cases of analysis bias in fevor of one model slfernatives over the
other. Two comparison activities were completed, & comparison of detailed unit costs,
and & comparison of the cost build-up process for the Mansged Lanes and Fixed
Guideway alternatives. The PMOC determined both the unit costs and the cost build-up
process were exactly the same for the Managed Lanes and Fixed Guideway allernatives.
No evidence was found indicating & bias in favor of one modal alternstive over the other.

g) Managed Lane Aliginative in the E1S. The Allernalives Analysis fully evsiualed the
Managed Lane Alternalive and documented ihat it performed poorly compared to the
Fixed Guideway Allernative on & broad range of metrics, for reasons stated previously in
this response letler. The analysis is summarized in Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EiS. As
explained previously and shown in Table 6-3 of the Alternatives Analysis Repor, the
Managed Lane Allernative would perdorm poory at addressing the purpose and need for
the FProjecl. These findings are further summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

As slated previously, the requiremenits for the preperation of & Supplemental EIS are not
applicable to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Projes,

2. 2003 BRT Project

Your letter references the 2003 Bus Rapid Transit Project. This proposal was a variation
on the Transporiation Systern Management (TSM) Alternative that was evaluaied in the
Alternalives Analysis. While the aliernative was cost effective, its overall system benefit was
very low. Dynamic pricing was included in the analysis of the Managed Lane Alternative, which
found that & very high toll would heve fc be paid that would limit access for many users,

3. The EZway Plan

Regarding the E2Way Plan referenced in your letler, which included a 15-mite, 3-lane
viaduct was developed as a hybrid of 2 plan for elevaied lanes and some form of rubber-lire-on-
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concrele {ransit system. This concept was similar {o the Managed Lane Alternalive, as
described in Chapier 2 of the Allernalives Analysis, which accommodaled both single occupant
and transit vehicles, and which was thoroughly evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. The main
difference with the reversible Msneged Lane Allernative was that i eliminaled the loll element for
single occupant vehicles. The EzWay concept was proposed by & mayoral candidate for
consideration jusi prior 1o ihe refesse of the Drefl IS and ihe mayoral Cily of Honolulu election.
i represenisd & subtle variahon on the Managed Lane Allemnative (i.e., no tolls would be
allowed) of the Alternatives Analysis, but did not provide a substantive depariure from the work
completed previously. There may be many other versions of ihis fype of system with minor
sdeplations 1o suil one or another speciel concern.. in the end, however, they alf face similar
chalienges as a primary solution {o Honolulu's irsnsponiation problems. Specifically, they do not
address the Purpose and Need of the Froject, which aims to reduce congestion, increase the
reliability of the transporiation system, serve future land use plans, and improve fransporalion
equity in terms of the faimess of and sccess o the transportation system. The other ellernatives

also would niot offer an aliernalive 10 private automohile fravel, an element of the purpose of the
Project.

Part 1 - Consideration of elevated rail impacits

The Draft and Final E1Ss present the potential environmental impacts of the proposed

action. These are presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Drafl and Final EISs and summarized in
the Executive Summary of the Final EIS. -

The Draft and Final £1Ss present the environmenial impacts of the Project on the buil
environment. The following resources of the affected built environment were analyzed in the
following sections of the Draft EIS: transporiation system (Chapter 3); land use {Section 4.1);
economic sctivity {Section 4.2); acquisitions, displacements, and relocations (Section 4.3);
community services and facilities {Section 4.4); neighborhoods (Section 4.5); environmental
juslice {Section 4.6); visual and sesthetic condifions (Section 4.7}, noise and vibration (section
4.9); energy and electric and magnetic fields (seciion 4.10); and hazardous wasle and malerials
(Section 4.11}. In fact, the majorily of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft ElS
periains to impacis on the built environment versus the natural environment. The poltential
impacts of the Project on the builf environment have been thoroughly analyzed in the
environmental process, and those resulls are presented in the Drafl and Final EISs.

The Project is focaied in Honclulu; therefore, none of the listed locations have direct
applicability. The New York sysiem is now an cbsofele construction technology. Neither the
Miami nor San Juan syslems have generated additicrial significant adverse impacls that were
nof addressed in the environmental review documents for those systems. The Embarcadero
was an elevaled highway, more akin 1o the elevated trafiic lanes preferred in the comment. One
of the reasons it performs poorly is that it does not serve segments of the corridor where
congestion is worst. Furthermore, these examples do not suggest there would be additional
significant impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Draft or Final E1Ss.

Visual renderings

Figure 4-27 in the Drafi £1S hes been revised for the Final EIS. This figure (now Figure
4-28) shows the column localed within a raised median and is & correct rendering of the Project
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based on current design drewings. The Praject will not be as large as depicied in the drawing
you provided nor will it inciude barriers between lanes as shown in your letter

The Froject will not construet any struciures in the vicinily of University Avenue, The
Project has Jogical lermini al East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent wijiity from
any exfensions thal may be consirucied in the fulure, including a possibie exiension io the
vicinity of University Avenue. The future extensions will nof be construcied as parf of this
Project, thus they are nol required io be evaluated under Chapler 343 of the Hawsil Revised
Stetues and NEPA as parl of the Project (Plesse nole thal the potential fulure exiensions are
discussed in the cumuisiive impacis sections of Chaplers 3 and 4 of the Finai EIS). Thus, the
graphic of Varsity Sielion inciuded in the lefter does not represent the Project.

The next graphic included in the ielfer does not adequately represent the Project. Figure
4-28 of the Draft £18 lusirales the Projsct on Diflinghiam Boulevard near Honofuly Community
College and Kapalame Sialion Area. A 3-Tool parapel! wall is included in project design along
the entire alignment. As such, the effects of the parapef wall are shown in each of the
sirmuiaiions provided in Section 4.8 of the Final E1S,

Visual and aesihelic condilions are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. The
Froject will be set in & primarily open urban context where visval change, including shade and
shadow, is expecied and differences in scales of struciures are lypical (e.g., new high rise
buildings). The Final £15 acknowledges that the fixed guideway and ststions will be elevaled
struclures, and thus will result in noliceable changes fo existing views and in the foreground of
these views. This change will aiso affect the location and extent of shadows.

The analysis acknowledges ihat shadow impacis along the alignment will vary with
origntation, height of the stations and guideway, and the height of surrounding trees and locsl
development (see Section 4.8.3 from the Final EIS). Shade and shadow effects are comectly
ilustraled in the simulaled views included in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS and Section 4.8 of the
Final EIS.

The intent of the comment abouf the "ugliness” of straddie bents is unclear as there is no
noticeable difference between ihe two pictures shown in the comment. Reccgnizing the visual
concems aboud the Project, however, the following measures will be included with the Project to
minimize negslive visual effects and erhance the visual and aesthetic opporiunities that it
crestes:

» Develop and apply design guidelines thal will estabiish a consisteni design framework for
the Project with consideration of local conlext,

e Refain exisling irees where practical and provide new vegetation.

s Replant rees close io their on‘é:‘nai focations.

= Shield exlerior arifficial lighting.

« Coordinate the Project design with Ciy trensii-oriented development planning and
Departiment of Planning and Permitling.
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Part i — The L ocally Freferred Alternalive

The Project is defined in the Final EIS as a 20-mile fixed guideway from East Kepoleito -
Ala Moana Center. In February 2007, the CHly Council passed Resolution 07-038, which
directed the first construciion project o be fiscally consirained by aniicipated funding sources
and o extend from East Kapolej to Ale Moane Center. The Project has logics! termini and
independent uiilily from any exiensions thal may be construcied in the future. The potential
iuture exlensions are discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chaplers 3 and 4 of the
Final EiS. The poleniial fulure exlensions are not par of the Project, thus they are nol required
io be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hewail Revised Stelues and NEFA, Under NEPA,
environmental anslysis Is only required when there is a proposed aclion by & federa! agency.

Here, because lhe polential future exiensions are nol proposed for implemeniation al this
time, they are not parl of the Project studied in the Final EIS. While a sietement may have Leen
made about & broader project concept, scoping is en early and open process for delermining the
scope of issues 1o be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed
action. Among other things, the scoping process delermines the scope and the significant
issues lo be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact statement. The scoping process is
pari of the environmenlal review process thal led to the identification of the Project. The broader
project concept, which includes extensions to Waikiki and the University of Hawaii at Manoa, ere
niot pari of the Project; and therefore, must be the subject fulure environmental study if it is ever
built. The exiensions are addressed in Sections 3.6.2 and 4.19.3 of the Final £IS under
Cumulsative Effects, because while they are not part of the Project, they may be considered a
reasonably foreseeable future action. If would be premature to underiake an environmental
analysis of the extensions {beyond the analysis conducled as part of the Allernatives Analysis
and in the cumulative effects sections of Chaplers 3 and 4) because they are nol part of the
proposed action to be taken by the Cily and FTA. The Ciy has nol requested funding from FTA
or any New Starts approvals for the Tuture extensions of the elevated raif system. M and when
focal funding becomes available and fulure extensions are proposed for implementation,
environmental analysis of ihe exiensions and appropriate aternatives analyses will be
undertaken at that time.

The Final EIS describes the fotal extent of the proposed Federal action of construction
and operalion of a fixed guideway iransit system between fogical termini in East Kapolei and Ala
Moena Center, a project included in the Qahu Regional Transporiation Plan 2030. There is no
segmentation between & Federal and local undertaking. Possibie fufure extensions from East
Kapoiei 1o Wes! Kapolei, Salt Lake Bouwlevard, and from Ala Moana Center to UH Manoa and
Waikiki are addressed in the Final £1S as cumulative effects in Chaplers 3 and 4. The
exlensions represent elements of the long-range plan that are not part of the Project or proposed
action. The commeriter suggests presenting an evaluation of an action that is not proposed for

implemeniation, which would be a violation of both Chapler 343 of the Hawail Revised Stalues
and NEPA.

Chapier 4 of the Final F1S inciudes an evaluation of the cumulative effects of the Project
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including the future extensions.
When the planned extensions are evalusied in the fulure, a range of alternstives and complete
analysis of polential impacts will be conducied.
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Fulure extensions are nol preciuded by ihe Project identified in the Drafi and Final £1Ss.

The 35-Toot-high station at Alz Moans Center is & logical terminus for the Project, which will
serve the shopping center and area properiies. In the future, when funding is available, the
exiension would be designed io best accommodaie the possibifilies availsbie &t that lime. The
high levei oplion over the shopping center is siilf available and does not chviate the need for the

5-foot oplion buill now. There are operaiing plans for the sysiem that wil continue fo rely on
the 35-feot stalion even after an exiension is buill. If & fulure exlension is constructed beyond
the Ala Mosgns Center, if is preliminanly proposed that the branch lines would have ionger
heatways than the core sysiem, and service that lerminales ai Ala Moana Center would use the
lower piatform, while through service would use the upper platform. Riders traveling towards UH
or Waikiki woult use the upper platform, while those traveling to Ewa could use either plafform,

The Drafl LIS provided estimaies of cost-effeciiveness for those build alfernatives
addressed in the document, namely three fived guitlewsy alternatives from East Kapolei 1o Ala
Mosna Cenler. The cost-effectiveness discussion in the Final EIS has been revised since the
Drafi EIS o reflect updaled modeling and financial information. In addition, cosi-effectiveness is
only presented for the Airport Allernative. Fulure extensions from East Kapolei to West Kapoiel
Sait Lake Boutevard, and from Ala Moane Center fo UH Manoa and to Waikiki are addressed in
the Final EIS as cumuiative effects in Seciions 3 and 4.

Table 3-16 of the Draft EIS provides total transit boardings and linked rips in 2030 for
each of the "First Project” Build Alternatives {East Kepolei to Ala Moana Center). Table 3-28 of
the Draft £1S shows fixed guideway boardings for each of the “First Projects” snd the *First
Projects plus extensions” (East Kapolei 10 Ala Moana Center with the West Kapolei, UH Manoa,
end Waikiki extensions). These lables have been revised in the Final EIS to show boardings for

the Airport Alternative and the Airport Alfernative plus fulure extensions (Tables 3-18 and 3-28
respectively).

As documeniled in the Allernatives Analysis and summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final
ElS, the Menaged Lane Alternative performed poorly in comparisor to both the 20-mile and full-
corridor Fixed Guideway Alternstive alignments evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. Chapler
2 in the Final EIS includes a discussion of why the Managed Lane Alternative is no longer being
considered.  Despite any prior comments, the Froject in the EIS was defined 10 be the 20-mile
fixed guideway that is the subject of the EIS by City Council action in adopling a financially
constrained affernative. Because of available funding, the Project was, of necessily, limited in
scope and, 8s a consequence, so was the content of the supporiing £1S. Please note that the
planned extensions are addressed generally in the Cumufative impacts sections in Chapters 3
and 4 of the Final EIS. This Project has been consistent in its presentation 1o the public since
the beginning of the E1S/Preliminary Engineering project began in mid 2007,

Part IV ~Project Termini

The Record of Decision, acceplance of the Hawaii Revised Staluies Chapter 343 EIS,
and applicable permits sre required prior to consiruciion, Peari Highlands is not a project
terminus, rather, il is a consiruction phasing point. The questions of fogical termini, indepentent
utility, and not restricting other foreseeabie fransportation improvements apply to project limits of
East Kapolei and Ala Mosna Cenler. First, the Project still connects logical termini and is of
sufficient length 1o address environmental matlers on a broad scope as required by 23 CFR
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771.111(7). As discussed in Chapler 2 of the Final EIS, the open fields alluded lo in the lelter sre
slaied for major residential and commercial development including a significant new campus of
the Universily of Hawail (University of Hawail West Qahu) as well as the Kroc Cenler, 2 major
destination community cenler complex. In addilion, Ale Moana Center Is & logical Koko Head
terminus because it is @ major aclivity center as well as 2 major fransit huk with more than 2,000
weekday bus irips. The Froject can operate independent of gny future transporiation
improvements. Lastly, the 20-mile alignment will not preciude any reasonably loreseeable
transporiaiion improvemenis since if is proposed almost entirely within the median of exisling
roadways where no lransporiation improvemenis would occur. The Project enhances the
exisiing iransporiation sysiem by adding substential new person-carrying capacily 1o the corridor
by making more efficient use of he rosdways. Construction phasing points such as Pearl

Highlands are nof relevant to the completion of the EIS as long as the enlire Project is covered
in the document.

Second, the Project has independent utilily, because i will be usable and be a
reasonable expenditure even il no additional iranspontation improvements in the area are made.
As discussed in Chapiter 2 of the Final EIS, the Project will connect mulliple activity centers,
provide cost-gffective transil-user benefits, and meet the Furpose and Need whether or not the
planned extensions are buill,

Third, the Project will not restrict consideration of afternatives for other reasonably
foresecable transpoitation improvements. Consliuction of the Project will not preclude fulure

development of the planned extensions, nor will if preclude development of other projects on the
Oahu Regicnal Transportation Flan (ORTFP).

Because of its length, the Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the
following:

« Meich ihe anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations.

« Reduce the time that each area will experience iraffic and community disruptions.

s Allow for multiple construction coniracts with smaller contract size 1o promote more
compelifive bidding. :

e Maich the rate of consiruction to what can be maintained with focal workforce and
available financial resources.

e Palance expendifure of funds to minimize borrowing.

The construction phases are not project segments end afe considered jri iotal in the Final
EIS 1o meet the requirements of 23 CFR 771.111(f).

Part V- Forecasis

1. Ridership forecasis

Nalional frends show subsiantial ridership increases. Lasi year (2008) recorded the
highest demand for public franspontation in 62 years (APTA 2008 Ridership Reporl). National
transil ridership has grown 18 percent over the past ten years (2007 National Transil Suinmaries
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and Trends, Nalional Transit Delabase), Honolulu transi ridership hes grown over the past
several years recovering Irom ihiee fare increases {July 1, 2001, July 1, 2003, Ocicber 1, 2003}
and a month-long sirike (FY 2004). As idenlified in the Final EIS (Chapter 3, Section 3.2}, transil
ridership forecssts, for rall and hus service, are based on s travel demand forecasting model
used by the Oahu Metropolitan Transporistion Organization {OahulPO) for the Oshu Regional
Transporiation Plen. This model is based on guidelines established by FTA and is required lo
qualily for federal grant funding under the New Slarls program. FTA forecesting guidelines have
been revised periodicslly to lake advaniage of experiences on other projects lo ensure
projections are realistic and reproducible. The ridership Tigures presented in the Final EIS have
been developed using the laiest end best practices put forth by the FTA.

In addilion, the Project is cne of the first in the couniry io design and underiake an
unceriainty analysis of this fype of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis evaluates the
variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership
projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during this work effort. A variety of faciors
were considered in the unceriainty analysis, inciuding the following:

+ Variafions in assumplions regerding the magritude and distribulion patierns of fuiure
growth in the Ewa end of the corridor,

e The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastruciure,
= The expecled frequency of service provided by the rapid iransii system.
s Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place.

e The implications on ridership of vehicie and passenger amenities provided by the new
guideway vehicles. '

Given all the factors considered, the anticipafed iimits for guideway ridership in 2030 is
expected fo be between 105,000 o 130,000 irips per day, bracketing the official forecast of
116,000 riders a day used for alf calcuiztions.

2. Projected energy savings

According 1o the U.S. Depariment of Energy, Transporistion Energy Dala Book, for the
year 2006, passenger cars require 3,512 BTUs per passenger mile while fransit frains require
2,784 BTUs per passenger mile and transit buses require 4,235 BTUs per passenger mile.
While New York City carries more transit irips than any other city, it represents only 22 percent
of the rail passenger-miles lraveled, nol 57 percent, according io the Bureau of Transporiation
Sratistics (BTS). Furthermore, the commenter applies the most convenient interpretation of the
Depariment of Energy information to make his point about energy uviitization. If we use 1600
BTU/mile instead of 8000 BT Us/mile, it can be argued, using the same statistics presented in the
comment, that many transit riders use less than half the 3400 BTUs/mile consumed by people
who drive. The analysis presented in both the Drafi and Final E1Ss applies more reasonable
numbers for energy vse. As the Depariment of Energy advises, great care should be laken
when comparing modal energy inlensity data among modes. Because of the inherent
differences among the fransportation modes in the nalure of services, routes available, and
many soditional factors, i is nol possible to obiain {ruly comparable nalional energy intensities
among modes. These values are sverages, and there is a greal deal of variability even within a
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mode, as the commmenter has demonstrated. The same Depariment of Energy report referenced
by the commenter shows that between 1970 and 2006, highway transporiation energy
consumplion has been growing at & rste of 1.8 percent per year. The commenters asseriion
that highway lransporiation energy consumption will siop growing on an ennual basis is not
supported by daia collecled over the past 36 years.

With regard fo consiruction energy usage, & consiruclion project wil obviously reguire
ihe use of energy. I no construction is dong, less energy will be used. Under any afigrnative
evalusted {o this poini, with the exceplion of the ineffective No Build and TSM Alternatives inthe
Alernatives Analysis, avoiding construction is not possible and affords no nossibie way io meel
the Project’s Purpose and Need o improve mobility and reliability, access fo planned growth
areas, and improvement in the equity of the transporiation system. Hecognizing the demand for
energy during construction. measures are being laken to reduce gnergy use during construction
as noted in Chapter 4.18.6 of the Finai EIS.

3. The Dreft EiS financial plan

The financial plan for the Project is discussed in detail in Chapler 6 of the Final EIS. The
commenier's statement that “the additional operaling subsidy for rail is not accounted for in the
cash flow" is incorrect. The referenced cash flow lable anticipates a Cily subsidy of $4.726
pillion wil be spent o support all public lransit operations and maintenance during the 2008-
2030 period. This is approximately 14 perceni of anticipsied revenues from the City's General
Fund and Highway Fund during this period of which the Project will represent Jess than 25
percent. Approximately 60 percent of General Fund and Highway Fund revenues come from
property laxes with the remainder coring from a variety of other laxes and fees.

The commerier is correct in noling that over $500 million (8571 million) in General
Obligation Bond proceeds &re anticipated {0 be used for engoing capital expenditures during the
2009-2030 period. This is a conlinuation of the City’s long-standing practice of using General
Obligation Bond proceeds to pay for ongoing capital expenditures for the iransit sysiem. As
shown in the cash flow table for the Project, about 9 percent of ongoing capital expenditures
dusing the 2009-2630 period are anticipated to be related 1o the rail line, with the remainder
going to the purchase of vehicles and other capital projecis for TheBus and Thelandi-Van. It is
likely that many of these expenditures, ulilizing General Chligation Bond proceeds, would occur
even if he Project were not implemented. In reference 1o General Excise and Use Tax (GET)
coliections, the Final EIS financial englysis recognizes the reduction in GET surcharge
collections, forecasting total revenues of $3,524 million from the GET surcharge, almost the
same as presented in the commenter's letier.

The financial plan is a dynamic document that will be regularly updated to refiect
changing conditions. The City will continue lo refine revenue forecast and cost estimaies as the
Project proceeds Hirough FTA's New Starls process. The financial analysis presented in
Chapler 6 shows the overall Project financial plen to be balanced using federal and GET
surcharge revenues. The primary change has been the amount of federal lunding 1o be
requested from New Slaris has been increased. This revision has been presented to the FTA.
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4, Risk Assessment

Chapler 8, Seclion 6.8 of the Final EIS provides & delailed discussion of the risks
associzied with Project funding ranging from project consiruction risks to market uncerlainty io
infiation. 1i aisc presenis other possible revenue options should condilions warrant their
consideration.

The operating cosl model was developed using information from Washingion Melro, Los
Angeles and Miami as noled in Chapler 6 of the Final EIS. The procedure used was in
accordence with the guidance of the FTA and has been reviewed by the FTA. Al franslt projecis
have a variely of differeni characieristics end thus do not provide an "apples lo apples”
comparison. While cost comparisons may be somewhat helpful in evalualing projects, they
canno! form the primary basis for such an evaluation becavuse of the unigue physical conditions,
enginsering and other characleristics of each gecgraphic area and syslem.

The “Pickrell Reporl” is widely accepled as being out of daie as it reviewed a smali
sampling of systems that were built over 20 years sgo and which were nol exposed fo the
current more ngorous requirements of the FTA's New Slarls process. The 2007 FTA repont
shows reaf cosls 1o beé much closer 10 estimales, in general. Sixty percent of the percentage
discrepancy presenied by the commenter Is recognized in the report by the FTA to be
atiribuiable to one project, the Tren Urbano in Puerlo Rico. Comparing the final estimate before
construction of the same list ¢f projects without the Tren Urbano shows the comparison of actual
cost and eslimate fo be within a ressonable rangs. These kinds of discrepancies are now the
subject of careful review by the FTA using third parly financial specialisis o supplement their
own reviews. The New Slarls process is designed lo refine estimates as the engineering and
design elements are advanced. In the end, the analyses i these reporls serve fo ald FTA In
improving the way esiimales are done.

Cosit estimales and ndership projections for the Project have been developed in
accordance with the lalest guidance issued by FTA. FTA and the Project have the benefil of
experience from other systems buill in the U.S. FTA conlinuously adjusis the requiremenis (o
improve practices where necessary. As meniioned above, there are many checkpoinis within
the development of the Project subject io FTA scrutiny, review and, ultimately, approval, The
Financial Plan and ridership analysis prepared for the Project and documented in the Final EIS
contains the besi avaflable data, and their development adheres 1o FTA requirements, The
Finaf EIS also discloses the potential risks and unceriainty sssocisled with funding for the
Project (Section 6.6).

The fixed guideway allernative was shown in the Altematives Analysis Report o provide
ihe best improvement in Iravel conditions over the No Build Allernaiive compared fo the
Mansged Lene and the TSM afternatives. This analysis is discussed in Chapler 2 of the Final
EIS. The lixed guideway will reduce VHD on the highways by 18 percent compared 1o the No
Build Allernative. Other alfernatives studied offer negligible improvement compared to the No
Build Alternative.

The fixed guideway componient of public transit operaling costs is projecied {0 be 25
percent of the systemwide fotal. increasing operaling costs are e consideration for the entire
transi program. Cperaling costs for the iransil sysiem as a whole (i.e., TheBus and TheHandi-
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Van and. eveniually, the Project) are funded from the City's General and Highway Fund which is
made up of @ variely of sources, including properly taxes, vehicle ficense fees and other ifems.
The operating budgel is set each year by the City Council during the budgef process. The
sdditional costs of the fransit sysiem will not by themselves cause & need 1o increase property
taxes {end the coniribution from the Froject is even iess likely fo do so;, buf the City Council will
review all comipeling nesds and the available resources and make thal decision each year as
they do now with all Clly operafing programs.

5 Operaling subsidies

Chapter 6.4 of the Final EI8 describes the basis for lhe operaling cosls used in the
financial calcuwlations, The primary public fransit properties used for compariscn were
Washington D.C., Los Angeles, and Mismi. These sysiems were selecled because they had
detaiied information svailable as required by FTA. Cther apparently comparabie operstions did
not maintain the appropriste types of dala needed for ihe delailed analysis required by FTA.
The methodology 1o develop operating and maintenance cost estimates for the fixed guideway
project was reviewed by the FTA. All properties used for comparison were steel-on-steel grade-
separated systems. Your comment that Miami's operating cost per trip of $4.67 compared fo
Honolulu's projecied $2.27 cost per trip suggests thai Honoluli's cperaling cost may be
undersiated. However, cost per liip is a poor metric for comparisons of operating costs because
the measure also depends on ridership response to the service. Cost per vehicle revenue hour
is a much betier melric because vehicle-hours are & direct quantification of the amount of
service provided. Miami's cost of $6.68/vehicle-hour Is only slighily higher than Honolulu's
projected cost of $8.20/vehicte hour.

Regarding the long lerm cumulalive operations cost, the fixed guideway poriion of the
overall transit sysiemwide cosl is jess than 28 perceni. Chapler 6.6 of the Final EIS discloses
the risks and uncerlainiies associaied with the financial analysis of the Project.

The cost of securily is included in the operating costs estimated for the Project as part of
the deveiopment of the overali operating costs for the system. Securily costs are refiected in
“‘professional services” element of the operating costs for all the sysiems used in developing
Project. The security cost for the Los Angeles system cited in the comment is for alf transit
services nof just fixed guideway service, which is significantly mere exiensive than Honolulu's
proposed Project. '

You also reference FTA’s Contracior Performance Assessment Report (CPAR),
September 2007. The findings of the CPAR with respect tc operations and maintengnce (O&M;
costs are inconsistent with your assertion. Quoling from page 26 of the CPAR Appendix "Figure
8 shows that aclual O&M costs tend to be less than the estimate prepared for the AAM/DEIS - &
finding consisient wilh the level of service offered.” Qucling from page 27 "For the projecls
reported here the as-opersted O&M costs are on average 92 percent of the estimate.” Quoting
from page 28 "It is rare for New Staris project G&M costs io exceed the planning esiimates.”

8. Replacement and Refurbishing

Information regarding replacement end refurbishing has been included in the Final EIS
and is shown graphically in Figure 8-1. Similar replacement and refurbishing practices will apply
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io the fixed guideway as they doio TheBus. Although railcer equipmenti is more coslly, it has &
much fonger lifespan than buses and assccialed equipment and facilities. The funding for
refurbishing and replacement wilf come primanily from discrefionary and formula Tederal funding
such as FTA Urbenized Area Program and the Fixed Guideway Modernization Program. The
City will receive a higher share of formuls funding because of the Project.

Repiacement and refurbishment cosis are minimal for the Project as a new sysiem.
Costs are sxpected 1o be very small with no full replacemsnt needed until 16 years afler the
opening of the first segment (2028 al the sarliest) and only minor repair cosls about five or six
vears efter opening. This places the demands for replacement and refurbishing outside the
planning horizon for the Froject. However, recognizing the need 1o provide for this cost over
iime, the Peskin approach has been used sffectively for esiimating these needs.

The need for refurbishing and replacement of capilal assels is addressed in the Financisl
Plan and discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, including funds availabie for that purpose.
There will be cngoing costs {o maintain the fixed guideway system as there are with any capital
investment over time. A possible method of calculation of such costs is mertioned above.

Forecasting and Cost Effectiveness

Al & $16.24/hour cost-effeciiveness index (CEl) as indicated in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS, the Project is well under the $23.8%/hour level the FTA requires to find a project 1o be cost-
effective. Ridership and cosls are based on the bes! information available and have been
developed consistent with FTA guidance and under FTA scruliny. Even at lower levels of
ricership or higher costs, the Project would stilf gualify under the FTA's CE] criterion.

FTA approved the Project’s entry into Preliminary Engineering on October 16, 2608,
giving the Froject an overall rating of "Medium.” This rating is sufficient for the Project to be
advanced in the Federal projeci development process and for the Froject to be recommended
for Federal funding. The information related to the New Staris evaluation of the Pro;ect is
discussed in Chapler 7, Section 7.6,

Part Vi ~ Information in the Drafi £1S

Numerous transporiation reporis were prepared for the Draft and Final EiSs, including
the Transporiation Technical Report; Addendum 01 Addendum 02, and Addendum 03 fo the
Transportation Technical Report; Model Development, Calibration, and Validation Report; Travel
Forecasting Results end Uncerlainties Report; Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report, and
Addendum 01 {o the Travel Demand Forecasting Results Report. These reporis are ava:labfe
on the Project website and listed in the References section of the Final E1S.

1. Other maferiai

a} OMPO surveys:
The stalements quoled from the 2004 Cahu MPO Survey indicste that there is

broad public support for an improved transit system and a willingness o fund the
improvements with local tax revenue,
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The 2006 survey provided little new information aboul the public’s opinion about
the fixed-guideway project. The indication that one-third of Oahu residents plan to use
the Project on a regular basis would indicate a subsiantial desire of current drivers fo
change mode {o reliable iransi,

b Future traffic conditions versus foday’s {raffic.

The Draft £1S provided existing traffic conditions in Table 3-7 and 2030 condltions
with and without the Project in Table 3-20. The information is provided for the public io
compare current conditions o those projected for the future both with end without the
Projeci. Tebles 3-9 and 3-10 in ihe Final EIS present trafiic volume information Tor
existing conditions and for 2030, with and withoul the Project, during the a.m. and p.m.
pesk hours. These tables have been revised in the Final E1S to show the component
roadway facilities of each screenling, level-of-service, and maximum volume thresholds.
As shown in these lables, iraffic decreases with the inlroduction of the Project. The Finaf
FIS includes a siatement in the Summary of Findings (now appearing as Table 3-1)
stating that roadway conditions in 2030 will be better with the Project than the No Build
Alternative. Table 3-14 compares the 2030 No Bujld Afternative with the Project and
clearly shows the bernefiis of building rail 10 vehicle miles traveded {VMT), vehicle hours
traveled (VHT) and VHD, All measures decrease significantly with the implementation of
the fixed guideway compared to the No Build Alfernstive.

¢} Highway capscily dala

In response o comments and additicnal analysis, the travel forecasting mode!
has been refined since the Drafl EiS to account for non home based direct demand trips
during off peak periods. in addition, the air passenger model was updaled o reflect
current conditions. The Final E1S reflects updated ridership numbers resulling from
model refinement. Screenline information Tor existing conditions, 2030 No Build, and the
Project are shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10. Updated VMT, VHT, and VHD for all time
frames are shown in Table 3-14.,

Under the No Build and Build alternatives, travel forecasting has assumed
several ransportation projects, including congestion relief projects in the Oahu Regional
Transporiation Plan 2030 (as shown in Table 2-4 in the Final EIS). As identified in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS (Table 3-14), the fixed guideway allermnatives will resut in
reduced islandwide vehicle delay of 18 percent as compared to the No Build Allernative.

The screeniine volumes in the Allematives Analysis report were incorrect and
have since been comected. Numbers have been updated for the Final EIS based on the
Airport Alternative and refinements fo the travel demnand forecasting model. The updated
results continue fo show that traffic will decrease with the addition of the Project. Tabies
3-0 and 3-10 in the Final EIS contain updaied screenline information including level-of-
service, maximum capacily thresholds, and the component roadway faciiliifes of each
screerifing.

2. Purpose and Need sfafement.

Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS specifically states the Project’s purpose: The purpose of the
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to provide high-capacity rapid iransit in the
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highly congested east-west transportation cormidor between Kapolel and UH Manoa, 85 specified
in the Oahu Reglonal Transpenialion Plan 2030 (CahuMPO 20086). This Purpose and Need in
the Draft £1S reflects the work completed during the Alternatives Analysis and the findings
resulting from that eflor that jed to a City Council decision o pursue a fixed guideway system for
Honoluiu. The Project is intended fo provide faster, more reliable public transporiation service in
the siudy comidor than can be achieved with buses operating in congssted mixed-flow irafiic, to
provide reliable mobillly inareas of the study corridor wiiere people of limited income and an
aging population live, end to serve repidly developing ereas of the study corridor. The Froject
alsc will provide an aflernalive io private automobile travel and improve transi links within the
study comidor. Implemeniation of the Project, in conjunclion with other improvements included in
the ORTP, will moderate anlicipated ireflic congestion in the study corridor. The Honolulu High-
Capacily Transit Corridor Project also supporis the goals of the Honolulu General Plan and the
GRTF by serving areas designated for urban growth.

The need for ransit improvements are discussed in Section 1.8 of the Draff £1S, and are
addressed by the Froject goals as discussed in Seclion 1.9 of the Drafl EIS. They include:
improve corridor mobifity, improve corridor travel refiability, improve access o planned

development {o support Cily policy to deveiop a second urban center, and 1o imiprove
iransportation equily.

The purpose and need statement complies with the requirements of NEPA and
appliceble FTA guidance.,

3. Visual renderings

Please see our response to this lopic above, under Parl .

Pari Vil - Information outside of the Draft EIS

The Draft and Finsl EISs include a clear and objeclive evaiuation of project afiernatives
and impacts.

Project funds have been expended to inform the public and solicit public input about the
status and details of the Project.

The comment related to political coniributions is not relsted fo the environmental analysis
of the Project.

The purpose of the Project, as staled in Section 1,7 of the Final EIS, inciudes moderation
of anticipaled traffic congestion {"Implementation of the project, in conjunction with other
improvemenis included in the CRTP, will moderste anficipaled Iraffic congestion in the study
corridor.”}. As shown in Table 3-14 in the Final EIS, in comparison to the No Build Alternative, in
2030 the Project will result in an 18 percent reduction in islaridwide congestion, as measured by

daily vehicle hours of delay. Thus, the Project meets the purpose of modersling anticipated
iraffic congestiorn.

You are correct in poiriing oul that lraffic congestion will be worse in the future with rall
than what it is foday withoul rall, and that is supporied by the dala included in the Final EIS. in
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faci, projections suggest (hal trafiic conditions will be worse in 2030 under any circumstances.
The Alternative Analysis supports this sialement as does the analysis of iransporiation impacts
in the Final EIS. The comparison lhat is key to the Project is thal rait will improve condifions
compared o whel they would be if the Project is nof buill. With the fived guideway systent, {otal
islandwide congestion {as measured by VHD) will decrease by 1 8 percent (as shown in Table 3
14 in the Final EIS), compared to the No Build Allernative, in addiion, iraffic volumes were
siudied al vanous screenlings in the study corridor. The travel demand forecasting model was
used {o forecast iraffic volumes at these screenlines in 2030, both with end without the Project
(as shown i Tables 3.0 and 3-10 in the Final EiS). Analysis revealed that iraffic volumes af
these screeniines will deciegse up 16 11 percent with the Project. Accordingly, iraffic conditions
will be sigrificantly better with the fixed guideway compared {0 the No Build Allernative.

The comment regarding inaccuracy in statements made by politicians is nof refated lo the
NEPA environmenlial analysis of the Project. FTA is the lederal lesd sgency and will continue 1o
ensure compliance with NEPA as par of their responsibiliies under NEPA snd federal law.

The NEPA process is urnglsted {o any efectoral processes. Further, this comment
regarding the electoral process js not related to the environmental analysis of the Project.

The FTA and DTS eppreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which
s included in the enclosed DVD, nas been issued in conjunclion with the distribution of this
letier. Acceplance of the Final EIS by the Governor of the State of Hawsit and issuance of the
Record of Decision under NEPA are the next anticipated actions,

yra

WAYNEY. YOSHI
Direclor

Enclosure
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Federal Lawsuit Filed Against Honolulu Rail Project

Compiled from resource maledal gl HeonoluluTiaflic.com

Honolulunatic com, Ing., Tied & lederal lawsuit on May 12 against
the City & County of Honolulu’s §5.5 billion fixed rall project.

Piaintifis are former Hawal'i Governor Benjamin J. Ceyelsano, the
Smsll Business Hewai'l Enirepreneurial Education Foundstion,
Judge Waher Heen, loimer chair of ihe Hewali Democralic Fary and
iorme: Trustee of the Ollice of Hawalign Alsirs, Hewall non-proit
corporstion Honolulifaffic. com inc, Ds. Micheel Uechi MD, Hawell
non-protit corporation Hewsil's Thousand Friends, UH Law Frofessor
fizndal Both, end Clif? Slater. HoncluluTiaitic com anticipale amacus
miiets will be sdded subsequent 1o the filing of the lswsuil.

Detendenis are: The Fedeial Transit Administiston (FTA}, Leslie
Rogers a5 Regional Administizior, Peter M. Rogoft es Administigior
snd 1or the U.5. Depariment of Transportation, Ray LsHood, Secrelary
of Transponiation, &nd lot the City end County of Honolulu, Wayne
Yoshioka, Direcior of the Department of Transporiahion.

in the Complaint the plaintifis have listed the "Violstions of Law”
on thiee statues, the Netiona! Environmental Policy Act {(NEPA),
ihe National Historic Properties Acl (NHPA}, and Section 4{1} of the
U.S. Transporiation Act of 1966:

Federal Lawsuit Filed Against Honolulu Rail Project Continued from page-1.

Count 1: defining the putpose and need so narrowly as to preclude
consideration of all ressonable shemngtives

Count 2: 1silure 1o consider sli reesonsbie siiernatives (NEFA)

Count 3: tailute properly 1o anslyze the envilonmental conse-
guences of shernstives {NEPA)

Count 4: improper segmeniation (NEPA]

Count 5: fallure to identity and evaluate use of native Hawalian
butials and raditicnal culturat properties (section 4{1)

Count 6; arbitrary and capricious evalustion of the project’s use
of section 4(f) resources (section 4(f))

Count 7: improper project approval (section 4¢i))

Count 8:1zilure 1o sccount for ettects on historic praperniies {(NHPA)
Praye! lor retiel

The plsintifis are gsking the court 10 1escing the Record of Deci-
sion (RODY, declare the Final EIS, 4{f) evalustion, and ROD es legally
inececuste and find thet the Detendanis have violaied these sigiules
snd siso the Adminisirative Procedure ACt { "AFPAT), The court is also
being asked that the City anc ihe Federel Transit Adminisiration revisit
she envilonmental process and this time foflow the law, asnd that the
ity take no gotion thel would have anh stverse environmental Impact,
o take no sction that would fimit the choice of allerngtives.

You may visil the Compleint end determine for yourselt whether
you beheve these cigims aig 1essonsbie. Downioad the FDF at ihis
link: hitp/Awww.honolututiatfic.comComplaint.pdt




52 & %; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
%, g REGION X

7% Hawthorne Sireset
San Francisco, CA 54105-380%

February 12, 2009

Mr. Ted Matley

1.8, Department of Transportation
Federal Transit Administration
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650
San Francisco, California 94105

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Oahu, Hawaii (CEQ #2008046%)

Dear Mr. Matley:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of
{he Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

‘While EPA supports the goal of providing transportation choices to the
communities of Oahu, we have some concerns related 1o wetlands, water quality,
environmental justice, and noise impacts. EPA has rated this document EC-2,
Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information. Please see the attached Rating
Factors for a description of our rating system.

We are particularly concerned that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) does not contain any quantitative information about the location, acreage, and
potential impacts Lo aquatic resouices, hydrology, and waters of the United States in the
project area. Impacts to waters of the United States will be subject to Clean Water Act
(CWA) Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230). If it is determined that an
Individual Permit is required, only the L¢ast Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA) can be permitted pursuant 16 the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. In addition,
without any data regarding potential impacts to hydrologic flows and potential
downstream impacts, it is difficult to determine whether significant impacts may occur
and what mitigation commitments are needed. EPA recommends that a meeting be
scheduled with our wetlands staff and staff of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch to discuss CW A requirements and potential project impacts 1o
hydrology in the area.
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We are also concerned that required consultation processes, such as 1) Section
106 consultation for potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources, 2) the
water quality assessment associated with the sole source aquifer, and 3) the determination
of consistency with the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program, have not been
completed. These processes should be completed prior to publication of the Final
Environmenial Impact Statement (FEIS) in order to determine whether or not significant
impacts wili result. The FEIS should document the specific consultation processes, any
additional impacts identified through this coordination, and all resulting mitigation
commitments.

Finally, while we believe that most of the alternatives eliminated prior to the
DEIS are documented sufficiently, we have remaining questions about why light rail or
bus rapid transit in an exclusive right-of-way were not considered as reasonable
alternatives in the DEIS. Additional information should be included in the FEIS
gxplaining why these technologies were not considered to be reasonable alternatives and
were therefore not reviewed in the DEIS.

We appreciate the opporfunity to review this DEIS and look forward to future
coordination on the project. When the FEIS is released for public review, please send two
copies to the address above (mail code: CED-2). 1f you have any questions, please
contact Connell Dumning, Transportation Team Leader, at 415-947-4161, or Carclyn
Mulvihili, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-3554 or
mulvihill.carolyn@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Oonnett Creasey”™

1//9/('; Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Office (CED-2)

Enciosures: ,
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
EPA’s Detailed Comments

cc:  Wayne Y. Yoshicka, Department of Transportation Services, City and County of
Honolulu
Susan Meyer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT FOR
THE PROPOSED HONOLULYU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT, FEBRUARY 12,
2009

Alternatives Analysis

EPA recognizes that a sigmficant aimount of analysis of alternatives has taken
place and has been documented prior to the Drafl Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). While we believe that most of the aliernatives eliminated prior to the DEIS are
documented sufficiently, we have remaining questions ahout why light rail or bus rapié
{ransit in an exciusive right-of-way were Dot considered as reasonable alternatives in the
DEIS. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should idemiify the specific

rationale behind the elimination of these technologies from consideration. -
Recommendation:

s Include additional information in the FEIS explaining why light rail or bus
rapid transit in an exclusive 11 ght-of-way were not considered to be reasonable
alternatives and were therefore not reviewed in the DEIS. If these
technologies may have resulted in fewer environmental impacts, further
justification is warranted to substantiate why those less damaging alternatives
were not carried through for consideration.

It is also our understanding that modifications to the alignment described m the
DEIS are being considered in order to avoid federal facilities in the current project area.
" These changes and the impacts associated with them should be described in the FEIS, -
along with the reasons for considered modifications. If significant variations from the
analyzed alternatives are proposed, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) should consider prepanng a Supplemental
DEIS for public review. EPA is available to discuss with FTA and DTS the appropriate
level of environmental documentation needed should new information be incorporated
into the document.

Recommendation:

¢ Include information in the FEIS about any changes 10 the proposed alignment
and impacts associated with those changes. Consult EPA regarding the
appropriate Jevel of documentation.

We understand that the project will eventually include extensions of the proposed
project on both ends of the initial segment. However, the extensions to the project were
ot analyzed in this DEIS. It is critical that selection of the alternative for the initial
segment niot preclude a reasonable range of alternatives for those future extensions.

Given that the proposed project is a1 elevated structure, there are few remaining
alternative sites where the subsequent extension projects can “link” 1o the project. The
extensions should be viewed as reasonably foreseeable future actions and, as such, should
be analyzed thoroughly in the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, what additional



resources of concern will be affected shouid the proposed action be carried forward and
should the proposed extensions be built?

Recommendation:

e Ensure that selection of the alternative for the initiai segment will not preclude
a reasonable range of alternatives for future extensions. Include an analysis of
potential impacts, and mitigation for those impacts, that would occur should
{he extensions to the project be built. Identify all reasonably foreseeable future
actions associated with the placement of the proposed project as well as the
imipacts to resources from those future actions. Provide any mitigation for
these identified cumulative effects.

Wetlands and Waters

In: our January 6, 2006 and April 13, 2007 scoping comments, EPA stated that the
DEIS should disclose the approximate area of waters of the United States that occur
within the study area of the proposed project, including permanent and intermittent
streams and wetlands. The Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40
CFR Part 230.10(a) state that “... no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative coes not have
other significant adverse environmental consequences.” While the DEIS states that “no
direct impacts to wetlands are expected” (page 4-134), EPA believes that it is likely that
the project will have both direct and indirect impacts to waters of the United States. FTA
and DTS will have to demonstrate that potential impacts to waters of the United States
have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable prior to obtaining a
CWA Section 404 permit (40 CFR 230.10(a) and 230.10(d)). Our scoping comments
further recommended that the following information be included in the DEIS, and we
reiterate that this information should be included in the FEIS. -

We also recommend that DTS meet with EPA wetlands staff and staff of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers 1o discuss Section 404(b)(1) requirements. Please contact
- Wendy Wiltse of EPA’s Honolulu office at 808-541-2752 to arrange a meeting.

Recommendations:

¢ Work with EPA and the Corps to acquire a jurisdictional delineation of waters
of the United States and impacts to those waters in the project area.

¢ Demonstrate that all potential impacts to waters of the United States have
been avoided and minimized. If these resources cannot be avoided, clearly
demonstrate how cost, logistical, or technological constraints preclude
avoidance and minimization of impacts.

¢ Quantify the benefits from measures and modifications designed to avoid and -
minimize impacts to water resources; for example, number of stream
crossings avoided, acres of waters of the United States avoided, ete.

2



e ldentify all protected resources with special designations and all special
aguatic sites’ and waters within state, local, and federal protected lands.
Additional steps should be teken to avoid and minimize Impacts to these
a7eas. '

s Identify and commit to mitigation for any unavoidable impacts. Include a
timeframe for implementation of mitigation commitments along with the
vesponsible party.

Water Quality

The DEIS states that a Water Quality Impact Assessment is underway, as required
in areas thet depend upon a sole source aquifer for drinking water. The results of this
assessment should be included in the FEIS. '

The DEIS also states that the project’s consistency with the objectives and
policies of the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program will be reviewed by the
Department of Business, Economic Development & Tourism (DBEDT) Office of
Planning. This review should be completed and documented in the FEIS.

While we support DTS’s plan to implement permanent best management practices
(BMPs) to manage stormwater runoff, we do not believe that there is sufficient
information in the DEIS 1o document that the project will have no adverse impacts on
water quality Gue to increased pollutants in stormwater. Additional information is needed
in the FEIS to support the conclusion that there will be no adverse impacts to water
quality. Where the proposed project will widen existing roads, the current stormwater
detention basins and structures should be evaluated to determine if they will continue to
be effective. We also recommend the use of green infrastructure as part of stormwater
management. Detailed information about green infrastructure approaches is available at
hﬂ‘p://cfpub.epa.govfnndes/’grecninfmstmcture/technology.cfm.

The FEIS should also include a discussion of other impacts the project may have
on local hydrology, such as sediment transport, groundwater recharge, and flood
attenuation, and how these impacts would be minimized or mitigated.

Recommendations:

o Include the results of the sole source aquifer water quality assessment in the
FEIS and confirm that no significant impacts will result. Identify specific
mitigation measures for any potential impacts.

o Include a discussion of the DBEDT Office of Planning review of the project’s
consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Program and confirm that the
project is consistent with the program. '

! Special aguatic sites are defined at 40 CFR 230.40 - 230.45 and include wetlands, mud flats, vepetaied
shallows, coral reefs, and riffle and pool comnplexes.



¢ Consider including green infrasiructure in the permanent BMPs for
stormwater management and document the BMPs in the FEIS.

s Identify the project’s impacts on local hydrology, such as sediment transport,
groundwater recharge, and flood attenuation in the FEIS rather than waiting to
analyze these impacts at a future date. Include specific mitigation
commitments in the FEIS and identify how these mitigation actions will
reduce impacts to surface hydrology. Include an analysis of potential
hydrological impacts due to the reasonably foreseeable future extensions of
the proposed projest.

Noise Impacis

The DEIS, including the visual impact simulations, indicate that residents in a
number of areas may experience significant noise impacts due o the proxmuty of the
project to homes. EPA encourages DTS to consider noise abatement measures not
specified in the DEIS, such as noise insulation of receptor sites.

EPA also recommends that particular attention be given to potential noise impacts
and mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor and the USS Arizona Memorial,

Recommendztions:

e Consider additional noise abatement measures, such as noise insulation of
receplor sites, for residences and other sensitive receptors that would .
experience noise impacts. Provide quantitative information in the FEIS on the
decrease in noise impacts from additional mitigation strategies.

e Provide additional noise mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor and the
USS Arizone Memorial, if necessary to preserve the contemplative nature of
the site.

Environmental Justice

EPA previously provided feedback on the environmental justice (EJ) analysis
methodology proposed for this project, which was based on the Oabu Metropolitan
Planning Organization’s method for determining EJ areas. While we believe that the
DEIS appropriately identifies EJ areas, we have concerns about the proposed relocation
of residents of the Banana Patch community, which is identified in the DEIS as an EJ
area of concern. We encourage DTS to choose an alternative alignment that would avoid
relocation of this community. If no reasonable avoidance aliernative exists, EPA
recommends that extensive efforts be made to communicate and consult with the
community in planning and implernenting the project, and that ail past and future
consultation activitics with this community be docurnented in the FEIS.

In addition, EPA recommends that additional assistance be provided to any other
residents of environmental justice communities who will be relocated.



Recommendations:

s Jdentify an alternative alignment that would zvoid the Banana Patch
community and aiter the proposed action to accommodate this modification.

e Document the content and outcomes of the community meeting held with the
Banana Patch community, as well as any other past or planned communication
with the community, in the FEIS.

e Identify and commit to specific mitigation measures 1o minimize the impacts
of relocation on low-income and minority populations.

s Conduct interviews with all potential displacees who have special needs fo
ensure that issues are fully identified and 2 plan for assistance 1§ prepared.
Based on the results from these interviews, identify and commit to additional
meszsures 10 minimize the impacts of refocation, such as providing translation
services, ransportation to visit potential replacement housing, and/or
additional relocation specialists to work with these communities.

Section 106 Consultation

The DEIS states that Section 106 consultation is ongoing. The consultation
process should be completed prior to release of the FEIS and the process and required
mitigation should be documented. This is critical to the determination of whether the
project will have significant impacts on historical resources.

Recommendation:

e Complete the Section 106 process and document all related mitigation
commitments in the FEIS. Confirm in the FEIS that the Section 106
consultation process included analysis of potential impacts from the
reasonably foreseeable future action of the proposed extension of the project.
Identify what, if any, additional impacts to historical properties may oceur
with future extensions of the project. :

Invasive Species

EPA’s January 6, 2006 and April 13, 2007 scoping comments included
recommendations for minimizing the spread of invasive species. The islands of Hawaii
are particularly vulnerable to invasive species, and construction associated with the
project has the potential to aid in the establishment of invasive plants along any newly.
disturbed corridors. We reiterate our recommendations below and request that they be
addressed in the FEIS.

Recommendations:
e In accordance with Executive Order 13112, identify proposed methods to

minimize the spread of invasive species and utilize native plant and tree
species where revegetation is planned.



e (oordinate invasive species management with Jocal agencies and
organizations, such as the Oahu Invasive Species Committee: a voluntary
parmership organized (o prevent new invasive species infestations on the
island of Oahn, 1o eradicate incipient invasive species, and to stop established

" invasive species from spreading on Oahu (hitp://www hear.org/oisc/).

e Coordinate measures to reduce the potential for the spread of invasive species
with other ongoing planning efforts. Additional resources related to Federal
and State programs to address invasive species can be found at:
http:/fwww.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/

VYizsual Impacts

The. DEIS indicates that there may be significant visual impacts resulting from the
project. Context sensitive design can be used to nutigate these impacts.

Recommendation:

e Utilize context sensitive design, including neighborhood-based design
guidelines and community input, as much as possible to mitigate the project’s
visual impacis.

Climate Change

Research on global climate change indicates that many coastal areas may be
impacted in the future by sea level rise. The IPCC projects that global sea level will rise
between 7 and 23 inches by the end of the century (2090-2099) relative to the base
period (1980-1999). According to the IPCC, the average rate of sea level rise during the
21st century is very likely to exceed the 1961~2003 average rate. Storm surge levels are
also expected to increase due to projected sea level rise. Combined with non-tropical
storms, rising Sea level extends the zone of impact from storm surge and waves farther
inland, and will likely result in increasingly greater coastal erosion and damage.”

Recommendation:
e Include a discussion in the FEIS of the potential impacts of climate change on

the proposed project and identify adaptive management strategies to protect
the project area from those impacts.

2 IPCC, 2007b: Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change 2007 Impacis, A dapration and
Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmenial
Panel on Climate Change [Pary, M.L., O.F. Canziani, 1.P. Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson
(eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.




June 2, 2608

The Honorable Roy Kientz

Undersecretary for Policy

United States Department of Transportation
West Building, 8" Floor

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20580

Subject: Draft Environmental impact Statement (DELS) for Honolulu High-Capacity
Transit Project

Dear Mr. Kienlz:

The undersigned are Members of the City Council of the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) of
the State of Hawall. As elected representatives of our Districts, we have responsibilities that
}equire us 1o ensure that public funds — regardless of their source - are expended wisely and to
safeguard ous constituents from tax burdens that otherwise could be avoided through good
governance. '

Al the present time, the Honolulu City Council is being asked by the City Administration to
approve an appropriation for the forthcoming 2010 fiscal year {(July 1, 2009 — June 30, 2010} of
over $1 billion in local funds to initiate construction of a 6.5 mile-long segment of the proposed
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor (HHCTC) Project. The City Administration has
requested this authorization by the City Council in advance of the publishing of a Final
Environment Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Project or the issuance of a Record of Decision
{ROD) by the Federal Transit Administration.

The HHCTC Project, as proposed by the City Administration as a candidete for Federal financial
assistance, involves the construction of an all-elevated electric railway using automated light
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metro technoiogy, exiending for 20.5 miles along the Leeward side of the isiand of O'ghu
between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Cenier. The currently anticipated implementation cost of
the Project is $5.4 biflion with 2 forecasted completion date in iate 2018,

DEIS Process and Content

The HHCTC Project was the subject of a Notice of intent io Prepare an Environmental Impact
Stetement for High-Capacity Transit Improvements in the Leeward Corridor of Honolulu, Hi
published in the Federal Register on Thursday, Merch 15, 2007 {Volume 72, No. 50, Pages
12254-12257, copy attached herete). Subsequently, the City Adminisiration prepared a DEIS
for the Project, submitied it o the Federal Transit Administration Tor review, and published that
document for the mandatory period for receipt of comments and written statements that ended
on February €, 2008,

The NOI (Summary, Page 12254) specifically states that:

“The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of Honolulu,
Department of Transporation Services (DTS) intend to prepare an EIS on a proposal by
the City and County of Henolulu to implement a fixed-guideway transit system in the
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawal'i al Manoa with a branch to
Waikiki. Alternatives proposed o be considered in the drafl EIS and two Fixed
Guideway Transit altemnatives.”

The NOI (V. Alternatives, Page 12256) aiso states that:

“Fixed Guideway Alternatives, which would include the construction and operation of a
fixed guideway transit system in the corridor between Kapolei and UH Marioa with a
branch to Waikiki. The draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light
trail [sic] transit, rapid rail transit, rubber-tired guided vehicles, a magnetic levitation
system, and @ monorail system.”

Our concern is that the DEIS does not conform with its intent as stated in the Federal Register,
which we understand to be legally-binding on the parties that published the notice. Specifically,
the document addressed cnly the following alternatives:

e No Build Alternative

o Fixed Guideway Trensit Alternative via Salt Lake Boulevard (Salt Lake Alternative)
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» Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative via the Alrport (Airport Akernative}

» Fixed Guideway Alternative via Airport and Salt Lake {Airport & Salt Lakel. .

Our understianding of the applicable environmental law is that, in order io be comphiant with the
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), the DEIS should have provided the public with
an equal evaluation of all five technologies identified in the relevant NOT and contsined a
ranking of their comparzative benefits and impacts to Honoluly, so as to ensble the selection of a
“best fit” technology afier comments and statements concerning its contents were received and
evalusied by both CCH and FTA

instead, each of the Fixed Guideway Transit Aliernztives discussed in the DEIS for the HHCTC
Project was based on an elevated rallway using automated light metro technology, a form of rait
rapid transit that reguires full grade-separation. In particular, the DEIS failed to provide the
public with information concerning the environmental characterisiics of the other four fransit
technologies — light rail tiansit, bus rapid transit, magnetic levitation and monorail - as calied for
by the relevant NOL '

We also wish to point out that while the Locally Preferred Alternative approved by the Honolulu
City Council in December 2006 is identified in its entirety in the HHCTC Project DEIS — from
Kapolei to UH Manoa with a branch 1o Waikiki, which would involve approximately 29 miles of
railway — the DEIS only addressed 20 miles (by either of two routing allernatives) between East
Kapolei and Ala Moana.

Despite being identified in the NOI, we believe that the branch out to Waikiki was intentionally
left out of the DEIS by the City Administration to avoid having to address the negative
environmental impacls in the document and to avoid having critical commenis entered into the
record of the DEIS hearings and comment period. The Waikiki community will not aliow an
elevated railway to overshadow its avenues; this is because its residents and businesses
understand that it would severely damage the environment and destroy the visual beauty which
attracts visitors to Hawaii.

Aclion Reguested: Inasmuch as none of the alternatives contained in the DEIS addressed the
environmental impacts of the five technology options for the HHCTC Project called for by the
relevant NOI, we hereby request a formal finding by USDOT as to whether or not the DEIS for
the HHCTC Project as prepared by CCH/DTS was compliant with the National Environment
Proteclion Acl.
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Environmental Prolection Agency Letier to Federal Transil Administration

With regard to NEPA compliance, we aiso wish to draw your attention to 2 lefier sent by Region
IX EPA to Region IX FTA concerning the DEIS for the HHCTC Project. This letter, dated
February 12, 2008 {copy aftached herelo) slales: ' '

“while EPA supporis the goal of providing trensportation choices 1o the communities of
O'shu, we have some concerns relaled to wetlands, waler quality, environmental justice,
and noise impacis. EPA has raied this document EC-2, Environmental Concerns,
insuficient Information.”

in addition, both in ils letler to FTA and in its detailed comments on the subject DEIS, EPA
siated:

“while we believe that most of the atternatives eliminated prior to the DEIS are
documented sufficiently, we have remaining questions about why light rail or bus rapid
transit in an exclusive righl-of-way were nol considered as reasonable alternatives in the

DEIS.”
Region IX EPA made the following recommendetion to FTA:

“lnclude additional infotmation in the FEIS explaining why light rail or bus rapid fransit in
an exclusive right-of-way were nol considered to be reasonable alternatives and were
therefore not reviewed in the DEIS, if these technologies may have resulted in fewer
environmental impacts, further justification is warranted to substantiate why those less
damaging alternatives were not carried through for consideration.”

These statements by Region X EPA are germane to criticisms to the DEIS for the HHCTC
Project made in numerous verbal comments and writien statements during the review period
that ended on February 6, 2009, six days before the date of EPA's letier.

it is our understanding that, in order 1o be compliant with NEPA, the DEIS for the HHCTC
Project should have provided the public with an equal evaiuation of all five lechnoiogies
identified in the relevant NOI. This elevation, we believe, should have contained a ranking of
their comparative benefits and impacts, so as to enable the selection of a "best fit” technolegy
for Honolulu after all comments and stalements concerning the DEIS were evaluated by both

CCH and FTA.
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Insiead, ihe City Adminisiration chose to have the DEIS compare the “worst” impacts of the
“worst case” technologies (for example thal magnetic levitation would be the “ipudest’
technology) and then constructing comparative tables noling these impacts but without also
addressing the “leest adverse” or “beneficial” impacts of each of the technologies.

The only alignments for the transit corridor discussed in the DEIS were those that fit an elevaied
railway. All benefits and impacts were assumed fo fall within this corridor alone, as opposed o
evaluating benefits and impacis in alternative corridors suitable for non-elevated transit system
technology options, such as light rail transit and bus rapid transit.

As Region IX EPA suggesied in its letter, the approach taken by the City Adminisiration entirely
misses the opportunily implicit in the EIS process to discover the “besl fit" iechnology choice for
Honoluh, which might mean a compromise between maximum possible station-to-station
schedule speed over ihe full length of the HHCTC Project and the envirenment, aesthetic,
commercial, social and historic impacts to the city, its residents and its business community.

Action Requested: We request USDOT to coordinate FTA's actions concerning the DEIS for
the HHCTC Project with the EPA 1o ensure that they adhere to buth NEPA and the relevant
NOL. We alse request that USDOT, using its responsibility and authority under NEPA, take
steps that ensure that the numercus comments and statements crifical of aspects of the HHCTC

Project, in particular those concerned about the negative impacts of construciing and operating
an elevated railway through environmentally sensitive commercial, recreational and residential
areas of Honolulu, are addressed in an objective and meaningful manner, as required by the
National Environmental Protection Act and implementing regulations issued by EPA and FTA.
If in addressing the comments the conclusion is reached that the project should be changed to
light rail technology that can accommodate both elevated and at-grade operations, we reguest
that USDOT ensure that the HHCTC Project is changed accordingly.

Other Pertinent Information

Statements Made by Henolulu City Administration to Honolulu City Council

The Honolulu City Administration has told the Honolulu City Council, as well as the local news
media and the public, that approval by FTA of the Final Environmental impact Statement (FEIS)
jor the HHCTC Project will be forthcoming in the near future, inasmuch as "There are no
significant problems with the DEIS or the Project,” and that issuance of an Record of Decision
(ROD) qualifying the Project for Federal financial assistance will fellow in short order. The City
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Adminisiration zlso has advised the City Council thal CCH has been assured that | is "in fine for
up to $1.4 billion in Federal grants under the New Starts program,” although no wiitlen evidence
of this claim has been provided fo us.

City Administralion Claims that *It's Too Late 1o Consider Technology Allernatives”
Notwithsianding the Tact that Section I, Scoping of the relevant NOI {(Page 12255) siates:

“Comments on the sflernatives should propese alternatives that would satisfy the
purpose and need al less cosl or with greater effectiveness or less environmental or
community impact end were nol studied or efiminated for good cause. At this time
comments should focus on the scope of the NEPA review and should not stale a
preference for a particular alternative. The best opportunity for that type of input will be
after the release of the drafl EIS"

The City Administration steadfastly mainteins that, because the FTA approved public release of
the DEIS for the HHCTC Project, *it is 100 late to consider technology allernatives” that were
commenied upon or recommended during the review period.

Many of our constituents, including parties that submitied verbal comments or written
statements during the mandatory review period, believe that they are being “stone-walled” by
the City Administration in violation of NEPA, implementing EPA and FTA regulations, and the
NOI governing the intended content of the DEIS for the HHCTC Project. As elected City
officials, we too have experienced similar responses from the City Administration when raising
questions about the HHCTC Project, and are obliged by our fiduciary duty to our taxpayers to
bring this to your attention,

Hostility Expressed by City Adminisiration to Criticisms of HHCTC Project

Only recently did it become public that over 600 commenis were received by CCHandFTA
concerning the DEIS. When initially asked about releasing the comments and statements, the
City Administration resisted and stated that while they could, many of the comments would raise
undue concern over issues that would be addressed in the FEIS and that the comments and
statemnents would be released with the FEIS. Only after insistence by members of the City
Council and threals by the news media that they were prepared fo institute aclions under
Freedom of Information laws, were the documents released. This is clearly indicative of the
atiitude of the City Adminisiration towards its legel responsibility o address these comments in
an ohjective and meaningful manner.
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Increasingly, the public has become aware of the negative impacts that would be caused by
construction and operstion of 2n elevated railway in certain areas of the city {that can only
operate in a secured or grade separated right-of-way due to the required third rail along the
iracks), nolably in the Primary Urban Core extending from the Kalini and iwilei neighborhoods
through Downtown fo Kaka'ako and Ala Moana. Concerns aiso are being expressed 1o us
about the environmental impacts of plarned fulure extensions of the HHCTC Project — which
were not addressed in the DEIS ~ into the McCully, Mo'iliil, University of Mawail and Walkikl
neighborhoods, as well as from East Kapolei, located on former agricultural lands in the Ewa
region, into the heart of Kapolel. '

These concerns have resulted in a well-epring of public support ‘o1 the use of more flexible light
rail transit technology, which would permit different segments of the HHCTC Project io be
constructed at-grade on privaie rights-of-way, in highway medians, on exclusive transit-only
lanes of in mixed iraffic along city streets, as well as on elevated structures, We are advised by
one of the pariies that submitled a written statement during the DEIS comment period that its
findings are that as much as forty-five percent (45%) of the Project can be brought to grade
through the use of light rail tansil technology, resulting in a reduction in implementation costs in
the range of $2 bitlion. The City Administration not only expresses no interest in exploring this
alternative, which we believe would enhance the HHCTC Projecis polential for receiving a
{avorable rating under the New Starts Criteria, but has reacted in a hostile manner to those

advancing this viewpoint,

While anonymous, we belicve that USDOT will be interested in the attached electronic media
report distributed on May 1, 2008 by lan Ling Oniine. In this report, the head of one of
Honolulu's pre-eminent architectural firms {who has been yocal in his criticisms of the HHCTC
Project and was active in the preparation of & written statement eniered intc the DEIS record by
the Honolulu Chapter of the American Institule of Architecis) was quoted as saying

“More than once I've been threatened that Ull never work in this town again,” he said.
The mayor is intimidating architects to shut them up."

City Administration’s Rush to Lock-In the Technology

Within a few weeks following the close of the DEIS comment period on February 6, 2009, the
City Administration began to teke steps 10 lock-in the use of automated ight metro technology
for the HHCTC Project. 1 attempted to do so has the following ianner.
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1} By issuing the following Requests for Proposals (RFPs) for infrastructure
construction and equipping, including acquisition of rolling stock, of an elevated
raifway between East Kapolel and Pear! Highlands:

RFP-DTS-30015 West OshuiFarringlon Highway Guideway Design-Build
Contract, refeased 1o polential bidders on March 12, 2009;

RFP-DTS-8814% Core Systems Design-Build-Operate-Meintain Contract,
relessed to potential bidders on April 17, 2009; and

REP-DTS-213102 Mainienance and Siarage Facility Design-Bulld Contract,
released lo potential bidders on May 28, 2008.

2) By missiatements made by the City Administration that the decision to move forward
with an all-elevated fixed guideway was aiready made. in reality, none of the relevant
documents — City and County of Honolulu Ordinance 07-001 selecting a Fixed
Guideway Transit System for the Locally Preferred Alternative, the Mayor's
notification to the City Council of his seleclion of Steel Wheel-on-Steel Rail guidance
technology for the HHCTC Project, and the vote of the electorate in favor of Steel
Wheel-on-Steel Rail -- require the HHCTC Project to be a fully grade-separated
elevaled railway:

Part |, Section 2 of City and County of Henolulu Ordinance 07-001, adopled
by the Honolulu City Council on December 22, 2006, and approved by the
Mayor on January 6, 2007, states “the locally preferred slternative for the
Honoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project shall be a fixed guideway
system between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa, starting at or
near the intersection of Kapolei Parkway and Kalaeloa Boulevard...”
{Document attached hereto.)

Section 6 Reservation of the right to select technology, states that “The
council reserves the right to select the technology of the fixed guideway
system for the locally preferred alternative. If the council exercises the right,
the council shall select the technology through subseguent ordinance passed
on third reading by the council before the city administration issues a public
notice soficiting proposals or inviting bids for work that includes design of the

sysiem.

The city administration shall give the council at least 80 days’ notice before
issuing the first public notice soliciting propesals or inviting bids for work that
includes design of the fixed guideway system.”

Page B of 1]



s Letier dated April 17, 2008, from Mayor Mufi Hannemann {o Counci Chair
Rarbara Marshail, announcing the Mayor's *...decision to proceed with the
technology selection of Steel on Steel for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit
Corridor project.”

The letter further siaies, “therefore, | have instrucled the Department of
Transporiztion Services to procead with the steel lechnology as selecied by
the expert panel in the preparation of the draft Ernvironmenial impact
Siatement, Preliminary Engineering, the final Environmental impadt
Statement and other necessary documents as required of reguested by the
FTA snd the Siale.

Additionally, pursuant {o the second proviso included in Crdinance D7-001,
PART i, Section 8, | am notifying the Councit that | am issuing the first notice
soliciting proposals for work that includes design of the steel on steel fixed
guideway system afler 90 days from the date of this letter.” (Document
sttached hereto)

« On November 4, 2008, by a vole of 52.57% for and 47.43% against, the
voters of the City and County of Honolulu approved an amendment to the
Honolulu City Charter which zsked, “Shall the powers, duties, and functions
of the city, through its director of transportation services, include
establishment of a steel wheel on sieel rail transit system?”

3) Statements by members of the City Administration that at various public hearings
and meetings that “The decision has already been made” and “There will be no
{urning back.” For example, at a City Council Budget Commitiee hearing held on
May 18, 2009, as part of his testimony, the City’s Director of Transportation Services
siated, "We will do anything that it takes to start building the rail project by the end of
this year."

SUMMARY

in his confirmation speech, the Secretary of Transportation said,
“In our surface transporiation pregrams, it implies a commitment to the principles that
come refer 1o as livability; that is, investing in a way that recognizes the unique characler
of each community. The era of one-size-fits-all transporiation projects must give way to

one where preserving and enhancing unique community charecteristics, be they rural or
urban, is a primary mission of our work rather than an afierthought.”

As Members of the Honolulu City Council, we share the Secretary's viewpoint. The people of
Honolulu wani and need improved public transportation, and we respect the November 2008
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vote for 2 sieel on sles! ransil sysiem. Al the same lime, cilizens want 2 fransit system that will
serve them and thelr needs, is sensiive to our natural environment, supporis our tourism
industry, and will not financially sirap our fuiure generations.

We believe that there is no reason to spend more maoney to build, operate and misiniain a transit
system that neither serves the people nor crestes & more livable city. Honoluly, Tike the rest of
Heawall, is rooted in deep respect for the aina {land) and envirenment; preserving and enhancing
the unigue characterisiics of our community cannot be ignored in the rush o build & fransit

sysiem.

We have the opportunily 1o g & long ways in solving our transporiation problems, while still
protecting our lifestyles, if and only if, all transit alternatives are given 2 full and fair
consideralion. We are only requesting that light raii at-grade and elevaiad be examined as an
aliernative to ali elevaled sysiem as currently pursued by the City Administration, and that
money not be spend for preliminary engineering or construction until this evaiuation is complete.
1t is for this reason that we bring this matter to your atlention.

Respectfully,

Duke Bainum Charles Djou

Honolulu City Councilmember Honolulu City Councilmember
District & District 4

Copies {o:

The Honorable Ray H. LaHood, Secretary of Transporiation
United Stetes Depariment of Transportation :
Wesi Building, 8" Floor

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 205880

The Honorable John D, Pocari
Deputy Secretary of Transporiation
West Building, 9" Floor

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20590
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The Honorable Peter M. Rogoff, Administrator
Federal Transit Adminisiration

Esst Building, 5" Fioor

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washingion, DC 20580

M. Matt Welbes, Acting Deputy Administiator
Federal Transit Adminisiration

East Building, 5" Floor

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washingion, DC 20580

Atiachmenis

1) Federal Register, Thursday, March 15, 2007, Volume 72, No. 50, Pages 12254-12257

2} Letter from Region [X EPA to Region IX FTA Concerning the DEIS for the HHCTC Project,
Dated February 12, 2008

3) lan Lind Online, May 1, 2009 (htip/fwww.ilind.net)

4) City and County of Honolulu Ordinance $7-001

5) Letter from Mayor Mufi Hannemann fo Council Chair Barbara Marshall, Regarding the
Selection of Technology for the HHCTC Project
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ALA Honolul

AlA HONCLULY TALKING POINTS ADDRESSING
THE PROPOSED HONOLULU TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT
Updated, June 10, 2008

® 1A Honolulu supports multi-modal transporiation inciuding the
concept of & fixed rail system for Oshu. However, we remain
conceined over the appiopristeness of the proposed al-elevaiad
1ansi sysiem pearticularly through the urban core of Honolulu.

o AlA Honolulu strongly encourages the Clty Administration and Chty
Council 10 re-consider selection and implementztion of & fiexible light
1ail system—one that wiil be capable of operating a1 streel level (al-
giade), ebove of below-grade depending on the conditions of each
community; and that would ellow for future adjustments and
expensions 10 be built fester, more ecoromically, and with potentiaily
fewer environmental, visual end economic impacts.

TECHNOLOGY

«  The citizens of Honolulu voted for 2 steel-on-steel *fixed guideway”
12il eystem for Honolulu. The vote did not specify 2n zll-elevaied
cystemn &¢ currently planned by the City Administration. Additional
consicerstion should be made to the selection of the newer, fiexible
light rail technologies capable of operaling et-glade, elevated or
below grade as the conditions warrant,

« According to the Federal Transportation Adminisiration whose
agency guides Federal funding for Honolulu's propesed New Starts
project: A “fixed guideway” refers 10 gny tiansit service that uses
exclusive of controlied rights-of-way or rails, entirely or in par. The
term includes heavy rail, commuter rail, light reil, monorail,
tiolleybus, aefial tramway, inclined plane, ceble car, sutomaled
guideway fransit, ferryboats, that portion of motor bus service
opeisted on exclusive or controlled rights-of-way, and high-
occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes.

. AlA research reveals thal there are cunently 35 light rail systems in the
U.S. thai operate at-grade, either fully orin par, and only one entirely
elevated system, Miami, which was builtin the 1970s. We urge the
Acministiation and City Council to re-gvaluate their specific selection of
transi technology which incorporates high platiorm cars funning on &
fully sutomated, elevated automated, “hot" third rail system.

AbA Honohaiu

118 therchant Stieet, Sulte 402
Hipnoluly. Mawei 9B6813-445%
Phone: BOE Ha5.4247

fax BOE S48 4247

Wiebsite: www zighenolld.org



PROJECT CRITERIA FLEVATED RAIL

AT-GRADE LRT

Overall Construction Cost (20 mile system) $5.3 Billion+
Construction Cost per Mile £265 Million+
Construction Time 9 years

Consiruciion Energy Consumption per Mile 170,000 MBTUs

Operation & Mainienance Cost (OMC) $63 Million per year

Visual Impact Moderate/High
Envirenmental mpact High
Potential for TOD Limited 10 areas near

stalion entrances

$2.5 Billion

£125 Million
Approx. 4 years
20,000 MBTUs

$39 Miilion per year
Low

Low

Several major advantages
for TOD

At-grade Traffic Impact Low Accepiable, using signal
synchronization

Passenger Capacity

(Passengers per Hour per Direction) 6,000 over 9,000

Current svsiems_in North Amenca 1 chy 35 cities

+ The lack of recent all-elevated rail projects makes it difficult 1o verify projected costs.

7 AlAHonoluly Task Force Report: Suggesied Light Rail Trensit {LRT) for the Honolufu Righ-Czpacily

Tiensit Cortidor Project, February 2, 2009



SUGGESTED LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT (LRT) FOR THE
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT

AlA Honolulu continues to srongly suppon the concept of a fixed rail wansit sysiem for Oahu.
However, we alsc remain concerned over the approprisieness of the proposed elevated wansit
sysiem particulasly through the urban core of Honolulu. AIA Honolulu promoies the
implementation of a flexible wansit sysiem capable of operating a1, above, o1 below grade 1o
accomynodate the paniicular conditions within each community. To assist the City
sdminisiration, lawmakers, and community in sengthening communily supporl, eshancing ouwr
neighborhoods and enviromment, investing 1axpayer money wisely. and ensuning Federal funding
for this historic project, AlA Honolulu’s Transit Task Force has prepared the following
comparison study of two different types of fixed rail systems:

e The elevated “hot” third rall sysiem currently proposed in the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (DEIS) dated November 2008, and
s At-grade light rail ransit (LRT) sysiems using an overhead “catenary” power wire

The LRT system was chosen for consideration in this study because of its flexibility; LRT
guideways can be put at grade, below grade or overhead as required by planning considerations.
The two rai} systems are compared in tenms of:

¢ Construction Cosis

s Operating and Mainenance Cosls

¢ Visual and Environmental Impact

e Transit-Oriented Development, and

e At-grade Traffic Impact

1. CONSTRUCTION COST

Elevated rail

The latest cost estimate for the 20-mile, 20-station elevated rail system proposed for the City &
County of Honolulu is $5.3 billion, or $265 million per mile'. This figure is for the initial phase
from Kapolei to Ala Moana and does not incJuded extensions to Waikiki or UH Manoa. Due to
the scarcity of recently built elevated systems, it remains difficult to evaluate these projected
construction costs. The only inswance in which an all-elevated mass wansit line was builtin a
major city in the United States occwrred in Miami in the 970's, which is 100 long ago to provide
reliable cost data.

- . - - wn “ .
Given the large cost overruns of recent transit projects in Hawaii (H-3)" and elsewhere in the
country (Besion’s "Big Dig”, Los Angeles subway), and the lack of construction data from
elevated transit projects, we are concerned that current cost estimates and contingencies may not

be adequate.

At-grade rail )
Currently there are 35 at-grade rail systems operating in urban areas of North America”
(Appendix 1). These sysiems al] use an overhead power wire and steel rails at grade (ground)
level in dedicated streel lanes or other existing public right-of-ways. A number of these systems

3 AA Honolulu Tesk Force Report: Suggested Lipht Rail Transit (LRT) ot the Honolulu High-Capacity
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have been built within the last 5 vears and can offer a more accurate idea of projecied
consiruction costs if 8 20-mile ai-grade system was Huilt in Honolulu,

The at-grade LRT sysiems in Charlotte, Houston, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, Phoenix,
Sacramento, San Francisco and San Jose were al] completed between 2003 and 2008, with the
Phoenix Jine having just opened in Decerber 2008. Final per-mile costs for these sysiems
ranped from $43 million (Houston) 1o $70 million {?heen%x)é, Using 1he final cost of the
Phoenix sysiem (§1.4 billion) and the cunent cost multiplier for construction costs in Hawall
(1.79 times Phoenix cosis) we conservatively estimate that the total cost of & 20-mile a1-grade
LRT systers in Honolulu would be approximately 52.5 billion at oday’s prices.

The lower consiruction cost of at-grade yail 38 primarily due 1o the savings on materials {sieel and
concieie), energy and labor required 10 construct the elevated guideway and siations anywhere
from 35 1o 80 feet above ground level®. Secondly, there are savings on the machinery {siairs,
escalziors, elevators) and lighting needed al each elevated siation as well as the e aning
crructwes which span the sireet below the s1ations. In addinon, there are subsianiial savings on
below-grade foundanion and utihity realignment work needed for suppert of the structural
columns in an elevaled sysiem.

Land Acquisition Costs: Elevated Rail

According 10 the latest reports from the City administration, a 1ota) of 189 properties are in the
path of the proposed elevated line and will have 10 be acquired in part or in full”. The city has
budgeied $70 million 10 purchase the land based on current property assessments for these
parcels. Our undersianding is that the budget does not include 2 contingency for rising property

sccessments i and when economic conditions 1IIprove.

Alihough the bulk of the elevated guideway and stations will be built over public streets and
right of ways, land acquisition ajong these areas will stil] be required because of the widih of the
guideway and of the stations. The proposed specification of “hot” third rail technology requires
that the nain rails be grade-separated (moved above ground level) for safety. Since the most
cost-efficient way 10 grade-separate third rail sysiems is 10 pair two Janes of rail 10gether on an
elevated guideway, this means that the guideway is double-wide throughout its length, and any
siations 1equire additional platform space on both sides of this double-wide dimension. Land
acquisition is typically required at the stations, which will be 50 feet wide by 300 feet Jong".

Land Acquisition Costs: At-grade Rail

Although LRT sysiems are installed at grade, land acquisilion costs are not necessarily higher
than those for an elevaied 1ail sysiem. At-grade guideways (rails) are typically installed in
existing roadways and the ruming radius of at-prade LRT is normally accommodated in existing
stieet right-of-ways. At-grade stations require only a widened sidewalk area (approximately 6 %
150 feet) on one side of the guideway. At-grade rail routes and siation Tocations can offer
planners and designers more fexibility compated with elevated rail systems which must account
for Jarge structural columns that can only be placed in the centerlines or outside of sireets. At-
grade rai] lines can be paired on the same streel o1 separated and put on different streets 1o
inimize surface waffic disruption and further minimize the need for land acquisition.
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Construction Time: Elevaied Rail

According 1o the city, the esumated consiruction time for the first phase (20 miles) of the
‘%Gnahﬂv syslem is 9 years, with construction 1o begm in December 2009 and full service to Ala
Moana staniing at the eﬂé of 2018°

Construction Time: At-grade Rail

Construction 1ime for ap al-grade LRT sysiern in Honolulu would hikely be similar 1o the sysiem
just comp] e;ed in Phoenix. The 20-mile at-grade system 1o that city was completed in 4 years
(2004-2008)"°.

Construction Energy Consumpiion

According to the Draft EIS for the HBCTCP, “construction of at-grade high capacity transit

systems generally require 20,000 MBTUs of energy per track mile (Calurans 1983}, including

track and power sysiems”, For an all-elevated sysiem such as the one proposed for Honolul,
“an addional ] %0 OOO MBTUs of energy per rack mile would be requued to construct the

elevated siructure”™ . Towal energy required 10 build a mile of elevated rail line 15 170,000

MBTUs, or &.5 uimes the energy iequired for the same length of ai-grade rail,

SUMMARY: CONSTRUCTION COST, TIME AND ENERGY

Contparing the laiest City estimate for elevated rail ($5.3 billion) with the uppermost estimated
cost for at-grade rail ($2.5 billion), a 20-mile at-grade LRT system would allow the City 1o build
3 transit system for one-half the cost, thereby reducing taxpayer funding. Comparing
construction time of the Phoenix at-grade system (4 years) with the City’s estimated construction
sime for Henoluhi (9 years), ai-grade LRT would allow the City 1o build a transit sysiem in less
that cne-half the time, thereby reducing necessary waffic disruptions during construction.
Finally, as energy costs and consumption have come 10 the atiention of the public in light of
global warming concerns, it is important to note that the embodied (construction) energy
required for a mile of elevated rail is 8.5 1imes that of at-grade rail.

1. OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS (OMC)

Elevated Rail

According to the Citys rail transit website, the annual operanng and maintenance costs (OMC)
for the proposed 20-mile elevated route will be $63 million', or $3.15 million per mile. This
figure can be broken down into track-and-train OMC (which are the same whether at grade or
elevated) and OMC associated with an elevated system. According to the Light Rail Industry
{(LRD), the typical OMC for an at-grade LRT system 1s §1.5 million per mile, or $30 million for a
20-mile system. Using a 1.3 cost multiplier 1o account for Honolulu’s relatively higher cost of
living, we estimate that the projecied OMC for tracks and trains alone in Honolulu would be §39
million. Subtracting that figure from the City’s overall OMC figure of $63 million leaves $24
million, which is the OMC for elevators, escalators, lighting, painting, restrooms, and security at
elevated stations.

At-grade Rail
At-grade rai] ypically shares existing roadway and night-of-ways resulung m significantly lower
OMC than elevated rail. No siairs, escalators or elevators are required. Stee] rails are recessed
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into existing streels so that rack and station cleaning can be done as part of normal city cleaning
and maintenance programs. Al-grade siations consist of widened sidewalk platforms with roof
structures and ticket vending machines. Lighting and security needs ai at-grade stations are
minimal since they can be monitored by existing police patrols and lit by existing streetlights.
The 20-mile, 28-station at-grade LRT sysiem which opened in Phoenix in December 2008 has an
annual OMC budget of $31.6 million {($24 million for operations + $7.6 milhon for
mainienance), for a unit cost of $1.58 million per mile™.

SUMMARY: OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

Compared with an elevated rail sysiem, s 20-mile at-grade LRT sysiem could save the City 524
million in annual operating and mainienance cosis, and thereby further maximize use of taxpayver
dollars.

111. VISUAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Elevated Rail

The proposed elevaied rail sysiem will have “maderate” to "high” impact, according to the Drafi
EIS, on several neighborhoods through which it is propoesed to run'. The guideway and
swations will have two types of visual impact: blocking existing views, particularly in mauka-
makai directions. and being a visual elemem out of scale and character with the immediate
neighborhood. Mauka-makai view corridors are considered a critical pant of the urban Jandscape
of Honolulu and are protecied under the City’s Primary Urban Center Development Plap of
2004, Existing mauka-makai views in the immediate vicinity along the full length of the sysiem
will be significantly impacied. Views from exisiing aparuments near the guideway will also be
impacted, particularly in units on the lower four or five floors.

There will be high visual impacts in Downtown Honolulu, where the views down Bishop Street
and neighboring streets 10 Honolulu harbor will be partially blocked by the elevated guideway
and its support columns. The Chinatown district, with its historic connection 10 the waterfront,
will be significantly impacied by an elevated concrete structure running the full length of the
districl.

The proposed elevated rail sysiem is contrary 10 waterfront planning in leading cities throughout
the world. Cities such as San Francisco, Boston, Seattle and Sydney have in recent years
removed elevated transit structures separating their neighborboods from the urban waterfront. An
elevated 1ail line adjacent 10 the waterfiont in Honolulu will create a physical and visual barrier
berween the waterfront and the Downtown/Chinatown area, as can be seen in the following
simulation from the DEIS (Figure 4-32, Pape 4-80):
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* Simulation of guideway at Nimitz Bighway/Fon Steet Intersection
Last of the Downtown atea, Mother Waldron Park, a siate Historic Site, and adjacent low-rise

residential buildings will be subsiantially contrasted by the bulk and scale of the elevated
guideway and required straddle bent structure, as seen in this simulation:

Suaddle bent guideway and columns at Halekauwila Swreet/Cooke Street intersection
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The second phase of the project (extending to UH Manoa), calls for a double-decked guideway
herween Pensacola Sireet and Ala Moana Center, further blocking mauka-makai views'”

Phase 2 of the City’s proposed sysiem includes a 2-mije exiension to UH Manoa. The following
photogrephs iltustrate the high visual impact of an elevated system:

= ) - W,
Existing view, imersection of King Street & University Avenue, Jooking mauka

L N -t . e, i
Sinmulation of proposed guideway and station, King Steet & University Avenue
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The sounds from trains passing every few minutes will impact those people working or iving in
1he immediate vicinily of the youte. The noise impact will be most severe for apartment dweliers
living on the 3 1o 5" floors due 10 proximity of the guideway. However, there will also be noise
impacts on floors above the guideway because the low buffer walls which are planned 1o block
11ain nojse will divert the noise upward.

Construction of an elevated rail line will significantly alier the immediate environment under the
entire lengih of the sysiem. Construction down the center of existing divided streets will require
the removal of many mature sveet nees. There will be a major loss of greenscape in these 27638,
as the sireet is changed from one with 8 center boulevard of grass and manue 1rees 1o one with 2
center hardscape in permanent shadow,

Ceansiruction of an elevated rail line in the urban core will create a more seriously degraded
epvironment than in suburben areas. Urban core Jand undernesth elevated iransit strucrures such
as highways and off-ramps tend 10 be paved, noisy, dusty and unpleasant for pedestrians, These
environments often become favored locations for criminal activity such as drug-dealing and for
the homeless.

Honolulu is 2 world-class 1ourist destination atuacting millions of visitors every year who enjoy
the exotic scenery and unique culture of Hawaii. An elevated rail structure in the urban core
would have a desrimental effect on tourism, the primary industry in the siate. The Waikiki
Impsovement Association has stated publicly that it has “serious concerns with a potential
Waikiki spur from Kapiolani Boulevard ...10 Kuhio Avenue” because of “aesthetic and physical
density issues of Jocating the overhead track in a resont and residential area”'®. As can be seen in
the photographs of the King Sueet/University Avenue intersection , an elevated sysiem will
block existing mauka-makai views and cresle a visual element out of scale and character with the
surrounding community.

Due 1o the significant visual impacts of an elevated rail sysiem, we are concerned that proposed
mitigation measwes will only have a marginal effect. Aside from broad statements such as
“develop design guidelines” and “coordinate with the DPP”, the only mitigation measures
discussed in the DEIS are “provide new vegetation™ and “shield exterior lighting™"".

At-grade Rail

In cities where subway systems are not feasible, at-grade rail has consisiently been the preferred
+ail alternative in the Jast 30 years in the United States. The popularity of at-grade rail is in large
part due 10 the Jow visual and environmental impact on the existing urban fabric. Grade level
puideways are vinually invisible in a sueet except for the rails recessed into the roadway and the
thin power wire overhead, as seen in the following photo of the Charlotie (NC) light rail system:
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Grade level siations are minimal in visual impact, consisting of an open platform, roof structure
and ticket machines, as seen in this view of the Phoenix light rail system:

Py
P

LRT street median station in Phoenix, AZ
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While the Phoenix example is of a mediap {center-of-sireet) station, al-grade rail can also be
locaied on the outer lane of exisiing sireets, allowing exisiing boulevard landscaping and trees
{an important feature op streets such as Kapiolani Boulevard) to Temain intacl. Al-grade
guideways can also be split o one-way streets 10 minimize at-grade traffic impacts. An
independent transportation consuliont has noted that "ihe requisite through-put {capacity) could
e achieved in Honoluhu by reserving ope curb Jane on each one-way street for light rail trensit
operations with siation areas located on the sidewalk™"®. This idea is consisient with a previous
plan by the City 10 place rail iransit hines on King Street.

Sound impact on neighboring aparyments is subsiantially less that elevaied rail because an at-
erade guideway is 30 10 40 feet fanher from (below) apanimeni units located on upper floors.
Sieel-on-siee] noises are reduced with ar-grade construction due to sound conduction into the
cusrounding soil. Most imporianly, exisiing urban neighborhoods wraversed by al-grade rail
retain their existing scale, character, daylight paterns, and greenscape.

SUMMARY: VISUAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Flexible technologies such as at-grade LRT offer ansit planners the ability to pose far fewer
vieual and environmental impacis compared with elevated 1ail systems. By eliminating the bulk
of the environmental impacts discussed in the DEIS, comimunity concerns can be greatly reduced
and public support fusther expanded. The scarcity of all-elevated rail sysiems currently being
built in the United States suggests that other municipalities have sought 1o avoid the frequently
severe environmental impacts (and high costs) of such systems. Even with the most sensitive
design guidelines and coordination, it is difficult 10 prevent elevated rail sysiems from becoming
an overpowering element in any urban environment. Flexible, at-grade rail systems, on the other
hand, more easily blend into the existing landscape and urban fabric.

IV. TRANSIT-ORIENTED BEVELOPMENT (TOD)

Imtroduction .

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) has no universal working definition throughout the
country but is typically defined as compact, mixed-use development near transit facilities with a
high-quality walking environment.

The potential benefits of TOD are social, environmenta), and fiscal. Focusing growth around
\ransit stations leverages public investment in transit 10 encourage local investment, which leads
10 increased business and 1ax revenues. TOD, proponents believe, can be an effective tool in
curbing sprawl, reducing taffic congestion, and expanding housing choices. The most direct
benefit of TOD is increased ridership and the associated revenue gais. Research shows
residents living near stations are five 10 six times mote likely 1o commute via transit than are
other residents in a region. Other primary benefits include the revitalization of declining
neighborboods, financial gains for joint development opporfunities, increases in the supply of
affordable housing, and profits to those who own land and businesses near transit stops.

TOD’s secondary benefits include congestion relief, land conservation, reduced outlays for
roads, end improved safety for pedesirians and cyclists. Many of 1hese benefits feed off of each
other. TODs help create compact, walkable communities, and provide sustainable, comforiable
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iransporiasion while greatly reducing oil use. Walkable communities in turn support rail systems
by providing high ndership.

Elevated Rail

Although any rail sysiem is competible with TOD, an elevated rail sysiem iends 1o Jimit the full
potential of TOD by separating the most important feature - the pedestrian-friendly walking
emvironment ~ from the sueet. An elevaied rail sysiem moves al) ransit-related 1raffic and
activity 10 30 feet of more above the sueet, leaving existing businesses and buildings out of the
action and crealing a 30 10 50 feet wide shadow zone below that is pedesirian-unfriendly.
Although TOD can occur around the stations of an elevated sysiem, development tends 1o be
confined mainly 2round ihe enirances to the stations since 1ransit riders will not be inclined
Jinger in the areas below the guideway and siations. |

At-grade Rail

At-grade rail systems can offer iansit planners and communities much greater Hkelihood of
realizing successful ransit-oriented development by encouraging the following key
characlenstics:

Accessibility and Safery

All riders of rail Uansit siart and end their uips as pedesirians. A pedestrian environment in
which the fip to 2 station is safe and easy is important for encouraging wansit ridership. With at-
orade rail, the route for the pedesirian berween station and destination can be shor and direct
with a minimum of stairs and prade chanpes. For riders in wheelchairs, on crutches, or pushing
baby carriages/stiollers, geting on and off a Jow-{loor train from a sidewalk platform is much
easier than gelling 1o @ Tain on a platform 40 1o 80 feet above the sireet. Al-grade stations can be
more frequently Jocated than elevated stations, which means better and easier accessibility for
riders, which in turn promotes higher ridership. Higher ridership leads to higher usage of
adjacent businesses and increased tax revenues for the city.

Safery and security are important 10 ransit riders. With a1-grade rail, riders are able 1o take a
variety of routes as they walk 10 and from stations. The random pedestrian pattern generated by
at-grade rai] systems Jeads 10 more overall sireet activity and a safer street environment.
Buildings and businesses adjacent 10 stations and guideways provide “eyes on the sireet™ and
informal security. Conversely, the elevators required by an elevated rail system are mostly
avoided at night due 10 security issues and have mainienance problems due 10 vagrants using
them to sleep and unnate.

Efficiency

Successful TOD must be mixed-use, location-efficient development that balances the need for
cufficient density 10 support convenient 1ansit service with the scale of the adjacent community.
Successful TOD projects also cater 10 a range of income levels of users. With at-grade rail, the
potential for an vpgraded pedesirian experience extends ourward in all directions from the
<tations because pedestrians walking from at-grade statjons will take the most direct Toute 10
their destination. This widespread pedestrian traffic pattern associated with at-grade rail stations

raises the development patential of the entire neighberhood which encourages not only new
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construction but rehabilitation of older buildings as well. The wider diversity of projects attracis
3 wider range of Tesidents and neighborhood users of all income Jevels.

Community and Inter-modal Connectivity

At-grade rail allows planners to berier utilize adjacent land uses, since no space has 10 be blocked
out or condemned for escalators, elevators, structural columms, £iC. At-grade stations can be
located for easy access 10 the Jocal community and interconmection with existing local businesses
and services. Passengers on Uans al-grade can easily connectio other modes of public transpont
such &5 buses OF 18X

Liveliness and a “Sense of Place”

A1 its core, transit-oriented development sirives 1o make places work well for people. TOD aims
1o resiore many of the features of yesteryear’s ciryscapes—comforiable and enjoyable
sreeiscapes, vibrant and interactive public spaces, and an assemblage of land uses that mmvite
people 10 soll, linger, and interact with each other. At-grade rail stations can be designed 1o
complement existing civic spaces such as plazas, waterways, public malls or parks. Thereisa
gIOWIng appreciation for the need 1o create enduring main streets and real places in American
cities. Creating Stations with a “sense of place” seems particularly imporiant in Honoluly, which
prides itself on being a unigue destination in the United States.

SUMMARY: TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

In many ways Transit-Oriented Development seeks 1o reproduce the cityscapes found in
American cities some 80 years ago: City streets full of pedestrians from all walks of life,
c;dewalks comforiable 2nd enjoyable for a stroll and stopping 1o talk with fellow residents,
attractive civic spaces imerspersed throughout. Like the streelcar systems cOmmon n American
cities in the 19207s, at-grade rail has significant advantages for TOD in ayeas of accessibility,
safety, efficiency, inter-modal connectivity and overall neighborhood liveliness. At grade LRT
can offer transit planners and the communities they serve greater opportunities 10 create a
successful TOD not available 10 planners of elevated rail.

v. AT-GRADE TRAFFIC IMPACT

Flevated Rail

With most functions raised 30 - 40 feet above sireet Jevel, at-grade traffic impacts of elevated rail
are primarily the result of placement of structural columns at the steet level to support the
guideway and stations. Where the guideway is ceniered on an existing street, columns will take
up one traffic lane. On boulevard-type sireets, puideway columns cap fit within existing median
strips and have little impact on waffic. Where columns are Jocated at the sides of sireets to hold
up straddle-bents at stations, there will be a loss of sidewalk space.

The impact on al-grade 1raffic by elevated rail will be particularly severe during construction of
the system. Excavation for column foundations and utility relocation will be more extensive
with elevated rail than for at-grade rail, requiring larger portions of existing streets 10 be closed.
Overall construction time for elevzted rail will be twice as long as that for at-grade rail, requining
longer closure of existng sireets and Yonger periods of impact on al-grade traffic.
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At-grade Rail

At-grade uaffic impacis have been cited by the City administation as a key 1eason for the
celection of an elevaied rail sysiem. The City’s engineers have set design critenia for the sysiem
a1 6,000 pphpd (passengers pes hour per direction) capacity, with 3 minute intervals (headway)
berween irains, and they have stated that it is not possible 1o put such a sysiem on Honoluly
sireets without a major increase in traffic congestion.

However, we respectfully offer differing information for further consideration. According 10
independent traffic engineers, “achieving a capacity of 6,000 pphpd with 3-minute headways is
easy 10 do with a light 781l ransit running on surface steets. 3 minuie headways equaie 10 20
irains per hour, (with each vain) having a capacity of 300 passengers {20 trains x 300 passengers
= 6,000 pphpd}”w . Furthermore, modern light rai] vehicles, such as the Siemens 570, have a
capacily of 232 passengers per car. Fach car is 0% feet long, meaning a 2-car train would be 196
feet long or well within the length of a typical Honolulu city block (250 - 400 feet) and out of
the way of cross iraffic. A sysiem using 2-car irains of the Siemens S7¢ 1ype would have a
capacity of 9,280 pphpd (464 passengers X 20 trains = 9.280 pphpd), o1 more than 50% bevond
the required 6.000 pphpd crteria.

Working examples of this rype of system can be found in cities such as Charlotte, Dallas,
Denver, Houston, Phoenix, Poriland, Sacramento, and San Diego. Rail car manufacturer
celection is not limited to Siemens; several other companies such as Alstom, Rombardier, CAF,
and Kinki-Sharyo make comparable equipment such as this low-floor model used in the new
Phoenix LRT sysiem:

According to independent raffic consultants conacted by AlA Honolulu, ai-grade traffic impact
is & concern with al-grade rail but is not a serious problem when combined with a signal
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synchronization system and/or a traffic preempt system. A taffic preempt sysiem alters signals
at intersections 10 give priority 10 any train approaching the intersection. Successful examples of
this include Portland TriMet's MAX light rail where design pelicy permits trains (o only stop at
stations to prevent iraffic de!aysm.

Pedestrian safety is also a concern when locating at-grade rail lines and stations. At-grade trains
can be put in exclusive-use lanes or pedesirian malls 10 protect passengers from at-grade waffic
as they disembark. Pedestrian barriers are also used, particularly in median (center street)
stations 1o force pedesiyians 1o slow down and iake notice as they approach iraffic lanes or
nterseciions.

SUMMARY: AT-GRADE TRAFFIC IMPACT
At-grade LRT systems can offer ransit planners a vizble aliernative 10 elevated rail while sull
mainleining uansit sysiem design c¢riteria for passenger volume and train fiequency. Impact on

at-grade traffic can by munaged through signalization sysiems commonly used in 35 other cities.

Similarly, pedestrian and passenger safety can also be maintained via barriers and protected
ZOnes.
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6. Honolulu Advertiser, Apri] 20, 2008, Page Al, “Rail line will alier city’s landscape”, article
by Sean Hao. Typically, the proposed guideway will range from 30 10 50 feet above ground
level. with high points at Waiawa Steam (90 feet above grade), Ala Moana Center station {86
feet above grade) and King/University station (60 feet above grade).

7 Honoluly Advertser, June L, 2008, Pape Al, V189 properiies in rail’s path”, article by Sean
Hao.

8 Honolulu Advertiser, December 25, 2008, Pape Al, "Isle voices raised on rail line”, ariicle by
Sean Hao.

9. Thid.

10. Honolulu Advertiser, December 28, 2008, Page A25, “Phoenix commuters appland startup of
light sail system’ article by Jacques Billeaud {Associated Press)

11. DEIS, Chapter 4, page 4-159.

12. Information from www honojuluiransi.ore/fags

13. Correspondence from John Farry, Director of C ommunity Relations, Phoenix MetroRail,
January 20, 2009.

14. DEIS, Chapter 4, page 4-62.
15. DEIS, Appendix A, Sheet RP024. In the profile drawing at the bottom of the sheet, a second
puideway labeled “Furure Extension” is shown above the (Phase 1) guideway ending at Ala

Moana Center.

16. Comments on the DEIS submitied by the Waikiki Improvement Association, December 15,
2008, page 7.

17. DEIS, Chapter 4, page 4-93,

18. Correspondence from Philip G. Craig, Railway system designer/ Transportation Consultant
cince 1955, Upper Montclair, NI , January 20, 2009. ’

19. Correspondence from Philip G. Craig, Transportation Consuliant, Upper Montclais, N,
January 21, 2009.

~0. Information taken from Portland LRT wehsite: www trimet.org/about/history.htro
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£ Crapter ot The Amencan Ingiliie of Archiiecis

American Institute of Architects/Honolulu Chapter
TASK FORCE REPORT: SUGGESTED LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
(LRT) FOR THE HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT
CORRIDOR PROJECT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bonolulu Chapier of the American Instituie of Architects (AlA Honolulu) continues
10 strongly suppert the concept of 2 fixed rail transit system for Ozhu. However, we also
remain concerned over the appropriateness of the proposed elevated ransi system
particularly thiough the urban core of Honolulu. We therefore respectfully offer this
report 10 assist the City adminisuation, Jawmakers, and sizkeholders in strengthening
community support, enhancing our neighborhoods and environment, investing taxpayer
money wisely, and ensuring Federal funding for this historic project.

AlA Honolulu promotes the implementation of a flexible transit sysiem capable of
operating al, above, or below grade to accommodate the particular conditions within each
community. Widely used transit technologies such as light rail ransit (LRT) with
overhead calenary wires allow transit planners this greater flexibility while still satisfying
transit design criteria for passenger volume and frequency of service.

In light of the current economic recession, a predominantly at-grade light rail solution
would offer Oahu residents a more cost effective transit system built in less time. Such a
system would also be cheaper to cperate and maintain, annually conserving taxpayer
money. The resulting cost savings could be directed 1oward extending the sysiem 10 UH
Manoa, Waikiki, and perhaps even to Kahala Mall and Mililani/Wahiawa/Haleiwa.

At-grade systems would encowage diverse, mixed-use Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) along the entire length of the transit route and help revitalize existing communities
and buildings rather than concentrating new development only al station locations.
Increased accessibility tends 1o stimulate ridership and promote inter-modal connectivity.
Such systems more easily complement active streetscapes and vibrant public spaces,
helping 10 enhance Honolulu's sense of place. Compared with elevated rail, the minimal
visual and environmental impacts of at-grade systems further preserve our unique island
scenery for our visitors and sesidents alike.

The chart on the following page summarizes the findings in the report:

AI8 Honoluiu

110 Merchan Street, Sulte 402
Hionoluiu, Hawal G6513-4452
Phone: 8085454247
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PETER B. CARLISLE

DEPARTMENT OF BUDGET AND FISCAL SERVICES

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

530 SOUTH KING STREET, ROOM 208 « HONOLULU, HAWAL 86813
PHONE: (808) 768-3900 » FAX: {808) 768-3170 » INTERNET: www horolulugov |

MAYOR

8arch 14, 2011

The Honorable Ernest Y. Mariin, Chair
and Members of the Budget Commitiee

Honolulu City Council

530 South King Street, Room 202

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Chair Mariin;

g1:@ WY G HVHIIOE

Subject: Budget Communication No. 4
Public Transit Authority Budget Submission

We appreciate the opportunity to explain why we are presenting the proposed
Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 transit authority budget in @ manner that is not expressly for

approval or disapproval by the City Council, and is independent from the executive
budgets.

As you know, on November 2, 2010, the voters in the 2010 General Election
overwhelmingly approved Charter amendments to create a "semi-autonomous public
transit authority responsible for the planning, construction, operation, maintenance and
expansion of the City's fixed guideway mass transit system." By operation of those
Charter amendments, come July 1, 2011 - the start of FY12 — the Honolulu Authority

for Rapid Transportation (HART) will be the semi-autonomous body charged with those
responsibilities.

The construction and operation of the rail project will be funded principally from
four sources: (1) GET surcharge monies, (2) federal grant monies, (3) City General
Fund appropriations, and eventually (4) fare box revenues. In the construction stage,
and FY12 is definitely part of that stage, no monies will be used from the latter two

categories, and expenses will come solely from the surcharge monies and certain
federal grant funds.

By operation of Section 17-114 of the Charter as amended by the voters in the
2010 General Election, a "Transit Fund" will be established into which all monies
dedicated for the fixed guideway sysiem, including by definition surcharge monies, will
be automatically transferred on July 1. The surcharge monies were initially authorized
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The Honorable Ermnest Y. Martin, Chair
and Members of the Budget Commitiee
Page 2

in 2005 for use for "operating or capital cosis of a locally preferred allernative for a
mass transit project” and for expenses in complying with the Americans with Disabilities
Act for the transit project (HRS Section 46-16.8(c)1)), and the City Council passed
enabling legisiation, also in 2005 (Ordinance 056-027, authorizing use of those
surcharge monies for the same purposes). Pursuant {o Section 17-108 of the Charier
as amended by the voters in the 2010 General Eleclion, HART will have management
and control over the monies in the transit fund. Al thal point, the City Councii will no
ionger hold the purse strings on the Transit Fund; the transit authority will have thai
responsibility. The FY12 budget for the transit authority, funded fully from the monies in
the Transit Fund, will have to be approved by the HART board, since the fransit
authority maintains management and control over the Transit Fund starting July 1.
Because of this, we did not submit the FY12 HART budget to the Council for its
approval.

With respect to your specific guestion about why the HART budget was not
made part of the Mayor's FY12 operating and capital budgets, because the Transit
Fund will be under the control of the transit authority after July 1, and no General Fund
appropriations will be needed by the transit authority for FY12, we believe that it would
be improper to include the transit authority's operating or capital budgets as part of the
Mayor's FY12 Executive Operating Budget and Capital Budget. Had the HART's
budget been included, the Council could have approved of the expenditures, but would
not have had control or approval authority over the revenue source, i.e., the Charter-
created Transit Fund. And had the executive budgets been approved with a HART
component, after July 1 there would be a portion of the Mayor's operating and capital
budgets that might have been inconsistent with (and superseded by) the budget
approved by the transit autherity board. This may have even drawn into question the
validity of the FY12 executive operating and capital budgets.

We are aware that some members of the Council may be questioning the
meaning of Section 17-106 of the Charter as amended by the voters in the 2010
Genera! Election. That Section provides that the transit authority shall submit to the
Council via the Mayor by December 1 of each year the line item appropriation requests
for its (1) operating and (2) capital budgets. Under that provision, the Council shail
approve the transit authority's line item appropriation requests, with or without
amendments. Although not express, we believe that because the Transit Fund monies
are under the management and control of the transit authority after July 1, the
appropriations mentioned in this provision pertain exclusively to General Fund
appropriations aver which the Council will have full control fo approve or approve with
amendments. Again, for FY12, there are no General Fund monies to be requested by
the transit authority, and therefore, there are no line item appropriations for the City
Coungcil to approve with or without amendments.
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It is our belief that in approving the Charier amendments establishing the semi-
autonomous transit authority with control over the Transit Fund monies, the public
believed that the non-elecied transit authority board would be the body making the
budget decisions regarding the Transit Fund.

The transit authority will need approval of the Council for ail bond sales; for
eminent domain (the Councit has the right to object); for the sale, exchange or transfer
of its real property or any interest therein; {o change, extend or add to the fixed
guideway system alignment; and for any General Fund appropriations (which there is
no question that the rail project will require in future years, untess ancther funding
source materializes). The Administration is committed 1o honoring not just the checks
and balances that have been institutionalized by the Charler amendments setting up
the transit authority, but also to making sure that the Council is receiving sufficient
information about the progress of the transit project. Therefore, the Administration
intends to propose to the HART board when itis established that the transit authority
commit to provide the Councif with regular briefings so that the Council may be assured
that the project is on track.

We look forward to discussing with you the details of the transit authority budget
on March 17, 2011. As previously agreed, those details will be submitted to you today.
If you have any questions in the meantime, please let me know. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Michael R. Hansen, Director
Budget and Fiscal Services

APPROVED:

()

Dduglas S. Chir”

Managing Director
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May 4,201 - FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Contact Tom Berg - (808) 753.7324

OFFICIAL STATEMENT FROM CITY COUNCILMAN TOM BERG:

COUNCILMAN BERG HIGHLY CRITICAL OF
MAYOR AND COUNCIL LEADERSHIP
FOR PUTTING CRONYISM AHEAD OF EXPERTISE
WITH RAIL AUTHORITY (HART) NOMINEES

Hornolulu, Hawaii - "Just two weeks ago on April 181h, the mayor and our ransponiation comminee chair
announced with great pride at a press conference that “highly qualified individuals™ were being appointed
10 the new rail transit suthority known as HART. Unless you believe that hiring a plumber 1o fix your
DVD recorder is a smart idea, then vou already know that these people who have been nominated are
anvthing but highty qualified. There is not one single transponation expern, not one single transit expert,
not one person who has ever been a recognrized leader in the field.

These six rail authority nominations make no sense if you think they should be picking transportation
experts . . . that is unii] you force yourself to comprehend that the rail project is not about traffic relief or
about ransportation or zbout transit. 1's actually about development. Once you do that, it all makes
perfect sense, L.ook &t their backgrounds: a banker, a lawyer, a deve%opcr a building 1rade acnwsi 2
mayer’s political appomtee and a union leader from the IBEW,

And spezking of my disirict, it is an affrent 1o those who care about the problem of traffic congestion that
West Oahu is NOT officially represenied on this comminiee. Serving as members are representatives of
communities who de NOT make the drive from Waianae 10 town each day, from Kapolei and Makakilo to
town each day, from Ewa Beach 1o 10wn each day. The precise victims of poor City planning who sit in
artificially created traffic jams each and every day. each and every morning and afternoon, have been
consciously and purposely lefl off this commiitee which decides how billions will be spent on what used
1o be a 1raffic reliel project, but has been reduced 10 2 jobs for people with friends in high places project.

21 mini cities will be built around each rail station through the loosening of zoning and building codes
using & methodelogy known i some as Transit Oriemed Development, but is really Developer Oriented
Transit.



That’s why rail is a developer’s dream. That’s why this project has virtually nothing to do with
transportation. And that’s why there are no transportation experts on this authority to oversee this
massive, expensive project. Instead, we have a banker, a lawyer, a developer, a building trade activist, a
mayor’s political appointee, and a union leader rather than a transportation expert.

To call these people highly qualified defies any and all logic, uniess you like the sleazy way that our city
and state povernment operate. We're already paying six figure salaries to rail project publicists and
propagandists who work out of a fancy office on Alakea Street. Who is going io oversee these people?
Dioes the story of the fox and the hen house have any meaning anymore?

This is supposed to be a transporiation project which provides traffic reiief at an affordable price. This is
supposed to be about transit and about making the daily rush hour more bearable for motorists and pubiic
transporiation riders alike . .. and NOT about well-connected political appeintees doing the bidding of the
establishment.

The willingness of the mayor and counci] leadership to politicize the transit authority by stuffing it with
cronies rather than instilling it with transportation expertise speaks volumes about the twisied priorities at
City Hall. While 1, the lone representative on this Council from West Qahu, the area affected by the
specific traffic congestion which was expleiled to justify this project, is prohibited from voting on this
commitiee, you Can cousnt on me to vole “no” to every name on this Hist.

As many of vou know, I submitted the name of renowned transportation and transit expert Dr. Panos
Prevedouros to serve on HART. Few of you probably know that Dr. Prevedouros is PRO-RAIL. While he
opposed the City’s rail project as inappropriate and unaffordable and ineffective for our small city, he
routinely advocates heavy and light rail projects around the world when and where these are appropriate.
Who better for the transit authority than sorneone who will ask questions, who wili keep things honest,
who knows what he’s talking about, who is a recognized transportation and transit expert?

Panos Prevedauros holds a Ph.D. in transportation engineering, a degree in land surveying engineering, is
a professor of civil engineering at the University of Hawaii, served as a member of the technical advisory
commitiee of OMPO, served as a member of the Council’s 7-member transit advisory task force, and
served on the S-member expert panel on transit in 2008 which brought us to this point,

Apparently, neither the mayor nor my council leadership want transportation experts overseeing a
transportation project. Clearly, they want inexperienced 'ves men' to do the bidding of the rail consortium
and deveiopers rather than truly qualified experts who'll keep an eye on how taxpayer funds are expended
with Hawaii's largest and most expensive public works project ever,

Perhaps because Mayor Carlisle has now said over and over and over that the rail project is about jobs
more than anything else. To that, you can add that it’s about development more than anything else. The
numbers bear this out. Traffic congestion will be 60% worse on H-1 with rail, and a mere 1% are
expected 1o get out of their cars to become public transportation riders. With transportation benefits of rail
s0 incredibly tiny, the only possible justification for diverting 95% of our transportation spending away
from the 95% who drive to and from work each day is jobs for the well-connected and development
epportunities for the even more well connected

Finally, let me say this. Brennon Morioka just finished years of service as the State’s director of the Dept,
of Transportation. He has been instrumental in pushing for both highway solutions and the raii project.
Guess who his professor was at UH? Naturally, it was the eminently qualified Dr. Panos Prevedouros.
This, my friends, is an outrage which makes the usual cronyism arcund City Hall pale by comparison.”

#eHHA
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HONOLULU, HAWAI

RESOLUTION

REQUESTING THE CITY AUDITOR TO IMMEDIATELY INVESTIGATE THE
SROCUREMENT OF THE “CORE SYSTEMS" FOR THE CITY'S RAIL PROJECT AND
URGING THE MAYOR AND THE CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER TO UPHOLD
THE PROTEST OF THE AWARD OF THE CORE SYSTEMS CONTRACTTO
ANSALDO HONOLULUL

WHEREAS, the City recently awarded a contract to the highest bidder Ansaido

Honolulu {“*Ansaldo”) fo design, build, operate and mainiain the City rail project's "core
systems,” which include 80 train cars and a system control cenier; and

WHEREAS, Ansaldo, a joint venture between AnsaldoBreda and Ansaldo STS,
was awarded the contract over two compelitive proposals, one by Sumitomo
Corporation of America ("Sumitomo’}, and the other by Bombardier Transporiation
("Bombardier”), the latier of which would have saved the City hundreds of millions of
dollars; and

WHEREAS. Ansalde’s winning proposal would cost the City $574 million to
design and build the core sysiems, $167 million to operate and maintain the train on the
completed portion of the rail project during an interim period through 2019 {“interim
period”), $338 million for the first five years of full operation and maintenance of the
systems, and $317.6 million for an option to extend the operation and maintenance of
the systerns (“optional extension”) for another five years; and -

WHEREAS, Sumitomo's proposal o design and build the core systems was
$688.8 million, the price for the interim period was $286 million, the operation and
maintenance of the systems for the first five full years of operation was $228.1 million,
and the optional extension was bid at $248.1 million; and

WHEREAS, Bombardier's proposal would cost the City $697.3 million to design
and build the core systems, the costs for the interim period would have been $86.6
million, the first five-year costs for operation and maintenance of the systems would
have been $176.2 million, and the opticnal extension was priced at $203.4 million, and

WHEREAS. the evaluation of the proposals submitted by the three proposers
was based on a variety of faclors, including price, past experience, performance, and
the proposers’ management team; and

WHEREAS, Bombardier has more than 100,000 train vehicles in operation in 25
countries; and

0CS8/041111/03:52/HM
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HONOGLULU, HAWAI

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Sumitomo has more than 20 years of experience insialling
commuter rail vehicles in this country; and

WHEREAS, it has been reported that in other places in the world AnsaldoBreda
has had problems delivering train vehicles il had contracled io deliver in 2 timely
meanner and thael mel specificalions, for exampie:

{1) i has been reporied thal in 2003 AnsaidoBreda won z contract fiom the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority to deliver 50
light-rail vehicles by June of 2007 bul delivered only 19 vehicles by
January 2009, and even those vehicles were 5,000 ic 6,000 pounds
overweight; and

(2)  Danish train company DSB has said that AnsaldeBreda was behind
schedule in delivering 14 trains by 2008, delivering only eight trains, only
three of which were operational and even those had problems:

and

WHEREAS, while Bombardier's design and build bid was higher than Ansaldo’s,
its 1otal bid for the design, building, operatlion and maintenance of the core systems was
$1.16 billion, significantly lower than Ansaido’s $1.4 billion bid; and

WHEREAS, Bombardier's proposal also includes plans 10; (1) assemble 65 train
cars on Oahu, crealing-an estimated 150 fuli-time local jobs, most of which will become
permanent local jobs maintaining the train cars; and {2) create raining programs at the
Universily of Hawaii and Leeward Community College to irain residents for jobs with the
train system; and

WHEREAS, Ansaldo wilt zssembie all of its train cars on the mainland and will
not provide local jobs or training programs similar to those that Bombardier proposes to
provide; and

WHEREAS, the Council has raised a2 number of questions and concerns
regarding the award of the core systems contract {o Ansaldo including the following: (1)
Anszldo has had & spotty performance record with respect to the trains it has coniracied
1o deliver 1o other irain authorities; (2) the design and build portion of the contract was
weighted as being seven times more imporiant than the operations and mainienance
portion which gave an advantage to Ansalde, even though ils operations and
maintenance cosis for the Interim period and the oplional extension far exceeded the
same ccsis Jor Bombardier and was significantly higher than those costs for Sumitomo;



CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU _
HONOLULU, HAWAL Mo, 11 1 09

RESOLUTION

(3) Ansaldo’s design and build price dropped from $678.8 million in June 2010 lo $574
million in February 2011, while its operations and maintenance price went up by sbout
$100 miliion; (4) Bombardier's second best and final offer ('BAFO”) was rejecied
because it allegedly included an inappropriate condition regarding a change inthe
indemnificalion clause, even though, according to Bombardier, it was not a condilion but
merely a request for clarification and despite the fact that 1the alleged condilion was
included in Bombardiers first BAFO without causing Bombardier's proposal 1o be
rejected; and

WHEREAS, because of the problems and concerns with the procurement of the
core systems and the award of the contract to Ansaldo, Sumitomo has indicaled that it
will protest the award of the contract; and

WHEREAS. zll of the above-cited concerns and questions require a thorough
investigation of the procurement of the City rail project’s core systems or alternatively a
cancellation of the award of the contract 1o Ansaldo; now, therelore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City and County of Honolulu that it
requests the City Auditor to immediately investigate and audit the procurement process
used by the Cily to award Ansaldo the coniract for the core systems for the rail project
1o determine if it was fair and yieided the greatest benefit 1o the City’s taxpayers; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and his Chief Procurement Officer are
urged to uphold the prolest applied to the core systems contract as the alleged facts
overwhelmingly indicate that the process was not fair and not in the best interests of the people
and iaxpayers of Honolulu since other bids provide for all the rail cars be assembled out-of-
siate instead of providing local jobs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and his Chief Procurement Officer award
the contract 1o the bidder whose proposal will best serve the interests of City residents and
taxpayers giving greatest deference to the lowest bidder and equal weight on all phases of
contract including design and construction of the rail cars and the operating and maintenance
expenses that yields the creation of the greatest number of guaranteed jobs for the residents
of Hawait; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council limit the budget for the Honolulu
Authority for Rapid Transportation to just one dollar for fiscal year 2012 budget and place a freeze
on all spending by HART until the protest is resolved and a new Request for Proposeis forthe
core systems contract has gone outfor rebidding; and
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RESCLUTION

BE IT FINALLY RESOCLVED that copies of this Resolution be ransmitled 1o the
Secrelary of the United Siates Depariment of Transportation, the Administrator of the
Federal Transit Administration, the Mayor, Managing Direclor, Director of Budgel and
Fiscal Services, Director of Transporiation Services and City Audilor,

TRODUCED BY:

O MEEQQ
DATE OF INTRODUCTION:
APR 11 2011
Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers
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Stop siate from
using city's rail fund
as ils own piggy
bank

By TOM BERG
POSTED: 0130 &.m. BET, Apf 13, 2011

Perhaps it was ineviiable that the mudtibillion-doliar

rail transit endesvos, Hawail's largest-ever pubfic
works proiect, would bring out the greedy side of our
ctherwise dedicsied siste politicizns. But that cant
possibly mgke i accepteble, especially when the No. 1
funding mechanism ior the rail project is being
exploited through eystematic fleecing of rail 1ax
collections belore eny meney even makes it 1o the city.

Yeun Berg s B vy
cengnr i for flstnet
§ i Frea-RKigoles

Lisinpaartd Lewist

The pioy wes set inlo motion when the Hawaii
Legislature in 2005 passed House Bill 1309 (Act 247)
1o allow the rail project to sdvance On Cahu.

Begirning in 2007, the hall-percentage point increase
in the general excise tax, known as the "rail

surcharge,” has been improperly used to balance ihe
siate budget, For the last four years, the state has been
collecling an edministrative services ee 1o process the
surcharge levied on Cahu puichases.

A= a Legislatne sizfier who helped advance the rait tax
suthorization bill, | remember that when the legisiation
was adopled, the slate had tittle 1o no idea what the

e T AOATOOARNSATIN

cost would be 10 adminisier this lax. As @ resull, the
overly generous, arbiliary "guesstimate” of 10 percent
was applied against the gross revenues as an
acminisiralive assessmeni. Averaging $16 million per
year ahove the real cost lo coliect the rail surcharge,
inis administrative fee surplus is being deposited into
the state's general fund and is expecled 1o
shorichange the voter-spproved rail project and city
taxpayers by $300 million during the tife of the rail

1ax that expires in 2022,

Sizr Adverliser readers can probebly surmise thal the
stzte doesnd need nearly that big 8 cut fo collect and
process faxes fof the city. Indeed, highly informed
cources tell me 1hat the stzle needs 1o retain only 3
percent or less o break even on the fevor it's doing
the city.

But "greed” is the operative word here, and sadly, "bad
tsith" is the byproduct. The rait fund is stil being used
1o finance pel projects statewide. But there's stili iime
io fix this arrangement.

The House Finance Commiltee has 2 bill cureently
being considered — Senate Bill 1426 $D2 — which
unwariartedly proposes to take 3200 million from the
szl fund in a bortowing scheme. | suggest a "gut and
replace” maneuver 1o the bill: Remove the language
that 1skes $200 million in another money grab, then
inseri lenguage that sllows for an administrative fee to
withhold only that amound which is needed io process
the rait surchaige.

A special City Council meeting et 8:30 a.m. today was
called 10 send 8 message 1o the Legislature about this

issue. ! is hoped that my colleagues will unanimously
adopt my Resotution 11-81 CD1, which strongly urges

6/13/2011
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the siate to withhold only the amount of money
actually needed 1o administer the rail surcharge.

Under no circumnslances was ACt 247 sold 1o ihe
public to be a profileering scheme fof the sisle to
make money off the rail endeavor. Yel year afier year,
both the Legiglature continues 10 approve budgels thai
siphon crucia! milfions from rail construction,

wowe that the $3.7 billion price t8g nanowly approved
by voters in 2008 has exploded o 5.5 billion, the
reit project's fimancisl plan is in big trouble. Tex
coliections sre down, Federal funding for reit fiom &
penny-pinching Republican Congiess is uncerain, 1o
say the ieast. And city officials are being 10ld by the
{eds snd by City Council members fo keep thelr hands
off the budget for TheBus in order 1o find rail funds.
Worse yet, city officials have notified the Council that
we will need 1o spprove issuing of bonds 1o make up
the cash flow shorifall

Thal's how bad things are locking. So # we ere still
going to do rail, we need 1o do it right. The
Legislelure needs 1o siop raiding the city's rail fung
and laxpayers need to demand that they pel their
money's worth from & broken system.

hrip /e slaradvertiser.com/templates/TdepTunique=13079948054
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CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU No. 11-91. CD1

HONOLULU, HAWAH

RESOLUTION

URGING THE HAWAII STATE LEGISLATURE TO PROVIDE THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF HONCLULU ALL PROCEEDS OF THE COUNTY SURCHARGE CON STATE
EXCISE TAX NOT NEEDED TO ADMINISTER THE SURCHARGE.

WHEREAS, the Councii enacted Ordinance 05-027, eslablishing a one-half
percent surcharge on the state general excise and use tax {hereinafter "county
surcharge”) 1o fund a mass transit project pursuant 10 Act 247, Session Laws of Hawaii
(hereinafier "SLH") 2005 (hereinafter “"Act 247"}, the proceeds of which are coliected by
the Stale; and

WHEREAS, Act 247 provides that the State shall deduct ten percent of the gross
proceeds of a respective county’s surcharge to reimburse the State for the costs of
assessment, collection, and disposition of the county surcharge incurred by the State;
and

WHEREAS, the City began receiving county surcharge proceeds in Fiscai Year
2007; and

WHEREAS, according 10 a depaniment of taxation report, the State collected
$187,903,947 of county surcharge proceeds for fiscal year 2008 and retained
$18,790,395 of that amount as its reimbursement for the costs of assessment,
collection, and disposition of the county surcharge; and

WHEREAS, according to the department of taxation figures for the fiscal year
2009, the State coliected approximately $178,729,000 of county surcharge proceeds
and retained ten percent of those proceeds; and

WHEREAS, the most recent department of taxation annual report required by Act
213, SLH 2007, details the level of staffing and funding necessary to administer county
surcharge collections, identified 23 positions costing $749,876 for fiscal year 2008 and
20 positions costing $700,508 for fiscal year 2008 that support the collection of the
surcharge; and

WHEREAS, based on the above, the amounts being retained by the State each
year are grossly in excess of the funding needed to collect the surcharge, amounting to
between $17 miilion to $18 million in unwarranted paymenis in the most recent years for
which data on the county surcharge are availabie; and

OCS8/032811/02:25/HM 1
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WHEREAS, the Council finds it unconscionable that the State annually keeps
millions of dollars of county surcharge proceeds 1o reimburse itself for costs related to
administering the surcharge which are far less than the ten percent retained by the
State; and

WHEREAS, the Council further finds thal relention by the Siate of millions of
taxpayer doilars intended to fund a mass transit sysiem bui not used for the transit
system undermines the justification for establishing the county surcharge and weakens
the city's ability to implement a successful mass transit system; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City and County of Honclulu that it urges
the Hawaili State Legislature to immediately amend State law to reduce the amount of
the county surcharge retained by the State 1o more closely approximate the cost of
collecting and disbursing the county surcharge; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in order to determine the amount needed, the
Legistature is requested to provide that the cost of administering the surcharge be
subject to verification by independent audit; and
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Editor's Page:
92 Percent Neglected

A, KAM NAPIER, EDITOR

increasingly, car owners are on the wrong side of the tracks.

This is how it starls. First, the city proposes a train. Then, the city wordes that not encugh people will

3
ride the train 10 justify its $4.86 billion price. So the city starls looking for ways {0 iake away your car,

sc you'li have no choice but to ride the train.

Welt, OK, not your car (not yel, anyway) but in February, the City Council considered 2 bilt 1o make

b - sure that fewer pecple wilt have places o park when they come home from work,
PHOTO BY LINNY
MORRIS
Of course, in the Crwellian nature of GovSpeak, this was described as "reducing off-street parking

requirements.” See, when developers build an apartment that is 800G square feet or more, they are required to provide
two parking spaces because apariments of that size are typically inhabited (and afforded) by two working adults. The city
council wants fo reduce that 1o a single parking space in any new "fransil-criented deveiopments” bufit around the train
stations on the rail line.

Explaining the biltin The Honolulu Advertiser, councilman Gary Okino stated that reduced parking requirements “maybe
are meant lo be an incentive [io encourage mass transit ridershipl, maybe they’re meantio make things a little more
affordable arcund transit stations by not requiring additional cost items fike parking.” None of this will be a problem, he
assures us, because, “In other cities where they have [transit-criented development] ... parking is less anyway because
people just tend o not own cars”

This last assertion is nonsense and easily disproved. In developments such as Steele Park, Ore,, planners similarly
reduced the parking requirement to one space per unit, That, along with {ax subsidies 1o lure people to live next {o noisy
train stations, made those dwelings more affordable. So who moved in? Young families with less money 10 spend on
housing—that owned two or more cars anyway. Those "extra” cars now clutier the streets of Cregon's transit-oriented
developments, the same way ohana multi-family zoning here turned narrow suburban sireets into parking lots.

By ihe way, Portland never seems short of cash when it's time to lay down some track, but has a road maintenance
backlog of $442 million. Honolulu, this is your future.

| have tc admit, city government’s power 1o force this train on us is enviable. Imagine if HONCLULU were published by
the city. It wouid be so easy 1o dominate the media landscape. First, we'd “reduce the newsstand requirement” for stores
that carry magazines. Instead of wasting valuable floor space on big racks filled with cther litles, stores would only have
10 provide one rack for one magazine—this one. Then we'd “reduce the postal requirement” that has mail carriers tugging
couniless magazines to your mailboxes. Our competitors would guickly fold, or stop distributing in the islands,

Those other publishers might complain that we had an unfair market zdvantage, since we'd effectively banned them, bul
who are they 1o stand in the way of progress? Citizens might complain that they miss reading Surfer or The Economist,
because HONOLULU doesn't really take them where those octher magazines used o take them. However, they are
overlooking the communitarian whotesomeness that will foliow from all of us, every day, sharing the same stories about

- i i m it Al T e A= S S TR B =0 0 FHAnA TN IN. A0
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this great city.

For thie melaphor to really maich the ransitfiransporiation reality, though, we have to assume that every one of you
publishes your own magazine, read only by you. To induce you to reed only HONOLULU, we'd have io make it as
difficult as possible for you 1o publish and read your own magazine,

That's essentially whai the city is up to. Your car is 8 competitor to its train. Inferestingly, the city also knows you aran’t
about 1o give it up. By the city's estimate, barely 8 percent of all trips made in the city in 2030 will be by rail. This
projection assumed a fully built ransit sysiem, but *minimal improvements to the H-1 freeway.” Why "minimal?” Why
“reduced parking reguirements?” in 2008, the people we elecied to represent our interests seem bent on making swre
that the oiher 92 percent of our trips—io work, 1o buy groceries, o drop off the kids & schock—will be as miserable as
they can possibly make them.

Conveniently, none of them will be in office in 2030 1o hear us compiain.

hitp://www honolulumagazine com/core/pagetools.php?page1d=5578&uri=%2FHonolulu-... 6/13/2011



-----Original Message-----
From: Dick Quinn [meilto:rkquinn@me com]
Sent: Sat 5/21/2011 6:13 PM

Subject: BILL 30(2011), CD1 - "RELATING TO PARKING FEES AT CITY PARKS"
Dear Mayor Carlisle and Councilmembers,

Past City administrations allowed the construction of apartment buildings along the
makai side of Kalakaua Ave., opposite Kapiolani Park, without requiring at least one on-
site parking stall per apartment. Because of inadequate on-site parking, many Park-area
residents must use pubic stalls around the Park.

My wife and 1 are retired and live on a Kmited and dwindling fixed income. We reside in
a studio apartment at Tropic Seas, 2943 Kalakaua Ave. There are 64 dwelling units m
two buildings at our complex. Unfortumately, Tropic Seas has only 16 parking stalls. By
necessity, most Tropic Seas residents must park around the Park.

Currently, the parking stalls on the mauka side of Kalakaua Ave. are metered at 50 cents
per hour from 10 AM to 6 PM. Bill 30 (201 1), CD 1, proposes to charge $1.00 per hour,
24 hours per day.

There are a few unmetered stalis on the makai side of Kalakaua. Currently, there are no
parking meters along Paki Ave., on the mauka side of the Park. Because they are free
and time-unlimited, the Paki Ave. stalls are frequented by the residents of Tropic Seas
and other area apartment buildings.

Kapiolani Park is well used by swimmers, surfers, sunbathers, picnicking families, tennis
players, Waikiki Shell attendees, soccer, softball, baseball and lacrosse teams, joggers
and walkers. Public parking stalls are in very short supply. '

Those who live near the Park struggle to find places to park. Park-area residents circle
and circle, looking for spaces. If unmetered stalls are full, we must feed quarter after
guarter into meters.

We're all struggling mightily to pay our bills, rents and mortgages in this time of
economic woe. Doubling the hourly rate and tripling the hours metered will greatly
increase our hardship. Moreover, 24-hour metering will make us all 'sitting ducks' for
nighttime parking tickets.

There must be some fair way for the City 1o raise revenue without discriminating against
Park-area residents. At the very least, couldn’t you give Park-area residents permitted
parking between 6PM and 10AM?



My wife and T respectfully ask that you find alternative revenue sources and protect us
from harm.

Mahalo and aloha,

Dick Quinn
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Fruitless in Fruitvale: Dangers of developing
along transit lines

Transit orientated developments are being proposed by the city to define, redevelop and transform
neighborhoods, creating symbiotic relationships with rail operations. The intent is that rail stations and
their patrons will be equally served with mutual benefit crealing a win-win environment for all.

Rail stations and the land masses that surround them are designated TOD areas that incorporate a
common theme: to deter, discourage and restrict automobile use in those areas. Both Portland, Ore., and
an Oakland, Calif., community called Fruitvale have adopted TOD principles that have produced
outcomes that are the opposite of what is being lauded.

During a Waipahu TOD meeting Nov. 14 to garner public input, Fruitvale was portrayed as a vibrant,
economic success story. This puzzled me since just a couple of days before the Waipahu meeting, 1 had
visited the Fruitvale complex.

The eating establishments did not appear 10 be heavily frequented and one restaurant advertising a plate
lunch for less than $4 couldn't muster up a customer. Of course, this was just a snapshot in time. At 5
p.m., though, I thought pairons would be enj oying a drink after work, but the place resembled a ghost
town. When the planners in Waipahu described Fruitvale as bustling, I chimed in and described
humerous "for lease” signs posted throughout the complex, as well as my observation that the majority
of the second-story offices appeared empty. Very few lights were on as it got dark and some lacked
window dressings, suggesting they were not occupied.

Could it be that the train coming every few minutes at a noise level of some 85 decibels was not
conducive to business? Who wants to shout at their customers just 10 be heard?

Magnets for crime
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Another concern is security. Honelulu has numerous unfilled police officer positions. Yet TOD rail
stations have transit police; statistics reflect that more crimes are committed at rail centers and on rail
routes than occur at bus operations or to car users. Rail operations are a magnet for crime and graffiti
even with the presence of transit police. If Honolulu cannot fill vacant positions for police officers, what
will our TODs resemble? Have security costs been factored into Honolulu's TODsY

One of Portland's TODs was incorporated with an elderly residential complex. Because TODs are
regulated differently from other areas and possess unique zoning requirements, their retail and other
residential facilities need not supply parking ratios that normally would be required outside of a TOD
scheme. Because there is so litile parking availeble at the Portland TOD housing complex, the dedicated
emergency lanes often are taken up by cars illegally parked. This is an ongoing syndrome of regulaied
planning associated with TODs. People wind up parking in everyone else's neighborhood.

Who is going to pay for all of the landscaping, pedestrian paths and building facades? I heard over and
over that the private sector most likely will build the parking structures and sugarcoat the town. In
Fruitvale, one can park all day for less than $2. To believe that scenario is doable in Hawail defies logic.
Unless, of course, tax breaks and incentives at taxpavers' expense make it happen. Does condemnation
ring a bell? In this case, TOD should stand for Transfer Our Dollars.

Planners and supporters of tax breaks for developers associated with TODs say, "Be patient, the vision
will work. Just think in terms of what we will have before us 20 years from now. TODs are the future.”
When I close my eyes, I see automobiles that are not dependent on fossil fuels and emit no carbon waste
-- and more commulers in need of more roads.

It appears Honolulu is attempting to enact ordinances that will slowly exterminate the automobile user. |
believe Americans should be able to park our cars near our destinations of choice, and not be herded into
centralized parking structures wondering 1f our cars and their contents will be there when we return.

Include rubber wheels

1n order for the City Council to choose rubber-tire technology (buses) over steel wheels (rail) on the
fixed guideway, the Legislature should consider amending Act 247 {general excise tax authorization
bil}) to include language expanding the usage of the fixed guideway right of way so that it can include
buses. The clarity is needed because during the city's scoping meetings, high occupancy toll
lanes/managed lanes were presented as doable when they now say the concept for buses is not
applicable.

Buses do not meet the capacity and speed defined by the Council as an acceptable means of mass transit.
So why did we spend $10 million on an alternative analysis that let the public look at managed lanes
using buses when the tax cannot be used for that type of transit to begin with?

We are being told that a bus does not have the capability to go faster than the rail speed to be contrived
at 20 mph and that buses do not have the space to carry as many people as a rail car can. Yet, in contrast,
when PB America Inc., which did Honolulu's alternative analysis, revealed its findings for other cities
across America, it chose managed lanes/toll lanes as reducing traffic congestion more than rail. Why is it
different for Honolulu?

Money wisely spent

Furthermore, we have been duped by the entire process, told that the Council's hands are tied because 1t

hitp://archives.starbulietin.com/print/2005 php?fr=/2007/12/0%/ednorial/commentaryd. html  6/13/2011
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cannot go with letting buses and cars use the dedicated fixed guideway. This is because HB 1309 HD2
SD2 CD1, which became Act 247, does not permit the general excise tax Increase 10 be used by highway
1echnology in existence by a county with 2 population of more than 500,000. If a bill can be passed this
upcoming legisiative session to let the 1ax collection be used 1o build elevated reversible express lanes,
then the Council can still get new stert federal grants and there would be no delays in going with rubber
tire 1echnology. This would assume ihat we have followed through with our congressional delegation 10
ensure we don't lose our federal funding opportunity. Just because we expanded the type of mass transit
options would be a lame excuse 1o deny us our choice of ransit using our OWn 1ax mMOREy, whether
federal, state, or county taxes. It's all our money 1o begin with, no matter who dishes i1 out.

Imagine, we could actually turn the leve! of service on the H-1 corridor from an "F" grade 1o an "A" by
letting the City Council have the authority 1o adopt the 1ax expenditure for highway technology. The
whole island would be served by rubber technology. Twenty-iwo other states are doing i1 -- getiing
billions from the feds for highway technology used specifically for reversible express janes as a form of
mass transit that caters to buses. The only holdup here ;s the restrictive language in Act 247, Let's
support our legislators 10 change that and give our Council some more 100 10 Maneuver. i might be
that these TOD schemes are not even necessary i rubber tire technology is chosen.

The savings and traffic reduction capabilities could be astronomical with a mere amendment 1o the law.
Now that's the type of symbiotic relationship 1 can handle, the one between the taxpayer and a dose of
reason.

Tom Berg is an Ewa Beach resident and a member of the Ewa Neighborhood Board, serving as its legislative
chairman and also the Ewa representative for the Oahu Resource and Conservation Development Couneil.

Anticle URL: http://archives.starbulletin.com/2007/1 2/09/editorial/commentary4 himl
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Defining Success
The Case against Rail Transit

by Randal O’Toole

Executive Summary

Qver the past four decades, American aues
have spent close to $100 billion constructing rail
transit systemns, and many billions more operating
those systems. The agencies that spend taxpayer
dollars building these lines almost invariably call
them successful even when they go an average of
40 percent over budget and, in many cases, carry an
insignificant number of riders. The people who
rarely or never tide these lines but sull have 1o pay
for them should ask, “How do you define success?”

This Policy Analysis uses the latest govern-
ment data on scores of rail rransit systems Lo
evaluate the systems’ value and usefulness to the
public using six different tests:

* Profitability: Do rail fares cover operating
COSIS?

* Ridership: Do new rail lines significantly
increase transit ridership?

* Cost-Effecriveness: Are new rail lines less
expensive to operate than buses providing
service at similar frequencies and speeds?

* The "Cable Car” Test: Do rail lines perform
as well as or berter than cable cars, the oldest
and most expensive form of mechanized
land-based transportation?

* The Economic Development Test: Do new rail
lines truly stmulate economic development?
* The Transportation Nerwork Test: Do rail
lines add to or place stresses upon existing

transportation nerworks?

No system passes all of these rests,and in fact few
of them pass any of the rests ar all.

Randal O Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute and anthor of Gridlock: Why We're Sruck in Traffic

and What to Do abour It
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Introduction

In 2002, the Vermont legislature funded a
commuter train from Burington to Char
Jotte, 13 miles away (see Appendix A for defin-
irions of terms such as comsmuter vail, light rail,
and streetcars). To ensure funds were effectively
spent, the legisiature set targets {for the service
and asked for an sudit after one year.

The zudit found the rail ines capital costs
were more than twice the pro_jected ATHOURALS,
the CRerating cosLs were nearly three umes
projections; the trams carried less than half of
the projected riders; and fare vevenues were
less than a third cﬁ'(.nrojecu'cms.Z The audit also
found that the environmental benefits of the
project were nil: the diese} locomotnves power-
ing the trains used more energy and emitred
more pollution than the cars the transit ser-
vice took off the road’ The legislature can-
celled the train.

Vermont taxpavers were fortunate that the
ctate had not accepted any federal funds to
support this project, as those funds come with
2 string attached: if  federally funded transit
projectis cancelled before the end of its expect-
ed lifespan, the local transit agency must repay
the prorated value of all grants to the federal
government, While there is a limited market
For buses and railcars, it would be very difficult
for an agency [0 TeCOVer any IMVesImenis it
makes in stations, tracks, and other fixed
infrastracture. This means it can be less expen-
sive to keep running the trains than to adrmit
they are a failure.

The vast majority of rail transit projects in
the navion today receive federal funds. Transit
officials are unlikely to il taxpayers, “Our rail
rransit project is a falure, but we need your tax
doliars 1o keep it running because we can’t
afford to repay the federal grants.” Instead,
transit agencies that receive federal funds
invariably claim success no matter how much
the rail line costs and how few people ride it.

For example, in 2006 Tennessee spent 541
million te start the Music City Star, & commuter
crain from Lebanon to Nashville.” In 2008, the
second full year of operation, the train carried

a weekday aversge of just 264 rush-hour com-
muters to and from work, and fares of
$616,000 barely covered 15 percent of the
line’s $4.1 million operating costs” This repre-
sents an annualized cost of more than $25,000
per commuter, enough to buy each commuter
using the train a new Toyota Prius every year
for the next 30 years.” Yei Nashville’s Regional
Transportation Authonity hopes 1o pariay the
“euccess” of this line into gerang funding for
six more commmuter-rall roues, while transit
officials in Louisville, Indianapolis, and other
cities cite the Star as an example of a “success-
ful” train they wish 1o emulate.

Before funding a project, voters and appro-
priators should ask rail supporters, “How do
you define success?” Jtis not enough that peo-
ple ride the trains, as many and often most of
those riders were formerly on buses whose costs
are far lower than rail cransit. Nor is it enough if
the trains attract some people cut of their auto-
mobiles. Transit agencies rypically operate
trains at far greater frequendies and with fewer
stops (resulting in higher average speeds) than
buses. Since buses can easily operate at higher
frequencies and with fewer stops—a Type of ser-
vice called bus rapid transit—taxpayers can legic-
mately question whether rail riders are attracted
by the glitzy, expensive trains or simply apprec-
ate the frequendies and speeds that could have
been provided by much less expensive buses.

Advocares often dlaim raf] wransit will reduce
traffic congestion, save energy, and reduce emis-
sions of poliution and greenhouse gases. But the
truth is that, outside of New York City, rail tran-
it carries far too few people for it to have any sig-
rificant effect on congestion or environmental
quality. While rall transit carries about 10 per-
cent of motorized travel in the New York urban
area, it carries Jess than 3.5 percent in the San
Francisco and Washington urban areas, less
than 3.0 percent in the Boston and Chicago
urban areas, Jess than 2.0 percent in the Phil-
adelphia urban area, and less than 1 percent in
Attanta; Portland, Oregon; and all other urban
areas with rail ransit in the United Stares”

Realizing this, rail advocates often careful-
Iy word their proposals 50 as not to claim that
(a3l transit actually relieves congestion, but



simply that it will give frustrated moLorisis &
choice. But there are jots of potential travel
choices, including pedicabs, limousines, heli-
copters, and aerial ramways. Simply because
an alternative is available does not mean tax-
payers should subsidize it.

A more recent argument s that rail anstt
stimulates economic development. Developers
are more likely to invest near rail Bines than bus
rontes, the argument goes, because rai} ransit
represents a large investment in immeobile infra-
structure while bus services €an more easily be
cancelled or eliminated. In fact.a close look re-
veals thar almost all so-called ransit-onented
developments along subsidized rail transit lines
ase themselves heavily subsidized and would
not have been built without those subsidies.

To determine when and if rail ransit is
worthwhile. this paper will assess Arnerica’s rail
cransit Jines against several objective critena

© The Profitability Test: How close do rail
transit lines come 10 covering their capl
tal and operating cOSLS?

¢ The Ridership Test: What effect does con-
struction of new rail ransit linies have on
overall transit ridership?

* The Cost-Efficiency Test: How do rail rransit
investments compare with invesumentsin
improved bus service?

* The Cable Car Test: Are rail transit systems
more productive than the most costly
land transit system in the nation, the
San Francisco cable car?

 The Economic Development Test: Does rail
transit contribute 10 economic develop-
ment or does it merely provide an excuse
for more subsidies to such development?

® The Transportation Network Test: What
effects do new rail transit lines haveona
region’s overall transporiation nerwork?

The Profitability Test

The most obvious candidate for esung
the success of rai} ransit is profitability: does
rai] transit cover its costs? There are many
valid reasons why profitablity should be used

a5 & test of the value of rail rransit. Profits are
2 proxy for net social benefits, and while the
proxy is imperfect, it provides an important
discipline to public spending. Once the idea
of earning a profit disappears, 1ransit agencies
might just as well invest 31 billion as §1 mil-
lion in transit Improvements, because there 18
no particular 1eason 10 consider the former
any worse than the latter. In fact, polisically it
js likely to be much better.

As it Tumns out, no rail transit line mn the
couniry comes close to covenng its operaong
costs, much less it rotal cosi (see Appendx B for
information on deta sources). In 2008 NewYork
City subways had the best financial perfor-
mance of any rail transit system in the nauon,
vet subway fares covered just two-thirds of oper-
sting costs (Table 1). Average light-rai fares cov-
er Jess than 30 percent of operatng costs”
Transit fares have not conuibuted a single pen-
ny to rail capital costs for at least 60 years {see
Appendix C for calculations of capital costs).

One reason for ransit’s lack of profits is
that most transit systems in the United
States are publicly owned and tax subsidized,
and thus have no profit motive. While priva-
Lization of transit could improve the efficien-
cy of transit service, it 1s unlikely that even

Tivaie Operators would ever choose to build
rail transit lines in the United States. Once
existing lines were worn out, they would
probably replace most of them with buses.

Transit advocates argue that rail rransit
Joses money everywhere in the world, and the
United States should not expect to do any
betrer. In fact, rail transit earns a profit in
Hong Kong and Tokyo, wo cities that are far
denser than anywhere in the United States
outside of Manhattan. Beyond that, the idea
that taxpayers in France, Germany. and other
countries are foolish enough to subsidize
what may be an obsolete form of travel does
not justify America doing the same.

The Ridership Test

A second criterion that could be used is the
effect of rait ransit on overall transit ridership.

e i e

No rail transit
line in the
country comes
close to covering
its operating
costs, much less
jts total cost.




Table i

Profitability and Ridership of Rail Transit Lines

Fare/ Fare/ . Total
Operating  Toal Loss CGecoupancy  “Weckday
Urban Arga {Agency) Mode Cost Cost per Trip per Car Riders
Albuguerque CR 10.00% 3.80% 34778 Unknown 4,700
Atlanta HR 31.10%  10.00% 5.34 256 266,869
Baltimore HR 22.20% 4.50% 18.63 i2.9 46,362
Balimaore LR 18.70% 7.10% i1.52 193 23,560
Hosion HR 37.60% 39.30% 1.63 253 515,175
Bosion LA 58.80%  36.50% 1.75 316 256,328
Boston (Downeaster) CR §720%  45.770% 16.36 19.1 1,281
Boston {(MBTA) CR 23.90% 25.60% 8.2¢ 339 143,498
Buffaio LR 18.10% 3.50% 20.81 i8.1 19,743
Charloue LR 17.10% 3.40% 20.34 273 11,678
Chicage (CTA) HR 46.30%  2040% 2.86 17.6 641,783
Chicago {Meira) CR 4420%  2B.50% 7.74 411 278,855
Chicago (N. Indiana) CR 4950%  29.50% 10.88 335 13,897
Cleveland HR 24 60%  1540% 4.53 26.5 25,360
Cleveland LR 19.60%  14.530% 7.05 24.1 10,703
Diallas LR 15.50% 3.70% 185 289 65,757
Dallas-F1. Worth CR 9.20% 2.20% 46.14 24 9,730
Denver LR 5270%  13.40% 6.85 143 67,156
Detroit AG 8.40% 2.60%  $17.50 6.1 5,898
Housten LR 33.20%  15.80% 3.67 337 40,567
Jacksonvilie AG 5.60% 140% 49.4 0.9 1,736
Kenosha sC 5.90% 3.40% 7.05 3.7 162
Lirle Rock sC 8.10% 1.80% 26.47 39 317
Los Angeles CR £0.40% 26.40% 15.33 419 47,210
Los Angeles HR 33.20% 4.40% 15.76 363 134,665
Los Angeles LR 19.40% 5.80% 11.14 348 134,327
Memphis SC 23.80% 6.00% 13.17 1.8 2,829
Miami AG 0.00% 0.00% 8.07 7.7 27333
Miami CR 16.50% 7.20% 26.16 42.8 13,228
Miami HR 16.10% 5.50% 12.38 19.9 62,307
Minneapolis LR 3790%  11.30% 6.92 31 30,518
Nashville CR 15.20% 8.30% 43.03 151 667
New Orleans sC 31.40%  1840% 428 10.9 12,298
New York (CT) CR 12.10% 4.80% 63.03 14.9 1,986
New York (Hudson-Bergen) LR 16.80% £.20% 12.62 24.2 48,29]
New York (LIRR} CR 48.00% 33.830% 9.96 29.1 342,754
New York {Metre North) CR 8.60% 42.50% 8.1% 36.9 285,613
New York (MTA} HR 67.00%  42.50% .23 288 7,822,158
New York (NJ Transit) CR L5 A0%  35.90% 8.97 38.1 300,906
New York (PATH) HR 4520%  24.60% 3.88 294 279,937
New York (Staten Island) HR 19.80%  17.90% 347 19 27,739
NY /Phitadelphia {NJ Transit) LR 2590%  25.90% 31.1% 21 20,440
Philadelphia {(PATCO) HR 49.80%  40.00% 3.7 221 36,184



Fare/ Tare/ Total

Oiperating Total Loss  Occupancy  Weekday

Urban Ares {Apency) MMode Cost Cost per Trip per Car Riders
Philadelphia (PennDOT) R 49.60%  40.00% 2298 167 1,509
Philadelphia (SEPTA) CR 2.00% 35.20% 5.5¢ 9.5 117056
Philadeiphia (SEPTA) HR £7.80%  24.40% 7 5.8 365,353
Bhiladelphia (SEPTA} LR 43.60%  33.00% 1778 189 95,946
Pinsburgh LR 15.50% 7.00% 1307 18 6,784
Portland LR 37.40% §80% 744 782 118,970
SacTamento LR 27.10%  10.00% 803 0.1 52 686
Sah Lake City CR 14 80% 3.20% 5239 235 7,228
Sah Lake Chty LR 35.80% 8.40% 7.21 245 48,664
San Diego LR £5.60%  15.30% 4.58 15.% 113,635
San Diego (MNorth County) Cr 35.30% 13.30% 26.94 78 6,180
San Diego (North County) LR 9.30% 2.10% 44.36 489 31,252
San Francisco CC 47.20%  4A5.80% 187 19.1 20,530
San Franciseo CR 4580%  22.00% 12.47 40.6 36,423
San Francisco LR 18.50%  10.30% 453 22.8 159,405
San Francisco (BART) HR 64.50%  10.10% 316.68 116 384,231
San Jose LR 15.50% 4.50% 17.46 162 33,043
San Jose {Altemont} CR 3780%  22.50% 18.57 484 3,1M
San Juan HR 18.20% 4.80% 23.65 13.6 25,974
Seattle CR 26.40% 6.30% 45.37 61.2 9914
Seattle sC 11.20% 4.50% 14.24 6.7 1,295
Seatlie (Tacoma) sC 0.00% 0.00% 116 9.8 3,018
§1. Louis LR 30.30% £.30% .85 214 57,384
Tampa sC 1020%  21.80% 4.64 39 1,025
Washingion HR £0.60%  20.70% 6.09 235 971,450
Washington (MARC) CR 3450%  21.70% 14.86 47.4 31,216
Washington (VRT) CR 4550%  28.60% 15.14 59 14,508
National averzgefiotal AG 3.40% 1.00% 11.73 64 34,967
National averagesotal CR 50.10%  31.80% 9% 357 1.670,542
Naijonal averagefotal HR 59.40%  2830% 26 257 11549587
National averapefoial LR 2940%  10.60% 6.91 24 4 1,448,677
National aversge/otal sC 23.10% 0.80% 7.48 7.5 20,944
National average/iolal All 52.50%  26.50% 382 28.5 14,746,247

Squrce: 2008 Narional Transit Daabase (Washingion: Federal Transit Administration, 2009), “operating expense,” “cap-
jtal expense,” “fare,” and “service” spreadsheets; 1997 through 2007 capital expenses from Navional Transit Dutubase
Hisiorical Data Files. T53.1-Capital Expendiwres Time Series. Alhuquerque dalz are nol in the National Transit
Datsbase, but are besed on Jim Scarantino, “Rai Runner 2008-2009 Losses Top 519 Million,” New Mexico Waichdog,
Deceraber 13, 2009, tinvurl comAvbbebd.

Note: Aulemaied puideways (A0). cable car (CCY. commuter rait (CR), heavy rail (HR), light rail {LR}, and svecicar
{SC) tines operating in the United Stzes in 2008, “Fare/Operating Cost” shows the share of 2008 operating COSIS €OV~
ered by 2008 fere coltections. “Fare/Total Cost™ shows the share of 2008 operating costs plus either the annualized cap-
18] costs shown in Tabie 1 or, for older sysiems. the anmual average of 1992-7008 capital costs covered by 2008 fare
collections. “Loss per Trip”™ shows she operating znd capital subsidy required for every passenger {and passengers who
change trains midway count as hvo wrips). “Occupancy per Car” is the average number of people on board the railcars
while they were in Tevenue Sservice (estculaed by dividing 2008 passenger miles by 2008 vehicle revenue miles). “Total
Weekday Riders™ is the tvpical number of people camied each weekday in 2008. Systems that appear in bold tvpeface
pass the weable car test” (see ext}.




Per capita transit
ridership has
declined in most
regions that have
rail transit.

Table 2
Transit Trips per Capita

1985 2668 Change
Albuguerque 16 15 46.9%
Atllania 83 39 -532%
Balimore 59 5% -13.0%
Boston 106 50 -14.5%
Buffalo 36 28 -22.8%
Charlone 22 23 38%
Chicago . 110 77 -34.6%
Cleveland 53 34 -36.0%
Dallas 18 it -12.5%
Denver 4G a7 . 17.3%
Houston 25 22 : -11.8%
Los Angeles 56 51 -8.3%
Miami 22 30 41.5%
Minneapolis 38 38 -1.0%
Nashvilie 17 12 -29.8%
New Orleans 0 18 74.2%
New York 20} 215 6.7%
Philadelphia g2 67 -26.4%
Phoenix i1 21 93.6%
Piusburgh 50 39 -21.3%
Poriland 53 el 15.8%
Sacramenlo 17 24 37.5%
Salt Lake Cinv 23 41 75.7%
San Diego 22 37 70.4%
San Francisco 121 107 11.7%
San lose 26 28 83%
Seattle 56 52 -6.9%
St Louis 27 25 -6.4%
Washington 102 116 14.0%

Source: 1985 and 2008 Navional Transit Databases, Federal Transil Administration, Washington; Census Bureau pop-

ulation estmates Tor urbaniized areas.

Note: 17 out of 28 raf! regions have seen 2 decline in per capita iransit usage despite—or because of—the existence or

construction of Tail ransit Hoes.

Rait advocates cdlaim that many people won't
ride buses, but they will ride trains. If true, con-
struction of a new rail transit line could
increase ridership in the transit corridor, But,
as Deparument of Transportation researcher
Don Pickrell pointed out in 1989, the real
question is: what is the effect of rai] transit on
regional transic ridership?'® If the high cost of
rails Jeads a transit agency to raise fares or
reduce other transit services, ransit ridership
outside the rail corridors may suffer, offsetting
any gaing in the rail cornidor.

Tzble 2 shows that, for one reasen or
another, per capita transit ridership has de-
clined in a majoriry of urban regions that have
rail rransic. Moreover, increases in some of the
cities, such as Albuquerque, Charlotte, and
Phoenix, took place before the opening of rail
rransit Jines. In Miami’s case, the increase took
place only after the transit agency began to
emphasize buses when its rail lines failed to
perform.

Fewer than one out of four rail regions ¢an
honestly argue that new rail transit lines gen-



Table 3
Transit’s Share of Commuling

Year Rail Commuie Shae 2008
Sysiem of Population Commute

Opened? Prior 1o Railt Share

Albuguergue 2006 1.4 2.2
Atlania 1979 9.1 44
Bahimore 1984 123 84
Bosion 18900 123 133
Buffale 1986 6.4 4.2
Charlone 2007 585 36
Chicago 900 187 14
Cleveland 1900 115 4.8
Daltas-F1. Worth 1996 2.7 2.2
Denver 1994 4.7 58
Houston 2004 38 3.2
Los Angeles 158R 58 6.7
Miami 1984 43 3.8
Minneapolis 2004 5.5 6.2
Nashville 2006 1.3 1.8
New Qrleans 1900 11.5 37
New York 1904 305 32.5
Philadelphia 1900 15.1 106
Phoenix 2008 22 33
Phtsburgh 1900 138 g
Pariiand 1986 9% g
Sacrameno 1687 4.1 33
Salt Lake City 1999 35 36
San Diego 1981 35 38
San Francisco 1572>* 16.8 15.5
San Jose 1988 1.1 4
San Juan 2004 5.8 4.1
Seatile 1999 7.1 6.1
S1. Louis 1994 15 36
Washington 1976 16.7 16.8

Source: Census Bureaw, 1980, 16941, 2000 censuses, 2008 American Community Survey.
Notes: Transit’s share of commuting has fafien in nsost reit regians sinee 1980 or the decennial census prior 1o the opef-
ing of new rail wransit, whichever is later, Urban areas wilh only streetcars or automated puidewsys are excluded as

these modes are not iniended for commuting.
* 1900 if pre-1970

** BART svsiemn

4 No earlier than 1980

erated significant new riders. These inclade
Denver; Portland; Sacramento; Sale Lake City,
San Diego; Washington; and possibly (though
not apparent from Table 1) Minneapolis. Of

-1

course, even JACTEases in transit ridership do
not necessarily rranslate into net social bene-
fits. They may merely signal people switching
from = relatively unsubsidized form of rans-

Increased
ridership may
simply indicate a
switch from
relatively unsub-
sidized to heavily
subsidized

transportation.




In January 2018,
Transportation
Secretary

Ray LaHood
abolished cost-
effectiveness rules
for federal transit
grants, saying, in
effect, that he was
willing to fund
rail projects no
matter how much
money they waste.

portation to another that is heavily subsi-
dized.

Table 3 shows that, when compared with
passenger travel by auto, transit’s share of trav-
¢l has declined in most rail regions since 1580
{or the vear of the decennial census before
post-1990 rail lines opened). Increases in Albu-
querque, Nashville, Phoenix, and Seartle took
place before rail lines opened; Las Angeles’s
increase took place after the transit agency was
ordered by a federal judge to restore bus ser-
vice that had beens cut to help pay for the rail
system. Only Denver, Mimneapolis, Salt Lake
City. San Diego, San Jose, and Washington can
honestly say that new rail transit Lines con-
tributed 1o increases in transit’s market share,
and these increases tend to be very small.

The Cost-Efficiency Test

A major reason offered for giving subsidies
to rail transit is that rai} transit produces non-
market benefits, such as mobility for low-
incorne people who lack access to an automo-
bile, congestion relief, and reduced air pol-
lution, that might not be caprured in transit
fares. Taxpayers, the reasoning goes, should be
willing to subsidize transit to obtain these
benefits. Of course, in cities where transit rid-
ership declined following rail construcuon, it
is difficudr for rail advocates to argue that rail
lines produce any social benefits at all.

Even if 2 rail line has increased overall tran-
sit ridership, that does not necessarily mean if
is good for the emvironment. Rail advocates
point out that steel wheels have less fricuon
than rubber dres. This makes a big difference
for freight, but less for passengers.

A freight car thar weighs 50 tons can carry
100 tons of freight. Bur a 50-ton passenger car
can only hold a few hundred passengers, and,
as Table 1 shows, the average for light- and
heavy-rail cars {which weigh abour 50 tons) is
25 passengers, That means the average weight
per passenger is about 4,000 pounds. That 15
ar Jeast twice the weight per passenger of a typ-
jcal passenger auto carry:ng the natenal aver-
age of 1.6 people. This high weight-to-passen-

ger ratio partly or wholly offsets the savings
from steel wheels,

Commuter rail can be even worse consider-
ing the added weight of the Jocomotive. For
example, Dallas-Fr. Worth commuter trains
rypically use a locomotive weighing 260,000
pounds, pulling an average of 37 passenger
cars weighing 110,000 pounds each for total
of 667,000 pounds. The cars have nearly 150
seats, but in 2008 they carried an average of just
24 people each, for a weight-per-person of
more than 7,500 pounds. As a resuit, they con-
sumed 50 percent more energy and emitted 40
percent more carbon dioxide per passenger
mile than the average passenger auro.

Where rail transit does increase nidership,
the criterion fo use is costefficiency: 1s rail rransit
the Jeast costly way of obtaining a fixed amount
of nonmarket benefits? Or, alternatively, does
rai} rransit provide the greatest amount of these
benefits for a fixed amount of money?

Rail advocates object to using true cost-effi-
ciency analyses. In January 2010, rail support-
ers cheered when Transportation Secretary Ray
LaHood announced he was abolishing cost-
effectiveness rules and would instead judge
projects based on whether they promote “liv-
ahility,” a concept that is impossible to quant-
fy.”? The rules LaHood was eliminating had
been written under the previous transporta-
tion secretary, Mary Peters.

In 2005, Peters required that, to be eligibie
for federal funding, new rail transit projects
must cost less than $24 per hour of savings to
{ransportanon users.” This test failed to dis-
criminate berween projects that cost only $1
per hour and projects that cost $23 per hour,
bur at least projects that cost more than $24
were eliminated, including many rail propos-
als. Under Perers, the Federal Transit Admini-
stration also required that cities applying for
funds for streetcar projects demonstrate that
streercars were more cost-efficient than buses.

 As a result, almost all of the cues that had

been preparing to apply for federal grants for
streetcars gave up those plans.”*

In deciding to repeal these rules, LaHood
was saying, in effect, that the FTA would be
willing ro fund rail transit projects no matter



how much money they waste relative to alter-
natives, This makes many more rail projects
eligible for federal funding. Sull, taxpayers
have an interest in knowing whether rail
sransit is cost-effective compared with buses
or other alternative forms of ransportation.

Though rail’s capital cost i mach greater
than for buses, rail advocates argue that raif’s
operational savings will more than make up
for the added capital cost. Rail cars cost as

Table 4

much or more to operate per mile as buses,
rail advocates concede, but rail cars have
higher capacity and thus the cost per passen-
ger mile may be much lower. Table 4 tests
this idea for all post-1970 rail lines in opera-
tion in 2008. The table estimates the number
of buses needed to provide equivalent sesvice
to the rail lines and comnpares the estimared
capital and operating costs of those buses
with acrual rail ¢osts.

Rail vs. Bus Capital and Operating Costs (costs in Simillions)

Maximum AM Peak Replacement Change in Change in
Cars in Rider Buses Annualized Operaling Total Net
Mode Service per Car Needed Capiial Costs Costs Cost/Savings

Albuquergue CR 3 25 22 362 -89 -40.3
Atlama HR 33 47 56 -3314 203.9 -127.6
Baliimore HR 54 19 54 <2133 -7 -220.3
Baltimore LR 36 23 36 -58.5 -11.7 -710.6
Bosien-Portland CR 10 20 10 0.2 4 4.2
Buffaio LR 23 29 26 -87.7 -14.9 -112.6
Charlotie LR 14 40 22 -36.6 -24 -39
Dallas LR g3 50 173 -275.8 8.1 -267.6
Datlas-Ft. Worth CR 34 37 50 -40.4 -12.2 -52.6
Denver LR 101 26 107 -116.3 503 66
Detroit AG 10 7 10 {$28.60} (57.60) ($36.20%
Houston LR 17 50 34 -60.9 06 -60.3
Jacksonville AG 7 1 7 -18.7 42 2229
Kenosha sC ] 4 1 -0.2 -0 03
Linle Rock SC 2] 10 21 -5 -0.3 -2.9
Los Angeles CR 14] 80 451 -97.9 1693 71.5
Los Anpeles HR 70 47 132 -616.3 8.8 -607.5
Los Angeles LR 102 51 209 244 13.4 -1
Memphis sC 12 2 12 -190.2 0.2 -9.9
Miami AG 19 & 19 -48.3 -12.5 -60.8
Miami CR 27 92 100 -623 44.5 -17.7
Miami HR 84 28 95 -155.6 -14 -163
Minneapolis LR 24 53 51 -53.5 15.1 -38.4
Mashville CR 4 15 4 -3.2 -2.3 -5.5
NY (Hudson-Bergen) LR 59 43 102 -173% -40 8 -214.6
Phil. (River Line} LR 17 51 35 -108.6 -6.1 -11589
Portiand LR 85 3% 118 -231.3 42 -227.1

Continved next poge



Table 4 Continued

Maximum AM Peak Replacement Change in Change in
Cars in Rider Buses Annualized Cperating Toial Net
Mode Service per Car Needed Caphial Costs Costs CosV/Savings

Sacramento LR 36 i3 73 -82.9 -0.4 -833
Salt Lake City CR 18 115 83 -55.4 47.35 -7.9
Salt Lake City LR 46 35 64 -85.7 58 <158
San Diepo LK 92 42 155 ~139.8 £6.9 ~72.8
San Diego (Norih) CR 20 36 45 -31.8 g -22.8
San Diego (North) L 4 50 g -24.9 -4.4 -29.3
San Francisco HR 540 39 836 -1,018.86 . 479 =540
San Jose LR 33 16 33 -132.8 -24.5 -157.4
San lose (Ahamont) CR 13 79 4% -4.9 it4 6.5
Sar: luan HR 40 20 40 1567 -27.1 -183.9
Seanle CR 38 61 93 -92.5 -1.6 -100
Seattle sC 2 7 2 <17 -1.9 -9.6
Seattie sC 2 12 2 -3 2.2 -59
St Louis LR 56 32 72 -1514 234 -1271.5
Tampa sC 4 1] 4 -0.8 -13 -2.1
Washingion HR 810 43 1,388 -1,387.30 346.7 -1,040.60
Washington (MARC) CR 109 04 410 -3 84.5 815
Washingion (VRE) CR 67 103 272 -39.6 202 -19.5

Source: Maximum cars in service and peak-hour riders per car fram 2008 Nariona! Transit Datubase (Washington, Federal Transil Administration, 2009}, “ser-
vice™ spreadsheet. Other columns calculated: sec rext for a detailed explanation. Data for Atbuguerque estimated on the basis of information in Jim Scarantine,
“Rail Runner 26032009 Losses Top $19 Million,” New Mexico Watchdog, December 13. 2006, tinvurl.com/ybcth 9,

Notes: Abbreviations stand for aulomated guideways (AG), cable car {CC), commuter rail (CR), heavy rai} (HR), light rail (LR), and strectcar (SC). When
compered with huses, few rail lines save enough maney on operations 10 compensate for their high capital costs; some don*t have any operational savings at
ail.

To offer equal frequencies, the table Table 4 assumes that transit agencies using
assumes that rransit agencies would need at  automated guideways or streetcars could have
least as many buses as rail cars. Because bus-  instead used trolley-style buses that cost about
es are smaller than most rail cars, the table  $100,000 each. Agencies using light or heavy
assumes agencies would need enough addi-  rail could have used transit buses costing
rional buses to ensure that average peak-hour  abour $400,000. Because commurer-rail rips
loads are nio more than 25 riders per bus. For  tend to be jonger than other {ransit rips, com-
example, Dallas light-rail cars carry an aver-  muter-rail agencies would otherwise use Jong-
age of 50 riders during the moming peak  distance coaches costing about $500,000. To
period (which, in Dallas, is 6:06-9:00 am.). convert o an annualized cost, these capital
Although mest transit buses can easily  costs are amortized over 12 years at 7 percent
accommodate S0 riders, some trains will be  interest as specified by FTA guidelines.
even more crowded than the average peak- Table 4 also assumes that each bus would
hour traine. So Tzble 4 assumes that Dallas  operate as many miles per year as each rail car
would need rwice as many buses as rail carsto and that the buses would cost the 2008
provide equivalent service. national average of $9.34 per vehicle mile to

10



operate. The last three columns in the table
show the differences in annualized capital
COSTS, Cperaiing oSS, and the toal of the
rwo. Negative numbers indicare that buses
save money over rail; positive numbers indi-
cate that rail is Jess costly. For example, the
cable indicates that Portland’s light-rail lines
costs §4.2 million per year less 10 operaie
than buses, bur this savings hardly makes up
for Yight rail’s greater annuahized capital costs
of $231 mllion.

Table 4 finds that no automated guide-
way, heavy-rail, light-rail, or sueetcar line 15
more efficient than buses offering equivalent
service. Many of these lines do not even offer
any operational savings 1o offset rail's greater
capital costs.

The only systems that might be cost-effi-
cient relative to buses are commuter-rail Iines.
Yet the savings are marginal. Many commuter-
rail agendies save money by contracung out
operations to prvale OpErators such as First
Transit or Veolia. On the other hand, wransit
agencies that contract out their bus opera-
tions spend only about tweo-thirds as rmuch
per vehicle mile as agencies that operate their
own buses. A sensitiviry test reveals that, if
commiter agencies contracted out their bus
operatjons at the national average of $6.24 per
vehicle revenue mile, those buses would cost
less than rail in every case.

In a few cases, there may be logistical rea-
sons why buses could not work as well as rail.
Adding nearly 1,400 buses to the Washingion
Metro system would more than double the
number of buses used on a typical weekday,
and downtown streets might not be able 1o
sccommodate those buses at the speeds
offered by Mewro rail. The same rmught be trae
for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) system. In nearly &) other cases, how-
ever, buses could easily provide equal service,
especially 1f they can operate on high-occu-
pancy vehicle or high-occupancy toll lanes.

Rail advocates may tespond that the num-
ber of buses indicated in Table 4 might pro-
vide the same frequency of service as the trains,
but nor at the same speeds, because buses,
unlike trains, are subject to being caught in

i1

traffic. In facy, rail lines are no speed demons:
the average speed of a streetcar is Jess than 10
mph; the average speed of light rail 15 8 lirile
rnore than 20 mph; the average speed of heavy
rail is about 30 mph; and the average speed of
commuter wrains is 30 to 40 mph.” Buses trav-
eling on high-occupancy vehicle lanes can eas-
ily exceed those speeds.

Another argument made by rail advocaies
is that some people will ride rrains but not
buses. In fact. at least some researchers have
concluded that transit ridership is more sensi-
tive to frequencies and speed than to whether
the vehicles run on rubber res or steel wheels.
“When quantifiable service characteristics
such as rravel time and cost are equal,” says a
paper in Transport Policy Jowrnal, “there 15 no
evident preference for rail travel over bus ”*®

This has been verified by wansit agencies
that have increased the frequencies and
speeds of their bus services using bus-rapid
[ransit, or buses running at the same frequen-
cies and speeds as {or faster than) light rail.
Kansas City bus-rapid transit achieved a 29
percent increase in weekday ridership over the
slower, less-frequent bus service that preceded
it, which is comparable to gains reported for
new rail tines.”” 1f it is true that a few people
refuse to ride buses, it remains difficult to jus-
tify taxpayer subsidies 1o snobs.

The Cable Car Test

Cable cars have several disadvantages
compared with more modern technologies.
Table § makes it clear why cable cars were so
quickly replaced by electric streetcars (and,n
turn, why streetcars were later replaced by
buses): cable cars have by far the highest
operating cost, per vehicle mile. of any Jand-
based transit system in the United States,

In addition to high operating costs, San
Francisco cable cars suffer from other signifi-
cant disadvantages. For one, the top speed is
just 9 mph, compared with 1op speeds {nor
average speeds) of 50 10 80 miles per hour for
commuter-, heavy-, and light-rail lines. in addi-
tion, the cars have just 30 to 34 seats and room

While some
people may
prefer to ride
trains instead of
buses, it remains
difficult to justify
taxpayer
subsidies to
snobs.



Despite the high
cost of operating
cable cars,

80 percent of the
nation’s other rail
transit lines do
not perform as
well as cable cars.

Table &

2008 Average Operating Costs Per Vehicle-Revenue Mile

Automated Guideway
Bus {diesel or gas}
Bus (trolley)

Cable Car

Commuter Rail
Heavy Rail

Light Rail

Sireetcar

52186
5.24
19.07
10731
13.91
9.35
1453
16.94

Source: 2008 National Transit Derabase {Washingion: Federal Transit Adminisiration, 2008), “service” and “oper-

ating expense” spreadsheets.,

for abour another 20 standees compared with
around 70 seats for light- and heavy-rail cars
and more than 100 for many commuter-rail
cars. Finally, all three cable car roures total just
4.4 miles long, far shorter than most other rail
lines.

Given these inherent disadvantages, it
seems reasonable that other rail transiz lines
should ourperform cable cars. In particular,
any rail transit line should be considered an
outright failure unless

® fare revenues cover at least as high a
share of operating costs as cable car
fares;

® the average railcar carries at least as many
patrons as the average cable car; and

® the rail line attracts at least as many
weekday trips as cable cars.

In 2008, cable car fares covered 47.2 per-
cent of operating costs. The average cable car
carried 19.1 riders and on a rypical weekday
cable cars carried 20,530 wmips. Given the
cable cars’ high operating costs, small capac-
ities, and other disadvantages, any rail lines
that cannot meet this three-part cable car rest
sheuld be considered a clear waste of mioney,
as it is likely that transit demand could easily
have been satisfied with Jow-cost improve-
ments in bus services.

Table 1 shows that only 14 out of 70 rail
transit systems in the United States pass the

cable car test. Ten of these are older systems in
Boston, New York, and Philadelphia. The re-
maining four are post-1970 rai] systems: Los
Angeles cornmuter trains, San Diego light rail,
San Francisco BART, and Washingron Metro-
rail. All bur three of the remaining 56 failed
the fare ratio test. Of the remainder, Denver
light rail failed the occupancy test; commuter
trains berween Indiana and Chicago failed the
weekday ridership test; and Philadelphia com-
muter crains failed both.

For the 14 systemns that passed the cable car
test, this finding does not mean that those sys-
terns should be considered successful, bur
only thar the other 56 lines are clearly not suc-
cessful. The value of the 14 lines thart pass the
cable car test would depend on their capital
costs and on whether the social benefits just-
fy the capital and operating subsidies. A 2006
analysis by economists Clifford Winston and
Vikram Maheshri found that the costs of all
rail systemns in the country except BART out-
weighed the social benefits.'?

Some might say that the cable car rest 1s
unfair because San Francisco cable cars are
mainly a tourist atrraction: But many cities
have built vintage streetcar lines as tourist
attractions, and none of them pass the cable
car test, suggesting that merely being a
tourist attraction is not enough ro succeed.
Rail advocates might also argue that cable
cars do well because they serve one of the
most densely populated areas in the United



Srates. But that is exactly the point trans
pOTEETON SyslEms work when they go where
people want 1o o, not where planners would
like peopie 10 go.

The Economic
Development Test

“New 1ail lines spur urban revival” pro-
aimed a recent headline in the New York
Times. 'S Yet the three examples in the articie
belied the hezdline. One, in Columbus, Ohio.
i< in an area where no one expects & rail line
will ever be built. The second, in Denver. 1510
an area where a rail line might be buslt more
than 2 decade after the development 100k
place. Only the third example (though the
first listed in the articie), in the Dallas suburb
of Carrollton, involves an actual rail hne, and
it is doubtful that the rail line has con-
rributed much to the town’s development.

What all three examples have in commen i
ot a rail line but subsidies, mostly in the form
of tax-increment finanang. The Columbus
development, the Tmes disclosed, recesved
$800 million n subsidies?® The Denver devel-
opment, the Times did not disclose, received
nearly $300 milliors in subsidies’' Meanwhile,
the £38 million Carrcliton project, the Times
similarly did ot disclose, received $13 million
in subsidies. Jronically, much of this subsidy
went to the construction of a six-story parking
carage so that people can shop and work in
the new development withous having to take
the Jight rail ro get there. ?

To support claims that rai] ines spur eco-
nomic development, rail advocates often cite
every new building built anywhere near a rail
line, even though mest would have been built
without the rail line® Oregon, California,
2nd other states have required that all state
offices locate near rail lines; such relocations
are then credited by rail planners as having
been stimulated by development.

To support (ransit ridership, planners par-
ticularly favor transit-oriented  developments,
meaning relatively high-density projects that
mix housing, retail shops, and office space.

While there is no central clearinghouse for
rransit-oriented development data, anecdotal
evidence indicates that such developrnents are
almost always subsidized using 1ax-ncrement
financing or other support. For example, 2
Texas developer rejected the idea of building
high-density, mixed-use developments in
Houston after “we discovered the ones that
were econornically successful were the ones
that had government help.™ Developers in
Porttand, Oregon, bk no new [ransii-Onent-
ed developments along the ¢ity's light-rail line
unt) the city began subsidizing such develop-
ments 10 vears after that line opened”® This
suggests it is the subsidies, not the rail lines,
that stimulate the development.

Even o the extent that rail vansitincreases
property values along its route, for an urban
region as a whole, this 15 3 zero-sum game:
increases along the route are offsec by lower
property values elsewhere. lt may even be a
negative-sum game if higher taxes and land-
use regulation needed to support the rail ines
discourage economic growth, A literature
review commissioned by the FTA found that
“wrban rail transit invesuments rarely ‘create’
new growth.” At most, they “redistribute
crewih that would have taken place without
the investment.” The main beneficiaries of this
recdistribution were downiown properiy own-
ers, which explains why they tend to strongly
support rail transit projects.

The Transpor{ation
Netrwork Test

Racher than benefit the regions that build
rail lines, rail ransit places significant stress
on those regions [fansportanion systems.
There are four prominent forms of this stress:

Transit Apartheid: The massive invest-
ments required for rail ansit usually serve a
small share of the people in an urban area.
Given limits on total rransportation funding,
spending a huge amount of meney on a nar-
row segment of travel often leads to signifi-
cant declines in the region’s transportation
nerwork.

Subsidies to
developers, not
rail construction,
have stimulated
many of the
developments
along rail transit
lines.



The general
managers of six
transit agencies

all recently
resigned in

the face of
controversies over
their handling

of rail systems.

Financial stresses created by the high cost
of rzil uansit often lead transit agencies to
raise fares and cut bus services, thus harming
low-income families and other ransi-depen-
dent people. Rail transit is primarily aimed at
getting middle- and high-income people out
of their cars, not at providing better transport
for people who cannot drive, As a result, many
transit svstermns suffer from whar Clark Atlanta
University professor Robert Bullard—who is
sometimes called the “father of environmenial
justice™-calls "transportation apartheid™
heavy subsidies to a few suburbarn transit users
combined with deteriorauing service to the
inner-city neichborhoods where transit needs
are greater”

The Peter Principle: Planning, building,
and managing rail transit requires a <con-
pletely different set of skills than those need-
ed for a bus system. As a result, many transit
agencies that build new raif lines quickly dis-
play a level of incompetence they did not
exhibit when running only buses, exhibited
by large cost overruns, overestimated rider-
ship projections, and other unforeseen prob-
lems related to building and managing rail
hines.

Transit agencies can purchase buses more-
or-less ofF the shelf and instantly reroute them
in response to changing travel demands. Train
cars are generally custom-made and rail Iines
require years to plan and build, While buses
operate on a pay-as-you-go basis, most rail
projects require agencies 1o go heavily into
debt. While bus planners need do little more
than look out the window to see where people
want to go, rait planners nust accurately pro-
ject costs, ridership, fares, and tax revenues for
decades in advance.

Brookings Instirution scholar Clifford
Winston tells the story of the Capital Centre,
an entertainment and sports venue ourside of
Washington, D.C, that was s popular that
Metro decided to build a rail line to serve it.
“Afrer decades of planning and delay,” says
Winston, “Merro did open a rail station in

2005 ar the site of the Capital Centre—which
unfortunately had been demolished three
VEATS earlier
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The inability of rail planners to success-
fully predicr the future is illustrated by the
fact that studies from 1989 through 2007
have consistently found that rail construc-
tion costs average 40 percent over the origi-
nal projecn'cms,z9 Although accuracy in cost
projections would seem to be a requirement
for projects that cost hundreds of millions or
even billions of dollars, the accuracy of rail
cost projections has not improved in at least
rwo decades. Such inaccuracies have proven
disastrous for transit systems all across the
country. ,

The general managers of transit agencies
that operate rail tend o be paid far more than
those of bus-only agencies. Yet higher pay does
not guarantee the skills needed to manage rail.
The general managers of transit agencies in
Austin, Denver, Norfolk, San Jose, St. Louis,
and Washington all recently resigned in the
face of controversies over their handling of the
rail systermns.*

Land-Use Czars: Given that planners
cannot predict where people will want to
travel 10 or more years from now, rail transit
agencies try to become land-use czars, de-
manding that cities use prescriptive zoning
and various subsidies to force and/or entice
people to live and work near rail stations.
Such transit-oriented land-use plans intrude
into privaie property rights and impose high
costs on taxpayers and homebuyers. Yet some
researchers have found that this policy is
“not very effective in increasing primary
reliance on mass transit for cornmming_;.”31

The fundamental problem with rail tran-
sit, other than its high cost, is that it makes no
sense in today’s decentralized world. With the
possible exceprion of Manhattan, Americans
do nort live or work in environments dense
enough to need any higher capacity transit
than buses. Not only are most peopie spread
out in single-family homes, jobs are so spread
out that less than 10 percent are in central city
downtowns and only another 20 to 30 per-
cent are in suburban downtowns or other
major job centers.®

To make rail rransic work, many transit
agencies work with metropolitan planning



organizations to fundamentally wansform
how Americans live and work. They want
people 1o live in higher-density, mixed-use
developments, often called rransit-oniented
developments (TODs). Yet most Americans
dor’t want 1o live That way: surveys consis
rently show (and people’s behavior confirms)
that the vast majority of people aspire 1o live
in a single-family homes with large yards.™

Transit planners use a combination of ¢o
ercion and meentives 1o alter people’s behav-
ior. The coercion includes urban-growth
boundaries that drive up the cost of land o
persuade mare people 10 Tive n mulo-family
hovsing or, at least, single-family homes on
cmall lots. This is combined with mimmum-
density zoning that prevents people from
building single-family homes or other low-
density STrUCTUTES NEar rail stations.

Incentives inciude tax breaks, below-mar-
ket land sales, and direct subsidies to devel-
opers who build high-density housing near
transit stops. One recent study found that at
least two-thirds of rail transit-oriented devel:
opments have received subsidies of some sort
znd well over half the developers benefited
from capital funding of below-market land
sales by local g_;owzmrmmt.s.""1

Comparing Tables 2 and 3 with Table 6
reveals that nearly all of the regions where rail
transit has contributed to increased transit
ridership have supplemented that transit with
<trict Jand-use rules. This suggests that so-
called smart growth—1transit improvements
combined with land-use rules aimed at pro-
moting transit-actually works—but onlytoa
limited degree and at high costs, including
forcing people to live in homes they do not
prefer, reduced housing affordability, n-
creased congestion; lost property rights, and
higher axes and/or reductions in other essen-
cial urban services such as fire, police, and
schools to support rail lines and transit-ori-
ented developments.

Crumbling Rail Infrastrucrure: Since the
cnset of the recession in Jate Z008, most tran-
sit agencies have been fzaing serious finanaal
problems due to declining tax revenues. But
many sgencies with ojder rail transit systems

were suffering continuing financial crises
throughout the booming 1990s and early
2000s. The high cost of maintaining rail ran-
sit is the major reason for these perperual
crises.

A recent FTA assessment of transit systems
in Bosion, Chicago, New York, Philadelphia,
San Frandsco, and Washington found thas
more than a third of the rail lines “are in either
marginal or poor condition, implying that
these assets are near ot have already exceeded
their expected useful life.” By comparison, less
than 20 percent of the assews owned by other
rransit agencies werg in such poor conditon.™

The FTA esumated that brnnging these
lines 1o a “siate of good repair” wouid cost
nearly $50 billion. Yet the regions studied
were not even spending enough 1o mamiain
the existing state of repair, much Jess address
the backlog.™ Unfortunately, the report did
not break down its findings by transit agency
or urban area. Burt it did indicate that nearly
75 percent of the backlog was for heavy rail
(subways and elevateds), 18 percent for com-
muter rail, and just over 1 percent for light
rail. Although the agencies reviewed collec-
tively operate about a fifth of all transit bus-
es in the nation, less than 6 percent of the
backlog was for buses.®’

How much should transit agencies expect
to spend mantaining existing transit lines
once the patina of newness rubs offt An
approximate znswer to this question can be
pained by examining how much the agencies
are actually spending and keeping in mind that
the FTA estimates that they need to spend
abour 10 percent more just to maintain their
existing condition.”® The FTA's National
Transit Database counts maintenance and
rehabilitation as capital costs. The capital costs
of agendies that have built little or no new track
are presumably all for rehabilitation.

% Berween 1992 and 2008, Chicago annu-
ally spent zround $250,000 per mile
(adjusted for inflation 1o 2008 doilars);
Boston spent more than $300,000 per
mile; and New York spent $500,000 per
mile on their commutes-rail hines.

Despite historic
subsidies, more
than a third of
the rail lines in
six major cites are
in marginal or
poor condition
due to inadequate
maintenance.




Table 6
Siresses Placed on Transportation Systems by Rail Transit

Transit Peter Land-Use Crumbling
Modes Apartheid Principle Czars Infrastructure
Albuquergue CR
Atlania HR X *
Austin CR x
Bahimore HR,LR hd
Bosion CR,HR.LR X X
Buflzalo LR A
Charlotte LR X
Chicago CR,HR X X
Cleveland HR, LR
Dallas-Ft. Worth CR,LR t
Denver LR X X
Detron AG X
Housion LR X x
lacksonviile AG X
Kenosha sSC
title Rock SC
Los Anpeles CR,HR,LR X x
Mermphis SC
Miami AG HR X
Minneapolis LR X X
Nashville CR X
New Orleans SC X
New York CR,ER.LR X X
Norfolk LR X
Philadelphia CR,HR,LR X
Phoenix LR X
Pitisburgh LR X
Portland CR,LR X X
Sacramernto LR X X
Salt Lake City CR,LR
San Diego CR,LR X
San Francisco CR,HR.LR X X X
San Jose CR,LR X X
San Juan HR X
Seattle CR,LR x X
St. Lowis LR x
Tampa sC
Washington CR, HR X X

Notes: Ahbreviations siand for automated guideways {AG), cable car (CC). communter rail {CR}, heavy rail (HR), Jight
rail (LR}, and swreetcar (SC). “Transit apartheid”™ refers o regions where investments in rail wansit led to reduced wan-
s service 10 Jow-income neighborhoads; “Peser Principle” refers 1o transit systems that have suffered large cost over-
runs of ridership shonfalls; “Land-Use Crars™ refers 10 regions that have tried 1o hoost Tail ridership by imposing dra-
conian land-use rules: and “Crumbling Infrastructure” refers 10 rail systems that have fallen into a state of poor repair
due e deferred maimenance.



e Philadelphia spent close to $250,000 per
snile, Boston spent nearly §1 million per
mile, and Pittsburgh more than §1 mil-
lion per mile on light-rail lines.

¢ Roston and Chicago spent $1.2 million
per mile, Philadelphia $1.7 milhon, and
New York $2.2 million per mile on their
subway and elevated rail lines.

This suggests that spending anything less
than an average of $0.5 milhon per e per
vEAr O COMIMIET rail, $1 nullion per mile
each year op light rail, and 32 ruihon per
mile per year on subways and elevareds will
be inadequate o HaINtaIn sysems after they
reach 30 vears old.

Tobie 6 shows the regions where each of
these stresses is most serious. See Append
D for a region-by-region discussion of ral
systems and the siresses they have placed on
regional ransportation nerworks.

Federal Incentives for
Rail Transit

If rail transit is so unsuccessful, then why
do so many cities want te build it7 One rea-
son is standard public-choice theory: a few
powerful groups, notably rail contractors
and downtown property OWNers, get enor-
mous profits while everyone else pays a rela-
tively small amount in their taxes. Bur this
can be true for just about any public works
project. What has made rail transit special 15
- number of incentives in federal transporta-
rion programs thar reward transit agencies
for selecuing high-cost transit systems rather
than more affordable buses.

When the federal government began
funding urban ansit in 1964, only about 10
American urban areas still had some form of
rail rransit. That number has nearly quadru-
pled today, and one major reason for this is
‘ncenives for rail construction built inte fed-
eral funding formulas.

» First, a majority of federal transit funds
are dedicated to regions with rail ransit,

while the remainder is divided among
cities with bus transit, whether or not
they have rai] transit. To be eligible for
the larger pot of money, transit agencies
need 1o build their own rail lines.

® Second, in 1973 Congress allowed cities
to cancel planned urban interstate free-
ways and apply the federal funds to ran-
sit capital improvements. Since few
cities had enough money to operate all
of the buses that they could purchase
with the funds released by not building
an interstate freeway, Pordand, Oregon;
Sacramento, Californa; and other ates
chose rail transit as a high-cost solution
that could absorb lots of federal capital
dollars without smposing high operat-
ing costs. While this law was repealed in

1982, it kick-started the light-rail con-
struction boom that has now reached at
least rwo dozen urban areas.

& Third, other federal transit funds are also
mostly dedicated to capital improve-
ments, with only about 20 percent going
for operating costs. Since the ratio of cap-
ital costs to operating costs for buses is
about 1 to 4, while for yail it is doser to 4
to 1, the 4-10-1 division of federal capital
and operating funds fits rail berter than
buses.”

* Fourth, since 1991 federal funds for new
rail construction have been in an “open
bucket,” which means the cities that
propose the most expensive transit pro-
jects get the most money. Most other
transportation funds are distributed
using formulas based on population or
similar state and local atrributes. The
open bucket promotes wasteful rail pro-
jects where buses would work as weil or
better art a far lower cost.

* Fifth, as previously noted, federal law
requires regions to return any federal
grants spent on cancelled transit pro-
jects. This makes it less expensive (o
claim & project is a SUCCESS than to admit
it is a fathure.

® Finally, federal Jaw requires rransi agen-
cies to obtain the approval of transit

Federal funds for
rail construction
are an “open
bucket,” which
means the cities
that ask for the
most wasteful
projects are likely
to get the biggest

grants.



Congress should
stop funding rail
rehabilitation,
giving transit
agencies a choice
between locally
funding rail
maintenance or
shutting down
rail lines as they
wear out.

unions for any grant applications sub-
ritted to the federal government. While
the unions are not necessarily biased in
favor of rail, they tend 1o prefer high-
cost solutions over transit options that
could move more people at a lower cost.

Unul these incentives are changed,
American oies and urban areas will congin-
we 1o promote rail rransit despite its high
costs and negligible benefis.

Conclusions

Since around 1970, the modern rail tan-
sit boom has led American cities te spend
close to $100 billion building, and billions
more operating, new rail transit Jines. This
analysis indicates that these new lines almost
always waste taxpayer dollars. Instead of pro-
viding cost-effective transporration, rail tran-
sit mainly transfers wealth from raxpayers to
rail contracrors, dOWItOWn propesty OWners,
and a few transit riders who prefer trains to
buses.

Most of the few rai} regions that enjoyed
increases in per-capita ridership or transit's
share of commuting supplemented rail con-
struction with strict land-use rules that
reduce housing affordability; ransportation
plans that deliberately increase congestion to
discourage driving; and subsidies to high-
density rransit-oriented developments along
the rail lines. The costs of these policies are
high and benefits negligible.

By almost any objective critesia~—proficabil-
ity, ndership, cost-efficiency, the Cable-Car
Test, economic development, and the effect of
ra} Lransit on a region’s ransporation system
as 2 whole—few American rail transit systems
make sense. Congress should correct the per-
verse incentives that encourage transit agen-
cies 1o choose high-cost solutions to rransit
problems. Transit agencies should stop build-
ing rail transit. With the possible exception of
a few subway and comnmuter-rai] lines in New

York and one or two other major cities, agen-
cies should make plans to shut down exisung

systems when they are worn out and would
otherwise require expensive rehabilitation.
Those exceptions should be maintained only
if they can be locally funded, preferably out of
user fees and not general taxes.

Appendix A:
Nomenclature and History

Federal Transit Administration data dis-
tinguish six kinds of rail transit:

® Automated guideways, sometimes called
“people movers,” run, as the name -
plies, without a human operator. They
are popular in large airports where they
often provide the only public conveyance
berween rerminals. Several cities, includ-
ing Derroit; Irving, Texas; Jacksonville,
Florida; and Miami, have elevated auto-
marted guideways in their downtowns.
The FTA also classifies the privately
financed Las Vegas monorail as an auto-
mated guideway.

® Cable cars are mechanically powered by 2
cable in the ground. Though once found
in 30 American cities, the only remain-
ing cable cars are in San Francisco.

* Commuter il usually operates on tracks
shared with freight trains and consists
of unpowered passenger cars hauled by a
diesel or electric locomotive.

® Heavy rail includes subways and elevat-
eds and is distinguished from light rail
and commuter rail in having its own
exclusive right-of-way, never intersecting
with auro or pedestrian traffic.

® Light rail somerimes operates il Streets
and sometimes on its own right of way.

* Monorail is a form of elevated trans-
portation. As the FTA defines it, the only
monorail in the United Stares is the
Seartle moneorail builr as a tourist attrac-
tion for the 1962 World’s Fair.

The terms “heavy” and “light” refer to
capacities, not weight: Heavy-capacity raill
operates exclusively in its own right of way, so



train Jength is limited only by station plat-
form size—usually eight or ten cars Jong—and
trains can carry up to 2,000 people. Since
light-capacity rail coImeTimes runs m ciry
streets, trains cannot be longer than & o1y
block, which in most cases means a rvpical
light-rail train annot cairy much more than
about 500 people.

The FTA counts all electric streetears as 2
form of light rail, but this paper distinguishes
herween the two. As used in this paper, “hght
cail” refers 1o vehicles that are arount 300 feet
long and can be operated in trains of two 1o
four cars. while “streezcar” means shorter
routes using smaller vehicies operated oneai 2
Gime. Vintage streecars are older or “old-fash-
ianed sryle: cars designed mainly for tounsts,
while smodemn sreetcars have been built mainly
for residents of wendy districts (or districts
that planners hope will become trendy).

In 1910, close 1o 800 American ctes had
streetcars. Many of these lines were built as
real estate promotions: developers paid for
the cost of construction in order 1o attract
homebuyers who would have ctherwise con-
sidered the developments to be too far from
job centers. While rransit fares covered the
costs of operating the lines, the fares were
often not enough to pay the capital costs—
which meant the lines failed to build reserves
1o cover the cost of reconstructing the Jines
when rails and equipment wore out.

Subways and elevateds were found in only
the largest cties, including New York, Boston,
Philadelphia, and Chicago. What 1s now called
light-rail technology—cars around 100 feet
Jong that could be operated in trains of sever-
al cars—were first used in 1937 1o connect
Berkeley and Oakland with San Franosco
across the then-new Bay Bridge.

In the 1920s, competition from the auto-
mobile reduced tansit profitability and
nearly halted the growth of rail systems.
When faced with the cost of building new rail
Jines or replacing aging rail infrasurucrure,
most transit managers realized that buses
thar shared the costs of roads with autos were
far more economical, and they steadily
replaced streetear times with buses from the
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1920s through the 1960s. After 1930, the.
only new rail ransit construction was under-
taken by government agencies.

By 1966, only eight American cities still
had some form of rail transit. Yer San Fran-
cisco had begun building the Bay Area Rapid
Transit system, Opened in 1972, BART has
been a failure by any objective measure. It cost
50 percent more than anticipated and atract-
ed only half the projected niders. Planners ini-
tally projected that fares wouid cover all of
BART's operating costs and some of its capi-
1a] costs, Instead, fares covered well under half
of operaung costs. Yet, "as a public relaoions
enterprise,” observes University of California
transportation analyst Melvin Webber, it was
an “unguestionable success” As a result,
Webber warned, BART could “"become the
first of a series of muit-billion-dellar mis-
takes scattered from one end of the conunent
1o the other.™®

Webber's fears proved correct. In the 1970s,
the federal government subsidized BART-like
heavy-rail lines in Atlanta and Washington. In
the 1980s, Baltimore and Miami also built
heavy-rail lines; San Diego, Pordland, San Jose,
Buffalo, and Sacramento built light-rail lines;
and Derroit, Jacksonville, Miami, and Tampa
buiit automated guideways.

Downtown automated guideways were so
unsuccessful that Tampa dismantled its peo-

ple mover in 2000, and the one in Irving oper- -

ates only during lunch hours” Heavy rail also
proved to be far roo expensive for cities that
did not have extremely dense job centers. So

most new rail construction in the 1990s and -

2000s was light rail. which costs about half as
much per mile as elevateds and as little as one-
tenth as much as subways. The 1990s also saw
new commuter-rail lines open in Dallas-Fr.
Worth, Los Angeles, the San Francsco Bay
Area, Seattle, and the Maryland and Virgima
suburbs of Washington, followed by fines n
Nashville; Portland, Maine; Portland, Oregon;
and Salt Lake City in the 2000s. At the end of
2009, rai] transit lines were operating or under
construction in about three dozen Amencan
urbar areas, and dozens more were consider-
ing rail transit proposals.

e inearer i ameiacr

BART was a
disaster for Bay
Area transit, but
it was a public-
relations success,
leading other
cities to want
their own “mult-
billion-dollar

mistakes.”



About every
30 years,

rail cars, track,
and other rail
infrastructure
must be
completely
replaced.

Appendix B:
Data Sources

Most of the data in this report come from
the Department of Transportation and the
Census Bureaw. Since 1960, the Census Bureau
has gathered information about how com-
muters ger 1o work in each decennial census
and, since 2000, in the annual American Com-
munity Survey. Dara for 1990, 2000, and the
years since 2000 are downloadable from the
Census Bureaws website” Unless otherwise
noted, census data in this report are for urban-
ized areas, not cities or metropolitan stanstical
areas. These census data are used to estmate
the share of a region’s commuters who use
rransit 1o ger to work.

The Federal Transit Administration pub-
lishes the National Transit Database each year.
This database incdludes information on nder-
ship, passenger miles, operating and capital
costs, fares, vehicle miles, vehicle rosters, energy
consumption, and other pertinent transit data
for every transit agency and mode of transit.
Downloadable data are available back 1o 1991
(1992 for capital cost daa) ar the National
Transit Database website.™ Except for capital
cost data, most of the dara are available in pub-
lished form dating back to 1982.

To compare transit’s share of total travel, as
opposed to just commuter travel, passenger
miles in the Narional Transit Database can be
compared with vehicle miles traveled in each
urban area published in Highway Statistics by
the Federal Highway Administration. Table
HM.-72 lists daily vehicle miles traveled in each
urban area.” This is multplied by 365 to con-
vert to annual vehicle miles and—-based on
Department of Transportauon surveys—by
1.6 o convert to passenger miles.”

Appendjx C:
Calculating Capital and
Maintenance Costs

Comparing a system’s revenue from transit
fares to operating costs for a given year is rela-

dively straightforward. However, comparing
revenue 10 total systemn cost—both operating
and capital—is much more difficult. Rail tran-
sit projects have huge up-front capital costs,
but after new rail lines begin operating, annu-
al capital costs are Jow. About every 30 years,
rail cars, track, and other rail infrastrucnare
mmust be completely replaced. From a strict
accounting point of view, this is a mainte-
nance cost, but the Federal Transit Admni-
stration includes such costs with capital costs.

For transit systerns that are largely more
than 40 years old, such capital and mante-
nance costs can fluctuate tremendously from
vear to year. The FTA has published capital
cost data by transit agency and mode for each
vear from 1992 through 2008, The average of
these costs, after adjusting for inflation using
gross domestic product price deflators, 15
used here as an estimate of annual capi-
ral/maintenance costs that can be counted
against 2008 cransit fares and other benefits
in Table 1.*° (In many cases, this is an under-
estimate as many lines suffer from deferred
Mmaintenance.)

For rail transit lines that opened since
1970, actual capital costs are available from a
variety of published sources (Table C-1). These
numbers are adjusted for inflation to 2009
‘dollars using GDP deflators.

To compare with annual data, FTA guide-
lines specify that capital expenses be amor-
tized at a 7 percent discount rate over the use-
ful life of the improvements. The FTA further
specifies thar rail structures, rrack, and sig-
nals have a useful life of 30 years, parking lots
and grade crossings have a useful life of 20
years, rail cars and locomotives have a useful
life of 25 years, and right of way has a useful
life of 100 years.”” Because none of the avail-
able sources have broken down costs into
these categories, this paper amortizes all cap-
ital costs over 30 years.

As Table C-1 shows, construction of new
rail transit lines—those opened for service
after 1970—collectively cost American cities
more than $90 billion (in 2009 dollars). All of
those lines combined carried less than 40 per-
cent as many passenger trips in 2008 as the



New York City subway, yet their operaung for new lines s 5944 million for the New

Josses were 75 percent greater: $1.68 billion York subway."®

Table C-3
New Rail Transit Capital Costs in Millions of 2009 Dollars

Capital Cost Cost per Mile
trban Areas Mode {Smillions) Annualized Miles {Smillions} Souree
Albuguerque CR ey CERS 10 4 MRCOG v)
Atlana HR 4,387 334.2 519 g1 Baum-Snow [ix], New Sioris
Balimore HR 2106 2160 17.6 15§ Paum-Snow, Kozel [x]
Ralimore LR 76{ &0.7 288 26 Baum-Snow
Bowon-Poriand ME CR s 0.4 570 0 NTD [vi}
Buffalo LR 1,240 994 7. i7e Baum-Snow
Charlotie LR 472 377 47 160 NTD
Dallas LR 3,560 2842 492 72 NTD
Dallas-Fu. Worth (Irving) AG 74 55 5.5 i3 Pznavolova (i}
Dallas-Fi. Worth CR 544 434 238 23 NTD
Denver LR 1,323 1716 36.2 42 Baurmn-Snow, RTD
Detroit AG 360 287 29 124 Washingion Post [ii]
Houslan LR 434 347 9.1 48 NTD
Jacksorville AG 236 188 5.4 44 Florida Times-Union {3}
Kenosha sC 2 0.2 18 ] NTD
Linle Rock sC 35 28 3.5 10 NTD
Los Angeles CR 1,574 1257 3279 5 NTD
Los Angeles HR 7.801 622.8 17.1 458 Baum-Snow
Los Angeles LR 4472 357.0 58.2 K Baum-Snow, New Starts [xiv]
Memphis SC 129 10.3 105 12 NTD
Miami AG 608 485 94 65 Miami-Dade Transit [iv]
Miami CR 8§57 684 76.1 13 NTD
Miami HR 2,008 160.3 280 72 Miami-Dade Transit
Minneapolis LR 73] 560 133 53 NTD
Nashville CR 43 34 16.5 3 Metro Jacksonville [vii]
New York (Hudson-Bergen) LR 1.394 1113 7.0 201 Dantata [xv]
Philadelphiz {River Line) LR 1.288 102.8 340 38 New York Times {xvi]
Phoenix LR 1476 1378 19.6 75 NTD
Portland CR 172 13.8 147 12 Tigard Times [viii]
Portiand iR 2970 2371 48.0 62 Pickrell [xvii], NTD
Portiand sC 122 9.7 39 3 City of Ponland{xx]
Sacramento LR 1.084 86.5 36.6 30 Pickrell, NTD
Salt Lake City CR 758 60.5 261 29 NTD
Szt Lake City LR iz BR8 20.1 55 NTD

Continued nexi page



Table C-1 Continued

Capital Cost Cost per Mile
Urban Area Mode {Smillions) Annualized Miles {Smitlions} Source
San Diego CR 433 34.6 48.9 9 NTD
San Diego LR 1.840 1474 513 36 Baum-Snow, New Stares [ovii}
San Diego North County) LR 315 251 16.3 i NTD
San Francisco HR 13279 1.060.2 1338 99 Webber [xi}, NTD
San Jose CR 98 7.8 450 2 NTD
San Jose LR 1,698 135.5 308 43 Baum-Snow
Sen Juan HR 1,088 1587 128 156 Wew Starts [xii]
Seatile CR 1,230 98.2 70.4 17 NTD
Seattle LR 2,860 228.8 13.9 206 NTD
Seatile sC 46 37 2.6 18 NTD
St. Louis LR 1,940 154.9 48.2 40 Baum-Snow, Posr-Dispaich [xix]
Tacoma sC 97 7.7 27 36 Tacoma News-Tribune bod}
Tampa sC 10 0.8 3.2 3 NTD
Washinglon HR 18,232 1.455.6 106.3 172 NTD, FTA [xiii]
Washingion MARC CR 707 56.4 2355 3 NTD
Washington VRE CR 354 28.3 80.8 4 NTD
Nationz! wtal/averape AG 1.278 102.0 232 55
National 10tal/average CR 7,174 5725 1116.5 7
National inal/average HR 50,201 4,007.8 366.7 137
National t.otal/a\rerage LR 31,151 2.487.0 5410 58
National total/average SC 441 35.2 28.3 16
National 10tal/average Al 90,246 7.205.5 20787 45

Sources: fi] Tzvets Panayotova, “People Movers: Svstems and Case Studies.” University of Florida, 2003, p. 9, tinvurl.com/yauddse; [ii} “Derroit Transit System
Finally Moving People.” Washingron Post, Auvgust 1, 1987, tinvurl.com/ycczgyx; [3ii] Devid Bauerlein, “Final Part of Skyway to Open Wednesday,” 7 lorida
Times. Uion, October 27, 2000, tmvurkcom/ydurg3y; [iv] “Faos at & Glance,” Miami-Dade Transit, 2009, tinvurl.com/y9jb554; [v] “Project Plans—TFunding,”
Mid-Region Council of Governments. Albuquerque, 2009, sinyurl.coméyewmapg; {vi] National Trarsit Database Hisiorical Dutafiles (Washington: Federal
Transit Adminiswation, 2009), “Capital Expenditures Time-Series™ spreadsheet, tinvurl.com/yhubppy; 2008 National Transit Dotabase (Washington: Federal
Transil Administration, 2009), “capital expense” spreadsheet, tinyur].com/veuucn; fvii] “Raii on a Budget: Nashville's Music City Star,”” Metro Jacksonville,
Seplember 18, 2007, tinyurl.commwk296; [viii] “TriMet Adds “New’ Rail Cars 10 Backup WES,” Tigard Times, Ociober 29, 2009, tinyurl.com/ykslrbo; [ix]
Nathariel Baurm-Snow and Matthew E. Kahn, “Effects of Urban Rail Transit Expansions: Evidence from Sixteen Citdes, 1970-2000,” Brookings- Wharion Papers
on Urban Affairs, 2005, no. 6, pp. 147-206, iimvurl.com/ykxbwdj; {x} Scott Kozel, “Baltimore Metro Subway,” Roads 10 the Future, 1997, tinvurl.com/yawZmaf;
{xi] Melvin M. Webber, “The BART Experience-—Whal Have We Leamed?” Institute of Transportation Studies Monograph No. 26, 1976, Berkeley, CA, p. 25,
tinvurl.comivdowvip; [xil] Anrual Report on New Saris 2005 (Washingion: Federal Transit Adminiswation. 2003), Appendix A, “Tren Urbano,” p. 2,
tinvur] comAb2xirg; [xi] “FY 2000 Swtstical Summany,” Federal Transit Administration, 2001, tinvar].com/yaSy55b; [xiv] Anmual Report on New Staris 2008
(Washingion: Federa] Transit Administration, 7006), Appendix A. “Metro Gold Line Easiside Extension,” p. 2; {xv]Nasiru A. Dantata, Ali Touran, and Donald C.
Schueck, “Trends in UL, Rail Transit Project Cost Oversun,” paper presenied to the Transportation Research Board, 2006, 1zbie 2, tinyurl.com/34g9rd; [xvi] Robert
Strauss, “The Twenty-First Century Unlimited,” New York Times, November 21, 2004, tinyurl.com/va3tdxe; [xvii] Don Pickrell, “Urban Rail Transit Projects:
Forecast Versus Actual Ridership and Costs.” Deparument of Transponiation. Cambridge. MA, 1589, p.xv; [xviii] Annual Report on New Siaris 2005 {Washingion:
Federal Transit Administration, 2003), Appendix A, “Mission Valley East Exiension,” p. 2, tinyurl.com/y Srhket; [xix] Elisa Crouch, “MetroLink Expansion: Can
We Afford the Ride T §. Lowis Pos-Disparch, August 24, 2006, vinyvarl.com/y9niigpm; [xx] “Porilang Streetcar Development Oriented Transit.” City of Portland,
2008, p. 7. tnyurl com/ve 38dkr: {xf] Aaron Corvin. *Streetcar Debut Siirs Memories of Early Rail Transit in Tacoma.” Tacoma News-Tribune. August 22, 2003.
Note: Since 1960, American citics have spent $90 billien building 2.000 miles of new rail transit lines.



Appendix D:
Rail Systems by Region

The following is 2 brief description of the
rail systems in the 31 urban areas that have or
are about to open commuler, heavy-, and
light-rail ines. Most people movers and sireet-
cars are not discussed as they conuribute brde
1o personal mobihity.

ﬁA}’buquerqme: The state of New Meaco
and Albuguerque’s metropolitan planning
organization siarted a commuter-ral ine in
2006 and extended it to Santa Fe in 2008.
Start-up costs were $400 million and annual
operating deficits are close 1© $20 million per
year. This line receied no Federal Transit
Administration capisal grants, so it does net
appear in the Nationa! Transit Database. The
trains carry less than 2,500 round nps per
day, meaning a fleet of no more than twe
dozen buses costing less than $12 million
could carry all these riders.

Atlanta: Puilt at around the same time and
using similar technology 1o the Washington
Merro rail system, Atlanta’s rail nerwork has
been a miserable failure. First opened in 1978,
ridership peaked in 1985 and then stagnated
despite a rapidly growing pepitation. From
1985 to 2008 per capita ridership feli by more
than 50 percent.

Transit apartheid is a major reason for this
decline. The high cost of building rail 1o At-
tanta’s middle-class suburbs led the Meuo-
politan Atlanta Transit Authority to wiple
inflation-adjusted fares since 1980, while it
cut bus service to low-income, inner-aity
neighborhoods that provide the core of ransit
patronage. Budget shortfalls in 2005 forced
MARTA to reduce bus service by 15 percent—
but it increased rail service by 4 percent. From
1085 through 2008, the population of the
" Atlanta urbanized area grew by 121 percent
and MARTA increased rail service by 138 per-
cent despite its low ridership. But it increased
bus service by only 8 PE{CEﬂt.w

Austin: Austn’s Capital Metro promised
10 open a comruiter-rail line in the spring of
2008 In a dlear case of the Peter Principle, that

opening has been delayed nearly rwo years due
to poor planning, construction delays, safery
problems, and disputes with its contratiors.
“We moved one station three umes and we
relocated another station rwice,” admitied the
wransit agency’s CEQ, Fred Gilliam.* Gilliam
later resigned in disgrace and the rail Ine is
still not operaring.”’

“By its own admission,” writes reporter Ben
Wear of the American Statesman, Capital Metro
“didn’t know when it asked voters in 2004 for
permission 1o build the 32-mile hine how com-
plex an undertaking it faced, or the full seape
of the project, or the work and time required
to fix glitches and malfunciions that would
arise along the way** As of the end of 2008,
the line was alreadv smore than 13 percent over
budget, and the cost is Iikely 1o go much high-
er before it is -cempieted.ﬁ

In 2002, Capital Metro had 5200 million
in the bank, as the sales taxes it collected were
more than it niceded 1o operare its bus sys-
tem. To “protect” itself from politicians who
might raid jts cash horde or reduce its tax
rate, the agency decided to build a rail line.
Now, having gone over budget and not yet
collected 2 single rail fare, it is “neatly tapped
out financially and struggling to get a com-
muter-rail line out of the station.”™

Balimore: Baltimore’s efforts to build rail
are a clear case of the Peter Prnaple. In 1984,
the city opened a subway/elevated line that
went 60 percent over budget.™ In 1992, it open-
ed the first stage of a light-rail line, parts of
which went at least 40 percent over budget **
These lines greatly added 1o the costs of operat-
ing Baltimore transit. In 1982, Baltimore spent
$180 million (in 2008 dollars) operating its bus
system.”” By 2008, it spent nearly 5290 million
operating its buses plus another $92 million
operating its rail lines.™

Yet rail ransit did nothing for transit rider-
ship. In 1982, as subway construction began,
Baltimore buses carried more than 122 mil-
Jion passenger erips. By 1983, the first full year
of subway operation, bus and rail ridership
rogether had fallen below 108 miflion mps.1n
1993, the first full year of light-rail operation,
ridership was Jess than 101 million trips. Since

Aunstin’s transit
agency spent
hundreds of
millions of
dollars on a rail
line mainly to
protect its
now-exhausted
reserve fund from
being raided by
other government
entities,




Though it
continues to
expand its rail
system, Boston’s
transit agency
can’t even afford
to pay for repairs
of existing lines
that are vital to

public safety.

then, despite construction of 46 more miles of
light-rail and subway lines, ridership has hov-
ered around 100 million trips per year.”
Boston: Of cities with older rail systems,
Bostor has had the Jargest growth in transit
usage over the past 25 years, reporting a 40
percent increase in ridership. However, 1t also
is one of the biggest examples of crumbling
infrastrucrure. “The Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portaten Authonity (MBTA) Is in danger of
collapsing under its OWn OPEraling expenses
and debt obligations, to the point thar it can’t
even pay for repairs that are vital 1o basic safe-
ry,” reported the Boston Globe 1n November,
20095
Until 2000, the state funded the MBTA’s
deficits each vear. To give transit officials an
incentive to control costs, the 1999 legislature
dedicated a 1 percent sales tax to the MBTA.
But, instead of controiling costs, a 2009 assess-
ment found that costs grew by 5 percent per
vear, while sales taxes fell $20 o $40 million
short of expectations each year after 2004
As 2 result, the MBTA aliowed the system
to fall into greater disrepair. Between 2004 and
2009. the backlog of projects needed to restore
the systern to a “state of good repair” grew
from $2.7 ro $3.2 billien and many projects
critical to safety were left unfunded. Just to
keep the system in its existing state of repair,
D’Alessandro found, the agency would have to
spend $224 million more per year on mainte-
nance than it acrually spends®
MBTA also dealt with rising costs by
restructuring its debt. However, its toral debt
grew from $5.6 billion in 2001 to $8.5 billion
in 20097 In 2009, the agency spent $245
million, or 17 percent of its total revenues, on
interest alone® The 2009 state review con-
cluded that MBTA should “slow expansion
unul the safery and maintenance priorities
can be addressed.” As the report said, “It
makes lirtle sense to continue expanding the
svstern when the MBTA cannot maintain the
existing one.™
Buffalo: In another illustration of the
Peter Principle, Buffalo’s light rail cost 50 per-
cent more than projected.® After it opened,
transit ridership immediately dropped by
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about 15 percent, and continued to fall there-
after”’ Far from revitalizing downtown, as
planners hoped, light rail on Main Street has
corresponded with a further decline in down-
rown businesses: vacancy rates increased 27
percent and property values declined 48 per-
cent.®

Charlotte: The Charlorte Area Transit
System opened 2 light-rail line in late 2607
that cost more than $470 million, about 60
percent more than initial projeczicns.(’g The
systern’s 2008 transit ridership grew by about
10 percent, but that may have been as much
due to high gas prices as to the light-rail line.
It is too soon to tell how well the line will
work in the long run.

Chicago: The Windy City’s tansit infra-
scructure is in worse condition than Beston's.
Rail lines operated by the Chicago Transit
Authority are in such poor condition that the
agency is forced to run some trains at just 6
miles per hour to maintain safety. The agency
says it needs $8.7 billion to bring its tracks and
trains into a state of good repair, but it doesn’t
even: have the morney to maintain the tracks in
their exisung poor condition.” According to
the agency’s most recent review, 42 percent of
CTA’s bridges and 70 percent of Chicago’s
commuter-rail bridges are “past their useful
life,” meaning repairs are no Jonger cost effec-
tive”’ One factor making maintenance diffi-
cult is the agency’s $2.6 billion worth of debt;
interest payments alone cost $176 million a
year.””

Despite the region’s population growth,
Chicago transit ridership has fallen since the
1980s. The ensire decline has been in bus rid-
ership as Chicago cannibalized its bus service
to maintain rail. In 2008, the Chicago Transit
Authority ran its buses 9 percent fewer miles
than in 1983, contributing to a 35 percent
decline in bus ridership. While rail ridership
grew by 33 percent in that period, since there
were more than twice as many bus as rail rid-
ers in 1983, the net result has been a 15 per-
cent loss in overall transit ridership.

In an example of transit apartheid, as
CTA’s infrastructure crumbles, its sister
agency Metra has doubled the region’s com-



muter-rai) service since 1983, But in attempr-
ing 1o serve suburban commulers, Chicago
sacrificed its core market of inner-ciry bus nd-
ers, gaining 20 million commuter-rail Trips
but Josing 180 million bus rips.

The effort to attract suburban commuiers
out of their cars was only minimally success-
£l The 2000 census revealed that the Chicago
urban area gained more then 500,000 new
commurers since 1990, bur it had lost 31,600
cransit commuters. This is because virtually ali
of the new jobs were in the suburbs, where
transit is ineffectve. while the number of
inner-city jobs and Imner-ary Commuers zak-
ing transit to work both declined.”

“Cleveland: Cleveland suill had a few sireet-
car lines when the crv-owned Cleveland
Transit System opened the nauon’s first post-
war rail rransit line in 1955, In the Jast two
decades, the Greater Cleveland Regional
Transit Authority has ivested close to 5500
million refurbishing and maintaining those
Jines. Yet wansit ridership fell by almost 50
percent in the 1980s and has been stagnant
since the early 1990s.

Dallas-Ft. Worth: Despite spending hun-
dreds of millions on light rail and commuter
rail, rail transit has had virrually no smpact on
the transportation habits of the region’s resi-
dents. In 1990, before any rail was operating,
2.7 percent of the region’s commuters ook
sransit to work. By 2008, when the region had
nearly 75 miles of rail transit, just 2.2 percent
of commuters took rransit to work.

Like other regions, Dallas-Fr. Worth has
arcempted (o promote transit-oriented devel-
opments along its rail ines. Unlike regions in
Oregon, Califorma. and a few other states,
Texas municipal governments can wield only
carrots, not sticks, in promoting such devel-
opments, as Texas iaw does not allow coun-
ties 1o zone unincorporated areas. As a result,
transit planners must rely solely on subsidies
cather than urban-growth boundaries and
their effects on Jand prices.

Denvers In 2004, Denver had one light-rail
line and was building 2 second when it pes-
suaded vorers 10 approve a sales tax Increase o
build six new rail lines. During the campaign,

Denver’s Regional Transit District claimed
that it buikt the previous lines within the
planned budgets. In fact, the first light-railline
cost 28 percent more than the original projec-
tion.”* The second line went 39 percent over its
original pT{}jﬂ?éOﬂ.?s They were “on budget”
only because the agency increased the budger
when cost overruns became apparent.

Prior 1o the election, rail critic Wendell Cox
predicted that Denver’s rail plans would go
over budget. “RTD cannot deliver the whele
systern for anything like $4.7 billion,” predict-
ed Cox. RTD General Manager Cal Marsella
immediately responded that it “absolutely
Caﬂ."?b

Soon after the election, RTD's projecied
cost of the planned rail Jines grew by 68 per-
cent (Jater modified to 40 percent when the
recession reduced comsmrucuon cosis). More-
over, the sales tax revenues that were supposed
1o pay for construction fell well short of pro-
jections. Marsella claimed that the events that
caused his agency's predictions to be wrong
“could not have been foreseen.””” But thats
exactly why transit agencies sheuld avoid pro-
jects that reguire impossibly accurate predic-
tions of the distant furure.

Amid growing controversies, Marsella
resigned in 2009.” RTD now says it only has
the funds to complete rwo or three of the six
lines and, even if it could build all six lines, it
wor’t have encugh money 1o operate them
all” The agency may ask voters for another
1ax increase to complete all six lines.®

Houston: Berween 1995 and 2001, Hous-
ton bus ridership had experienced steady
growth from 79.6 million to 99.2 million trips
per year. That growth stopped when Houston
began construction of its first modern light-
vail line in March 2001. By 2004, when the
§380 million light rail opened for business,
bus ridership was down 10 87.9 million trips.

Light-rail trips made up for part of the fall
in bus ridership. But bus trips continued to
decline, reaching 84.6 million in 2008. Toal
2008 bus and rail trips were 96.4 million, less
than 2001 bus trips. This acrually underesti-
mates the decline in trips, because Metro
rerouted many bus routes that formerly had

Soon after
persuading voters
10 approve a tax
increase to build
119 miles of new
rail lines, Denver
admitted that
rail costs were

68 percent higher
than projected
and, even if it
could build the
lines, it couldn’t
afford 10 operate
them.




In 2002, when
Miami-Dade
Transit asked
voters for funds
to “complete the
rail system,” it
failed to admit
that it was
desperately short
of funds just to
maintain the
existing system.

downtown destimations se that they terms-
nared ar light-rail stations, forcing many rid-
ers to transfer, Transit agencies count every
time someone boards a transit vehidle as a
separate trip, but total personal trips (called
“linked trips” in transit agency jargon; were
far fewer.

A major reason for the decline in transit
nidership is a reducnion in bus service necessi-
rated by the high cost of rail construcnon
Service had grown from 37.5 milhon vehide
reveniie miles in 1995 to 45.0 million in
2003, but declined thereafter, falling 10 386
million in 2008.

The opening of light-rail lines does not
reduce the need for bus service as much as it
changes the character of that service. Light
rail replaces wrunk line buses headed for
major destinations such as downrowns, bt
most transit agencies convert those bus
routes inte feeder buses for the light rail. The
result is that transit agendcies in many cities
increase bus mileage when they open light
rail. When they do not, as in Houston's case,
the result is a drop in sidership.

Los Angeles: Los Angeles opened its first
modern light-rail line in 1990 and a subway in
1993, both of which had cost overruns of
about 50 percent. To cover rail costs, the Rapid
Transit Distnict (fater renamed the Metropoli-
1an Transportation Authority) began increas-
ing fares while it cut bus service from 92 mil-
lion vehicle revenue miles in 1985 o 76
million in 1995. The result was a 21 percent
drop in bus ndership. Rail ridership made up
for only a fifth of this decline.

The NAACP sued MTA, arguing in effect
that Los Angeles is another example of tran-
sit apartheid, with the aity building rai lines
ro white neighborhoods burt curting bus ser-
vice to black and Latine neighberhoods. An
out-of-court sertlement in 1996 forced MTA
to improve bus service, freeze fares for a
decade, and scale back irs rail plans.

Total rransit ridership returned 1o 1985 lev-
els in 2000, and bus ridership alone returned
to 1985 levels by 2006. However, fare increases
at the end of the decade-long freeze con-
tributed to a 18 percent drop in bus ridership
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and a 13 percent drop in total ridership m
2008. Ironically, MTA’s CEQ argued that the
fare increase was needed so that the agency
could use more of its sales rax revenues as
marching funds 1o get federal grants to build
more rail lines, suggesting a return to transit
apartheid”!

Miami: In the mid-1980s, Miami built 2
two-mile downrown “people mover” thar
went more than 100 percent over budget and
a 10-mile elevared rail ne that went 33 per-
cent over budget. Miami’s transit ridership
has doubled since it first opened the rail lines
in the mid-1980s—but almost all of that
growth has been among bus riders. In 2008,
buses carried more than three-fourths of
Miami-Dade’s transit riders.

In 2002, voters agreed to increase the sales
tax to “complere the rail system” by building
89 more miles of elevated rail lines¥ What
voters didn’t know was that, by 2002, Miami-
Dade Transit was desperately short of the cash
it needed just to maintain the exisung rail
Jines. The agency was scheduled to overhaul
the rail cars on both the people mover and the
elevated Jines by 1999, but it Jacked rhe money
to do so. As a result, the cars were rapidly
declining and the FTA was threatening to shut
down the system. Soon after the election, the
transit agency contracted to repair or replace
the cars, which ended up costing far more
than anticipated.®

As a resulr, instead of the 89 miles of new
rail routes, it now appears likely that less than
10 miles of rail lines will be built. Moreover,
the existing routes are now served by fewer dai-
ly trains than before the measure passed.
Miami-Dade Transit had also promised to
greatly expand bus service with the new tax
revenues; initial expansions have since been
cut back and are now only about a third of the
promised Jevels.*

Meanwhile, the Scuth Florida Regional
Transportation Authority (Tri-Rail) began
offering commuter-rail service berween Miami,
Ft. Lauderdale, and West Palm Beach in 1985.
In 2008, the agency spent nearly $53 million
operating this service and collected less than $9
million in fares.® Over the life of the service,



Tri-Rail has spent nearly $1 billion on capital
improvernents, Most of it going 10 double-
crack the 71-mile rail line.*® This was supposed
to allow service smprovements that would
arrract more than 30,000 new riders each week-
day,S? Although double-tracking was complei-
ed in 2007, Tr-Rail carried just over 13.000
weekday rders in 2008, Jess than a third more
than in 1994 before the expensive project
began®

Minneapolis: The Hiawaths light-rail ine
opened in 2004 at a cost of more than §700
rmillion, about 50 percent more than the initial
pi'OjEC[ﬁCnS,ES The line ncreased the region’s
transit ridership. Bug, far from relieving con-
gestion, it significantly added to it Because
transportation officials adjusted wafhe sg-
nals to give preference to rrams over highway
vehicles, mororists on the highway parallel 1o
the 121l line found their journeys took 20 to 40
minutes Jonger than before the line opened”

Nashville: As previously noted, the Music
City Star cost less than most rail hines, but the
iy number of passengers it carmies each day
cannot justify even this jow cost.

New Orleans: The St. Charies streetcar
line is the oidest continuously aperated street-
car route in the world and sull uses vehicles
Luilt in the 1920s. In order to boost rourism,
the city added two new lines in the early
2(00s—one of them just in time to be de-
stroyed by Burricane Katrina. The lines did
nothing for Jocal transit ridership, which
steadily declined in the years before Katrina.

New York: New York transit systems car-
ry mare trips each year than the transit sys-
rems of the next 15 largest urban areas, and
almost twice as many rail trips as all other rail
transit systems in the nation combined. Even
come of the severest critics of rail transit call
New York transit a success.”’ Yet a look at the
transit systeny’s finances once apain raises the
question, “How do you define success?”

New York City’s Mewropolitan Transporta-
tion Autherity tail infrastructure was in dire
straights in the early 1930s, when “a third of
the leer was rypically out of service during the
morning rush hours, cars broke down or
caught fire, trains derailed on hazardous track,
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and graffic covered virtually every car” De-
spite improvements from those dark days, only
shout two-thirds of the system’s mulu-bitlion-
dollar annual maintenance needs are funded.”
Even if fully funded, some parts of the system
would not reach a state of good repair until
2028

The agency gets much of its funds from toll
bridges that cross into Manhattan znd  real
estate transfer tax. To provide more, the legis-
lature approved five new taxes in 2009, mciud-
ing a payroll tax (which it called a “mobility
tax” even though it was imposed on people
who work at home).” Yet these taxes are only
expected 1o raise $1.9 billion in 2010, which i
barely enough to cover MTA's operating
defiat, much less fill its maintenance gap.

As one MTA offncal recendy admirred,
“there will never be ‘enough money.”* Even as
MTA struggles to bring its systern into a state
of good repair, it is spending billions of dollars
expanding the system. This includes two of
the world’s most expensive transpostation
projects: first, the Second Avenue Subway,
which is projected to cost more than $17 bil-
lien for 8.5 miles of subway locared just rwo
Blocks from an existing parallel subway line.”
Second is the Long Island Railroad East Side
Access, which extends Long Island commuter
trains rwo miles 1o Grand Central Station ata
cost of $7.6 billion™

The New York urban area is also served by
many other iransit agencies, the largest of
which is New Jersey Transit, which is spend-
ing billions of dollars on new light-rai] lines.
While New Jersey Transit bus fares covered
more than 100 percent of their operating
costs in 2008, the agency's Hudson-Bergen
Hight rail covers only 17 percent of its operat-
ing costs out of fares.

Norfolk: Hampton Roads Transit is the
latest agency to discover the Peter Principle of
rail transit. In 2003, the agency said it could
build a 7.4-mile light-rail line for $232 mil-
lion {2009 dellars) and open it for business
by mid-2008.% 1t is currently not expected to
open until 2017 at a cost as high as 5340 mil-
lion.® In January 2010, the agengy’s CEO
agreed to retire after being told 10 “resign of

One New York
transit official
recently admitted
that “there will
never be enough
money” to keep
the system in
good repair,




To date,
Portland has
spent nearly $3
billion building
light-rail lines
and nearly

£2 billion
subsidizing
developments
along the

light rail and

streetcar lines.

be fired” due to the delays and cost over-
runs.'®

Philadelphia: The Southeastern Pennsyl-
vania Transpertation Authority (SEPTA) op-
erates the nation’s fourth-largest rail transit
systern. Perenmially short of funds, these rail
Lines—like those in Boston and Chicago—are
suffering from deferred maintenance. As
recently as 2007, SEPTA was forced 1o transfer
$27 mitlion of funds from its capital budger 1o
cover its operating deficit, and also spent all of
the $79 million of state “flexible” (available for
either capital or operating expenses) funds on
OPErating costs.

Like Boston’s transit systern before 2006,
SEPTA~which depends on the state for near-
ly half its funding--was funded by the legisla-
ture on a vear-to-year basis. But in 2007, the
state dedicated a share of sales taxes ro SEP-
TA in the hepe that this would help SEPTA
bring its syster inio a state of good repair.

Like Boston, SEPTA soon learned that hav-
ing a dedicated tax base does not assure finan-
cial prosperity, as sales taxes are particularly
likely to decline during a recession.” Not only
were revenues down, but the Transport Work-
ers Union went on a six-day strike, demanding
that its members get “their share” of the dedi-
cated sales tax.'™ As a result, SEPTA is likely to
continue deferring maintenance ar least
through the end of the recession.'™

Phoenix: In 1998, Valley Metro projected
thar it could build a 13-mile light-rail line for
$509 million (in 2009 dollars). By the time
the line opened the last days of 2008, the cost
had ballooned to $1.5 billion for 20 miles—
an 88 percent increase in per-mile costs.
Considering that transit carries-only 0.6 per-
cent of travel in this auto-orented region,
this line is not likely to do much for the
Tegion’s (ransportation systems,

Pirtsburgh: One of the few dties thar did
not dismantle all of its streetcar lines,
Pittsburgh upgraded its surviving lines to
light-rail standards in the 1980s and 1990s.
Pittsburgh also built some exclusive bus lanes
that were nearly as expensive as new Lght-rail
lines. These improvements did littde to stop
the decline in transit ridership, which has fall-

en by nearly 30 percent since 1982. Now the
city, which seems to think it can promote eco-
nomic recovery by building rail infrastrucnare,
is spending $550 million on 2 1.2-mile exten-
sion of its light-rail system called the North
Shore Connector.’™

Portland, Oregon: Heavy investments in
rail transit and draconian land-use policies
have made Portland one of the few cities that
can honestly say rail transit increased per
capita transit ridership. To promote compact
development and reduce per capita driving,
most of Oregon is zoned so strictly thar peo-
ple are not allowed to build homes on their
own Jand unless they own at least 80 acres
and earn ar least $40,000 to $80,000 (depend-
ing on soil productivity) per year farming
it.'” Inside the growth boundaries, Portland
and orther cities have rezoned dozens of
neighborheods for high-density develop-
ment. In many cases, zOning was 50 SUrCt
that, if scmecne’s single-family home burned
down, they would be required to repiace it
with multifamily housing,'®

Although this resulted in rapidly rising
land prices, developers failed o build transit-
oriented developments along Portland’s rail
lines. So Portland began offering a variety of
subsidies, most of them paid for through tax-
increment financing. To date, Portland has
spent nearly $3 billion building lighe-rail
lines and nearly $2 billion subsidizing devel-
opments along the light rail and Portdand’s
streercar.

The resules have been mixed. While transit
ridership has increased since 1990, rail transit
still carries less than 1 percent of the region’s
passenger travel. Moreover, transit’s share of
commuting declined berween 2000 and 2007.
In fact, Census Bureau dara indicate that the-
zhsolure number of transit commurers shrank
from about 58,000 in 2000 ro 57,600 in 2007
while the number of auto commuters grew by
about 66,000.'%

Surveys of one of the Portland area’s
largest transit-oriented developments reveal
that residents use transit a little more than
people in other neighborhoods—but not for
commuting.’® Many transit-oriented devel-



opments have struggled, and research by the
Cascade Policy Institute’s John Charles has
shown that the key to success is plenty of
parking; those with inadequate parking tend
to have high vacancy raies. T in a very real
sense, then, successful developments are not
even transit oriented.

Sacramento: In the mid-1970s, Sacra-
rmento decided to build Iight rail instead of
freeways. At the ume, “traffic congestion was
essentially non-exisient.” but transporiavon
planners hoped that “lack of road building
and the resulting congestion” would encour-
age many people to subsutute transi for dn-
Ving,”?

One part of their plan succeeded: Since
1982, traffic congesuon has octupled.” But
i other respects, planners admit, the plan has
“not worked out” “Despite a focus on lunng
drivers out of their autos,” surveys show that
most wansit niders lack access 1o an auto,
while drivers avoided congestion by finding
alternative routes. Efforts 1o use light rail to
shape the region’s growth patterns alse failed:
both housing and jobs have contnued to
sprawl into areas not served by the rail lines."™

Yer the region’s Jatest transportation plan
still emphasizes transit and manipulaung
land-use parierng 1o make the region more
transit oriented. Transit carries less than 0.8
percent of the region’s motorized travel, yet
the 2006 transportation plan "gives first prior-
ity to expanding the transit ysiem, mose than
doubling light rail mileage.” The plan also
dedicates $500 million ro promote “mixed use
and compact development” along the rail
Jines, attempting o enlarge the market for
transit idership.’’® Much of this is urban
renewal funds originally dedicated ro curing
“urban blight” but now being used to socially
enginter new development 1o promote transit
and discourage auto driving.'” To further
support this goal, the California legislature
passed a law requiting all new state offices to
ocate within a hall mile of a rail stop.'™®

Sorre claim that Sacramento’s transit-ori-
ented development program is “a model for
the naton.” ¥ Bur planners admit the land-
use {OHEFOHEﬂtS of the region’s transporta-
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tion plan “cannot be evaluated for effective-
ness vet,”"?’ Their models project that the
addition of transit-oriented developments to
their transpertation plan could reduce dri-
ving by up to ¥ per{em.m But this has yet 1o
be verified, and many (ransportation experts
believe that rransit-oriented development
works mainly through “self-selection.” That
is, people who want 1o take rransit will tend
10 locaie in such developments, bur the
developments themselves have litde effect on
overall regional ransportation habizs.

Salt Lake City: The Utah Transic Authon-
ty opened jts first modern lightrall line in
1999 and began commuter-rail service in 2008,
Ridership data suggest that light rail pirateg
many passengers away from buses; rail carried
6.1 million riders in 1ts first full year of opera-
tion, while buses carried 6.3 million fewer nd-
ers thar year than in the year before light rail
opened. The Utah Transit Authority recently
admitied that it has been overestimaung light-
rail ridership by 20 percent or more.””* A Urah
state auditor found that regional rransporta-
tion planners “cocked the books” ro bias cost-
effectiveness analyses in favor of more rail oper-
ations.**

San Diego: if any new rail transit system
in the nation deserves to be called a success, it
is San Diego’s. Per capita transit ridership
and the share of the remon’s commuters
using transit have both grown since the
region opened its first light-rail line in 1981
And the transit systern has achieved these
gains at a remarkably low cost: San Diego’s
subsidies per passenger mile are second low-
est among the nation’s Major transit sysfems.

Like Portland, San Diego paired its rail
lines with strict Jand-use policies that encour-
aged denser development in the region’s core
and discouraged development at the periph-
ery.” San Diego has also used tax-increment
financing and other subsidies to promore
dense, mixed-use transit-oriented develop-
ments along the region’s growing rail nerwork.

It is likely that these land-use policies have
contributed 1o the growth of transit nidership,

but at encrmous hidden costs. One of the
Jargest costs is housing. Median housing

A state auditor
found that

Salt Lake City
transportation
planners “cooked
the books” to
bias the analyses
in favor of more
rail construction.



BART, says one
transit advocate,
is a “vampire”
that “sucks the
lifeblood out of
every [other]
transit agency”
in the Bay Area.

prices were a litde more than twice median
family mcomes in 1969, 128 By 2006 they were
more than eight numes median farmil ¥ iR
comes, making single-family homes unafford-
abie to all bur the very weakhy.w

A second hidden cost is the reduced urban
services due to the mability of the cry and
region 1o serve increased densities. After the
1979 plap promoted rapid infill developmens
in the region’s core, “sewer breakdowns be-
came commaonplace” and by 1990 the ary eso-
mared “1t would cost over $1 billion to make
up the infrastrucrure shortfall.”*® A third hid-
den cosz is traffic congestion, which increased
by nine tmes as the region pursued the poélcy
of emphasizing transit over highways.”

Three decades of imposing these costs on
the region have contributed to transit growth,
vet ransit remains an insignificant form of
travel in the San Diego urban area. Transit car-
ried just 3.8 percent of commuters to work in
2008 (up from 3.5 percent in 1980), and just
1.5 percent of overall motorized travel in 2007
{up from 1.4 percent in 1982).

San Francisco-Qakland: The San Fran-
cisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) system
has become a giant money sink for the region.
Unlike regions whose rail and bus systems are
run by the same agencies, BART is separate
from Bay Area bus agencies and effectively
competes with those agencies for funds. A
member of the Alameda Contra Costa {AC)
Transit Board has called BART a “vampire” be-
cause it “sucks the lifeblood our of every tran-
sit agency with which it comes in contact.”™

Pecisions about the distribution of federal

and state transit funds ro the various agencies
are made by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission. The MTC has been sued by low-
income advocates for transit apartheid, for
funding BART to wealthy suburbs while deny
ing funds to low-cost bus mnp; ovements in
Jow-income neighborhoods.”’ Berween 1982
and the present, the region’s bus service, mea-
sured in vehicle revenue miles, declined by 20
percent, which contnibuted to a 37 percent
decline in bus ridership. This decline is greater
than the increase in BART ridership, so overall
transit ridership fell by 14 percent.
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1 2003, BART opened a new line in San Ma-
teo County, with the agreement that San Mateo
Transit (SamTrans) would cover the operating
losses of the new line. Those losses proved 1o be
much higher than expected, forcing SamTrans
to reduce bus service by more than 10 percent,
leading to an 8 percent Joss in nidership.

San Jose: Silicon Valley's first light-rail line
opened in 1988 and a second in 2000, Since
then, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA) has been planning more light
rail and an extension of the San Francisco
BART systern to San Jose.

These plans were put on hold when the
dot-tom crash resubted in reduced sales tax
revenues m 2001. VTA was unable to keep its
existing system running while meeting its
$400 million debt obligations, much less build
any new lines. Even after diverting some of the
sales tax that was supposed to be dedicated to
capital improvements to fund its operations,
VTA was forced to reduce both bus and rail
service by 20 percent. This contributed ro a 34
percent loss in transit ridership berween 2001
and 2005, less than a third of which has been
recovered since then.

Despite these finandal problems, VTA sull
plans to fund the BART extension even though
the environmental impact report for the line
projected that it would not take enough cars off
of any highway segment ro increase rush-hour
trave] speeds by even 1 mile per hour.™ In its
2001 regional wransportation plan, the San
Francisco Bay Area Metropolitan Transporta-
tiont Commission found that the BART San
Jose extension would be so expensive that it
would cost more than $100 for every new tran-
sit ride it would preduce. By companson, the
average cost per new transit nide of bus im-
provements was less than $7, and some were
less than §1.7*

VTA’s insistence on building this rail line
combined with its financial ineptitude in man-
aging its bus and light-rail system has led tran-
sit expert Tom Rubin to call it “the worst tran-
sit operator in the U.S.” “T have never found any
agency that is so consistently either one of the
worst or, commonly, the absolute worst, on
every single merric as VTA,” says Rubin, ™



Seattle: In an example of the Peter Prin-
ciple, ransit officials admirted they had gross-
ly underestimated 0SS S0OD afier Seatde vor-
ers approved the region’s first light-rail line in
1996, The Cenwral Puget Sound Transit Au-
thority (Sound “Transit) decided to build an
exclusive right of way for most of the length of
the rail line, thus combining the low capacities
of light rail with the high costs of heavy rail
The 14-mile line finally opened in 200%ata
cost of $2.1 billion, making it the highest cost-
per-mile lightrail line ever buili—a dubious
achievemnent the agency expects 1o beat with
jts mext rail hine.

Sound Transit alse spent an incredible
$1.1 billion on 2 commuter-rail service that
staried in 2000, The commuter line atzracred
far fewer riders than projected, and Sound
Transit ended up selling 47 out of the 75 cars
it purchased for the trains.

St. Louis: Opening in 1993 after a mere
22 percent €ost overrun, the region’s first
light-rail line initially attracted many new
riders.% Berween 2001 and 2008, however,
St. Loujs added several extensions 1o its light-
rail systern that were less successful: the new
lines generated no new rai} riders but were
accompanied by 2 decline in bus ridership.
Total transit ridership in 2008 was less than
in 1998, before any of the extensions opened.

Consuruction of the new lines led t0 an
unusual degree of rancor berween St. Lows’
rransit agency, Metro, and its contractors.
The two filed lawsuits and cournfersiits over
cast overruns that—after the Jongest Jury tri-
al4n St. Louis history—the agency ultuimately
lost, costing Metro millions of dolars in legal
fees and claims by the contractors.” Thisleft
the agency unable 1o meet its debr and pen-
sion obligations and resulted in the forced
resignation of Metro’s general manager,
Larry Salei,

Bus ridership declined fora simple reason:
bus service declined, Berween 1995 and 2008,
vehide revenue miles of bus service declined
by 15 percent, contpbuting to a 23 percent
drop in bus ndership.

Partly to recover from the lawsuit and
partly to get its rail cons{ructon program

going sgain, Metro asked voters for a half-
cent sales-tax increase in November 2008.
Supporters OUISpent OPpONEnts by 560 to 1,
yet the measure received only 48 percent of
the vore. ' For the moment, St. Lowis Metro
has no firm plans to expand its rail system.

Washington: In 1962, the inirial planners
of the Washington Metrorail system project-
ed that 2 103-mile system would cost $793
million (about $4.6 billion in 2008 dollars)
and that fares would cover all of the operat-
ing costs and more than 75 percent of the
capital costs. "™ In an early example of wransit
apartheid, planners deliberately routed the
initial lines away frofn low-income neighbor-
hoods that, they believed, would not be able
to pay enough fares 1o recaver capital costs.
As it turned out, the acrual consiruction
costs of the 103-mile system were neasly four
times greater than anticipated, and fares cov-
er only about 60 percent of operating oSS
and no capital costs.

Federal taxpayers paid most of the con-
struction cost. Local governments subsidize
the operations, But today, more than 30 years
after the first rail lines opened, no one has alio-
cated funds to rebuild the Metrorail system,
which is why it suffers frequent breakdowns
and why maintenance faiures led to the
deaths of nine people in an accident in June
2009.*" Aside from the crash, the Merrorail
system suffers from a variety of routine prob-
lerns, including broken rails, smoke in the run-
nels reguiring train evacuanons, and malfunc-
tioning elevators and escalators at train
stations, all of which can be raced to Mertro’s
lack of funding for maintenance. In January
2010, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority general manager John Catoe
announced he would “take the fall” for the
agency’s problems by resigning,'”

Despite WMATA’s inability to maintain its
rail system, the federal government granted
$500 million toward the first stage of a $5.2
billion, 23-mile Metrorail extension 1o Duilles
Airport. This project is being built by the
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority,

but WMATA will be saddled with the costs of

operations and manienance.

\
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Though
Washington
Metrorail’s initial
planners
predicted fares
would cover all
operating cOsts '
and 75 percent of
capital costs, in
fact they barely
cover 60 percent
of operating costs
and no capital
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
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TELEPHMONE: (BDB) 768-5010 « FAX: (808) 788-5011

TOM BERG

COUNCILMEMBER

HONOLULU CITY COUNGIL « DISTRICT
pH {B08) 768-5001

FAX: (B08) 788-5011
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Sl e el

May 2, 2011

The Honorable Peler Carlisie
Mayor

City and County of Honolulu

530 S. King Street, 3 Floor

Honolulu, HI 98813

Dear Mayor Carlisle,

As you may know, | will be hosting a town hall mesting at Ewa Makai Middie School on Wednesaay,
June 15" from 7:00 p.m. until 9:00 pm. The single topic will be the rail transit project and the
substantial changes in costs, route. traffic congestion mitigation, and much more since voters cast
their ballets on this issue back in November 2008

For the benefit of our constituents, | would really like you and other area elected officiais to
participate in this up-to-the-minules discussion of this joint City-State-Federat project and ihe big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of. To this end, please accept this letter as my
formal invitation 1o you.

Finally, please find enclosed the current flyer for this town hall meeting. Your attendance to discuss
the rai} project and the many changes is critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding about
how these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their children. | hope we can count on your
participation and that you 100 recognize the imporiance in helping the public to know where we
stand.

Please R.S.V.P. by May 15" so that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
reach me by e-maii at therg@honolulu.goy and by phone at 768-5001. | look forward to continue to
working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Oahy,

Alcha

Lo
TOM BERG
Counciimember — District 1
Ews Beach, Kapolei, Waianae Coast

Enclosure

ce Audrey Wallower, Ewa Makai Middle School



CITTY COUNCII.

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLUL U
530 SOUTH KING STREET, ROOM 202
HONOLULU, HAWAIl ©98813-3065
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May 2, 2017

The Honorable Rida 7. R Cabanilia
State Representative, District 47
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 442
445 S Beretania Street

Honoluiu, HI 96813

Dear Representative Cabaniila.

As you may know, | will be hosting & town hail meeting at Ewa Makai Migdle School on Wednesday.
June 15" from 7:00 p.m. until 8:00 p.m. The single topic will be the rail transit project and the
substantial changes in costs, route, traffic congestion mitigation, and much more since volers cast
their ballots on this issue back in November 2008.

For the benefit of our constituents, | would reatly like you and other area elected officials to
participate in this up-to-the-minutes discussion of this joint City-State-Federal project and the big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of. To this end, please accept this letter as my
formal invitetion to you.

Finally, please find enclesed the current fiyer for this town hall meeting. Your attendance to discuss
the rait project and the many changes i critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding abous
how these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their children. | hope we can count on your
pariicipation and that you too recognize the importance in helping the public to know where we
stand.

Please R.S.V.P. by May 15% g0 that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
reach me by e-mail at tbera@honolulu.goy and by phone at 768-5001. 1look forward to continue 10

working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Oahu.

TOM BERG
Councilmember — District 1
Ewa Beach. Kapoiei, Waianae Coast

Enclosure

el Audrey Waltower, Ewa Makai Middie School
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May 2, 2011

The Honorable Kymberly M. Pine
State Representative, District 43
Hawaii State Capitcl, Room 3332
415 5. Berelania Street
Honoluiu, HI 88813

Dear Representative Fine,

As you may know, | will be hosting a town hall meeting at Ewa Makai Middie School on Wednesday,
June 415" from 7:00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. The single topic will be the raf transit project and the
substantial changes in costs, route, traffic congestion mitigation, and much more since volers cast
their ballots on this issue back in November 2008.

For the benefit of our constituents, | would really like you and other area electad officials 1o
participate in this up-to-the-minutes discussion of this joint City-State-Federal project and the big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of To this end. please accept this letler as my
forrmal invitation o you.

Finally, please find enclosed the current flyer ior this town hall meeting. Your attendance 1o discuss
the rail project and the many changes is critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding about
now these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their children. | hope we can count on your
participation and that you too recognize the importance in helping the public to know where we
stand.

Please R.S.V.P. by May 15" 5o that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
reach me by e-mail at thera@honolulu.gov and by phone at 768-5001. |look forward to conlinue o
working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Qahu.

Alcha

TOM BERG

Counciimember — District 1
Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae Coast

Enclosure

ol Audrey Wallower, Ewa Makai Middie Schoof
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WMay 2, 2011

The Honorable Will Espero
State Senator, District 20
Hawail State Capitol, Room 231
415 8. Beretania Street
Honoiuly, HI 968132

Dear Senator Espero,

As you may know, | will be hosting a town hall meeting at Ewa Makai Middle Schoot on Wednesday.
June 15" from 7:00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. The single topic will be the rail transit project and the
substantial changes in costs, route, traffic congestion mitigation, and much more since voters cast
their ballots on this issue back in November 2008.

For the benefit of our constituents, | wouid really like you and other area elected officials 10
participate in this up-to-the-minutes giscussion of this joint City-State-Federal project and the big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of, To this end, please accept this letter as my
formal invitation {0 you.

Finally, ptease find enclosed the current flyer for this town hali meeting. ¥Your atiendance to discuss
the rail project and the many changes is critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding about
now these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their children. | hope we can count on your
participation and that you too recognize the importance in helping the public to know where we
stand.

Piease R.S.V.P. by May 15" so that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
reach me by e-mail at tberg@honolulu gov and by phone at 768-5001. 1 look forward to continue 1o
working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Qahu.

TOM BERG
Councilmember — District 1
Ewa Beach, Kapolei. Waianae Coast

Encicsure

ce Audrey Wallower, Ewa Makai Middle School
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May 2, 2011

YWayne Yoshioka, Director

Department of Transportation Services
City and County of Honoluiu

B50 8. King Street, 37 Floor

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Director Yoshioka,

As you may know, | will be hosting a town hall meeting at Ewa Makai Middle School on Wednesday,
June 15" from 7-00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. The single topic will be the rafl transit proiect and the
substantial changes in costs, route, traffic congestion mitigation, and much more since volers cast
their ballots on this issue back in November 2008.

For the benefit of our constituents, | would really like you and other area elected officials to
participate in this up-to-the-minutes discussion of this joint City-State-Federal project and the big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of. To this end, please accept this lefter as my
formal invitation to you.

Finally, please find enclosed the current flyer for this town hall meeting. Your attendance to discuss
the rail project and the many changes is critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding about
how these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their children. | hope we can count on your
participation and that you 100 recognize the importance in helping the public to know where we

stand.

Please R.S.V.P. by May 15% 5o that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
¥

reach me by e-mail at tbera@honolulu.gov and by phone at 768-5001. 1look forward to continue 1o
working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Gahu.

a= (e

o BT,

TOM BERG
Councilmember — District 1
Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae Coast

Enclosure

Ce

Audrey Wallower, Ewa Makai Middie School
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
530 SOUTH KING STREET, ROOM 202
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TELEPHMONE: (B08) 768-5010 = FAX: {80B) 768-5011

TOM BERG

COUNCILMEMBER

HONCLULU CITY COUNCIL = DISTRICT |
PH. (BOR) 788-5001

FAX: (B0OR) 768-5011

ExAlL thera@honpluiu.ooy

Toru Harmayasu, P. E.

Deputy Direcior

Department of Transportation Services
City and County of Honolilu

550 §. King Street, 3 Floor

Honolulu, Hi 96813

Dear Deputy Director Hamayasu,

As you may know, | will be hosting a lown hall meeting at Ewa Makal Middie Schoot on Wednesday,
June 15" from 7:00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. The single topic will be the rail transil project and the
substantial changes in costs, route, \raffic congestion mitigation, and much more since voters cast
their ballots on this issue back in Novembet 2008

£or the benefit of our constituents, wouid really like you and cther area elecied officials 10
participate in this up-to-the-minutes discussion of this joint City-State-Federal project and the big
changes that the public is only now becoming aware of To this end, please accept this letter as my
formal invitation to you.

Finally, please find enclosed the current flyer for this town hall meeting. Your attendance {o discuss
the rail project and the many changes is critical to help our citizens gain a full understanding about
how these changes will impact their lives and the lives of their chitdren. | hope we can count on your
participation and that you too recognize the importance in helping the public to know where we
stand.

Piease R.SV.P. by May 15% g0 that we may include you in our promotion of the event. You can
reach me by e-mail at tbera@honolulu.gov and by phone at 768-5001. | look forward to continue ¢
working with you as we endeavor to improve the lives of the residents of West Oahu.

Alcha,

TOM BERG
Councilmember — District 1
Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae Coast
Enclosure

og Audrey Wallower, Ewa Makai Middle School




