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This appendix includes all comment all comment submissions received on the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] along 
with responses to all substantive comments that pertained to the topics of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). Common comments are summarized and responses are 
provided to those comments in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). Where 
comment responses refer to common responses, please see those responses in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

The submissions are grouped to begin with agencies (federal, state, and local), groups 
and organizations, individuals and companies, and finally the transcript of the public 
hearing. Each group in the following index is sorted alphabetically except the transcript 
which is in the order of speaking. Numbers in parenthesis indicate the number of 
multiple submissions from the listed party.   

Index of Comments and Responses on the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) 

Federal  Page

US Department of the Interior (Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance)  A‐7

US Department of the Interior (US Geological Survey)  A‐10

US Environmental Protection Agency (Region IX)  A‐11

US General Services Administration (Pacific Rim Region)  A‐13
 
State 

Department of Accounting and General Services  A‐14

Department of Land and Natural Resources (Land Division)  A‐15

Department of Transportation  A‐18

Office of Planning  A‐20

 
City 
Board of Water Supply  A‐21

Department of Community Services  A‐22

Department of Design and Construction (2)  A‐23

Department of Facility Maintenance  A‐26

Department of Parks & Recreation  A‐27

Department of Transportation Services (2)  A‐28

Honolulu Fire Department  A‐31

Groups and Organizations 

Hawaii's Thousand Friends   A‐32

HECO   A‐44

I Mua Rail   A‐45

US District Court   A‐49
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Individuals and Companies   

Last Name  First Name  Page

Aragon  Roy  A‐54

Bautista  Dave  A‐55

Berg  Tom  A‐56

Bond (4)  John  A‐59

Cannon  Victoria & Trudy  A‐68

Chu  Sean  A‐69

Chun  Wayne  A‐70

Corrie  Ellen  A‐71

DeJean (2)  Khistina  A‐72

Dentons  A‐74

Dudley (2)  Kioni  A‐96

Ernst  William  A‐102

Faufata  Ralph  A‐103

Ferraro  Joseph  A‐104

Gaskell  Jeffrey  A‐106

Genadio  Frank  A‐107

Hee  Wynnie  A‐109

Hilfer  Lien  A‐110

James (3)  Choon  A‐111

Kaai‐Barrett  Malia  A‐128

Kauihou  Tasha  A‐130

Kupukaa  Katherine  A‐131

Lee  George  A‐132

Lee  Mike  A‐133

Lowe   A‐144

McLaughlin  Tom  A‐145

Meyers  Pat  A‐146

Mock  Edith  A‐148

Murchie  Margaret  A‐149

Ninomiya  Marsha  A‐150

Pacific Guardian Center   A‐151

Pilika  Asti  A‐154

Prevedouros  Panos  A‐155

Robinson  Ben  A‐158

Rodman (2)  Robert  A‐159

Russel  John  A‐163

Settsu  Ken  A‐167

Slater  Cliff  A‐168

Takahashi  Norm  A‐172

Takata  Toshi  A‐173

Tellander  Robert  A‐174
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Uyehara  Leroy  A‐177 

Wagner  Ed  A‐178 

Walker  Daniel  A‐180 

Wang  Allan  A‐181 

Yannella  Chris  A‐182 

  George  A‐183 

Anonymous    A‐184 

Anonymous‐ 1  A‐185 

Anonymous‐ 2  A‐186 

Anonymous‐ 3  A‐187 
 

 

Hearing Transcripts (in order of testimony)   

Last Name  First Name  Page

Chun  T.K.  A‐192

Lee  Michael  A‐194

Oamilda  Glenn  A‐196

DeJean    Khistina  A‐199

McMillan  Cindy  A‐201

Anthony  Jim  A‐202

Slater  Cliff  A‐205
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DOI-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Department of the Interior’s interest 
in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

DOI-2 The properties listed in the Supplemental EIS/4(f) were evaluated for 
eligibility for listing on the NRHP using the same process and 
assumptions used to determine eligibility of properties during the 
Section 106 process for the Project. Please see Common Response 9 
in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
 
The SHPO was sent copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) for 
review and comment on May 31, 2013. As noted in the State of Hawaii 
Department of Land and Natural Resources letter, dated July 22, 2013, 
the SHPO did not comment on the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). A 
summary of consultation efforts with SHPO is included in Section 5.1 of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
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DOI-3

DOI-4

DOI-2
(cont.)

 
 
DOI-3 

 
 
The scope of this Supplemental EIS/4(f) is limited to the evaluation and 
findings under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act related to 
whether the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is a feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative per the District Court Order on Cross Motions for 
Summary Judgment. The Summary Judgment did not require an examination 
of additional alternatives. Please see Common Responses 1 and 2 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) for a discussion of additional 
alternatives.   
 
A project must connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address 
environmental matters on a broad scope, as required by 23 CFR 
771.111(f)(1). If funding becomes available, and an extension of the Project 
to UH M�noa is undertaken at a future date, the National Environmental 
Policy Act and Section 106 processes would be completed for the extension. 
Neither 23 CFR 771 nor the Court’s Summary Judgment Order requires the 
evaluation of a lengthened alternative for the Project that is no longer under 
consideration. 
 

DOI-4 The analysis is consistent with 36 C.F.R § 60.4, which states in its entirety: 
 
Criteria considerations. Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of 
historical figures, properties owned by religious institutions or used for 
religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their original 
locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily 
commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance 
within the past 50 years shall not be considered eligible for the National 
Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of 
districts that do meet the criteria of if they fall within the following categories: 
      (a) A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or 
artistic distinction or historical importance; or 
      (b) A building or structure removed from its original location but which is 
significant primarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure 
most importantly associated with a historic person or event; or 
      (c) A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if 
there is no appropriate site or building directly associated with his productive 
life. 
      (d) A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of 
persons of transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design 
features, or from association with historic events; or 
      (e) A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable 
environment and presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration 
master plan, and when no other building or structure with the same 
association has survived; or 
      (f) A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, 
or symbolic value has invested it with its own exceptional significance; or 
      (g) A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of 
exceptional importance. 
The complete text does not alter the discussion because the features that 
have been moved and reconstructed are not part of a historic district and do 
not qualify for any other exception listed in the provision. The property as a 
whole is a historic property, but the relocated and reconstructed elements are 
not contributing elements to the property. 
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DOI-5

DOI-6

DOI-7

DOI-5 The Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) evaluated Mother Waldron Park and 
Playground within the context of Section 4(f). If a project does not 
permanently incorporate land from the historic property but results in an 
adverse effect, it is necessary to further assess the proximity impacts of the 
project in terms of the potential for constructive use under Section 4(f). As 
described in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), a constructive 
use occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate land from a 
Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that 
the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. 
 
The substantial alteration of the Playground’s boundaries, and the changes in 
setting, since its period of historical significance are documented in Section 
4.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Every building adjacent to the 
Playground has been demolished or replaced, and the use of every parcel 
surrounding the Playground has changed since its construction.  As depicted 
in Figure 29, the Playground’s setting was changed significantly when an 
apartment building was constructed on part of the property, and the park’s 
boundaries were expanded.  In short, the setting, feeling, and association 
have been highly compromised, as described in Section 4.1 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
 
Section 4.1.2 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) identifies the aspects of 
Mother Waldron Park that contribute to its eligibility for the NRHP and Section 
4.2.2  evaluates whether the Project would “substantially impair,” per 23 CFR 
part 774.15, those aspects in a way that “substantially” diminishes Mother 
Waldron Park from qualifying for the NRHP. The Project would result in a 
visual effect because it introduces a new visual element, the guideway, into 
Mother Waldron Playground’s setting in a close proximity to the park. 
However, the setting, feeling, and association of the park have been highly 
compromised by the development and construction in the surrounding area. 
Mother Waldron Playground derives its historic significance from its historical 
development and use as a playground and its remaining architectural and 
landscape design features. Remaining significant historic features of the 
original playground include the Art Deco/Art Moderne-style comfort station, 
remaining portion of the ‘Ewa boundary wall, internal walls and benches, and 
the general layout of the makai portion of the playground. The Project would 
not affect the architectural and landscape design features of the playground. 
Therefore, the Project would not adversely affect the activities, features or 
attributes that qualify Mother Waldron Playground under Section 4(f)�
 

DOI-6 The text has been revised in the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) to read 
“eligibility of properties for listing in the NRHP and the effect of the Project on 
historic properties located within the Area of Potential Effects”. 
 

DOI-7 The text has been revised in the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) to read “The 
Project will not create proximity impacts so severe that the protected 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify Mother Waldron Playground for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.” Section 4.1.1 of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) discusses the protected features of Mother 
Waldron Playground. See response to DOI-5 regarding the differences 
between the finding of adverse effect under Section 106 and substantial 
impairment under Section 4(f) for Mother Waldron Playground. 

�

�
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USGS-1
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USGS-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  
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EPA-1

EPA-2

EPA-3

�
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EPA-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  
 

EPA-2 Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding Traditional Cultural Properties. 

  

EPA-3 The EPA will remain on the distribution list for the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). 
 
 
 
 
 

�

� �

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -11 
September 2013



�

�

�

� �

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -12 
September 2013



GSA-1

GSA-2

GSA-3

�
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GSA-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the General Service Administration 
(GSA)’s interest and participation in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  
 

GSA-2 The FTA and HART commit to continue coordination with GSA and 
implementing security mitigation measures that have been agreed to 
between HART and GSA. The FTA and HART further commit to 
meeting all federal security guidelines requirements applicable to the 
transit project in relation to the Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole 
Federal Building and its uses. 

  
 

GSA-3 The FTA and HART have received and responded to a separate 
comment letter from Judge Mollway.  
 
 
 
 
 

�
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DAGS-1

DAGS-2

DAGS-1 Because the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative and would not have the least overall harm 
to Section 4(f) properties, as discussed in Common Responses 5 and 6 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), FTA and HART do not 
intend to further pursue the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. Effects of 
the Project on the OR&L property were addressed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)].Section 
3.3.1 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) has been updated to reflect the 
effects of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and the Department of 
Accounting and General Services use of the OR&L property. 

DAGS-2 Section 3.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) has been updated to clarify 
that the depth of the tunnel would increase in the vicinity of the Hawai‘i 
State Capitol to avoid conflicts with existing vehicle access to the Capitol 
Building’s parking garage. 
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DLNR-1
DLNR-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the State of Hawai'i Department of Land 

and Natural Resource’s interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. 
Issues with access to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation were resolved through a phone call to 
the agency. 
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DOT-1

DOT-2

DOT-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the State of Hawai'i Department of 
Transportation (HDOT)’s interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. 
HART will continue to coordinate with HDOT on all state facilities. 

DOT-2 The lack of HDOT jurisdiction in the vicinity of Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park is noted. 
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OP-1

OP-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the State of Hawai'i Office of Planning’s 
interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -20 
September 2013



BWS-1

BWS-1 Section 3.4 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] has been updated to reflect 
the information provided by the Board of Water Supply. Because the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative and would not have the least overall harm to Section 
4(f) properties, as discussed in Common Responses 5 and 6 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), no plans are proposed for its 
design or construction. 
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DCS-1 DCS-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Department of Community Services’ 
interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. 
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From: Miyamoto, Faith
To: Felix, Jorge; Roberts, Stephanie L
Cc: Gilliland, Barbara; Spurgeon, Lawrence
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 2:21:41 PM

Hi Jorge and Stephanie –

Forwarding for your appropriate action.  Is this the protocol that I should be following?

Faith

From: Mariani-Belding, Jeanne
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 2:10 PM
To: Takashige, Chris T
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Scanlon, Elizabeth
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS
 
Hi Chris,
Thanks for the note. I am passing it along to Faith Miyamoto, our chief planner. Hope you are well!
 
Jeanne
 
------------------------------
Jeanne Mariani-Belding
Director of Communications
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation (HART)
1099 Alakea St.  17th Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813
Direct: 808.768.6145
Cell: 808.489.2530
jbelding@honolulu.gov
 

From: Takashige, Chris T 
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 11:48 AM
To: Mariani-Belding, Jeanne
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS
 
Jeanne,  Forwarding some DDC comments for consideration.

chris

Chris Takashige
Director, Dept of Design and Const
City and County of Honolulu
808-768-8471

From: Lau, Clifford
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 11:39 AM
To: Takashige, Chris T
Cc: Kodama, Dennis S; Hildebrand, Terry
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS
 
Chris,

�
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We had our staff review the Supplemental EIS and have the following comments:

1. Impact on A’ala Park with respect to the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative
alignment: The Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative implies the designation of
an easement for a tunnel under A’ala Park.  It has been a long-standing policy
of the City to avoid wherever possible easements on City parks for purposes
that are not directly related to park use.  The proposed rail alignment would put
constraints on future plans for development or redevelopment of the Park.
Although not strictly a park “direct use,” it is objectionable.  It would tend to tie
the hands of planners and designers as to what park functions could be
accommodated in the future.

2. With respect to the proposed rail line’s adjacency to seven City parks,
the negative visual and sound impacts are relatively insignificantare
counterbalanced by the positive impact of increased public accessibility.
However, at Thomas Square Park (the first established City park), where view
planes among several important civic establishments are important, the
negative visual impact rises to a higher level of significance.

Regards,
Clifford

From: Takashige, Chris T 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 1:49 PM
To: Katsura, Stanley; Trang, Timothy; Lau, Clifford; Kodama, Dennis S; Hamada, Gerald; Miyata,
Thomas; Inouye, Guy M (DDC); Takara, Russell
Cc: Yonamine, Mark K
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS

Not sure if you guys review stuff like this but forwarding it.

Chris Takashige
Director, Dept of Design and Const
City and County of Honolulu
808-768-8471

From: Broder Van Dyke, Jesse
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 1:45 PM
To: Formby, Michael; Shinn, Ember; Takashige, Chris T
Subject: FW: Supplemental EIS
 
For your information.

From: Mariani-Belding, Jeanne
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 1:07 PM
To: Broder Van Dyke, Jesse; Deemer, Georgette
Cc: Ishikawa, Scott; Hamaguchi, Lois
Subject: Supplemental EIS
 
Hi Jesse and Georgette,
 

DDC-1

DDC-2

DDC-1 Section 3.3.1 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] has been updated to reflect 
City policy regarding easements through parks. 

DDC-2 Visual impacts of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative are discussed in 
Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Thomas Square includes 
protected significant public views as defined in Section 21-9.70 of the 
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu that would be adversely affected by the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. 
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DDC1-1 DDC1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Department of Design and 
Construction’s interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. 
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DFM-1
DFM-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Department of Facility Maintenance’s 

interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  
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DPR-1 DPR-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the attention of the City and County of 
Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation as the agency with 
jurisdiction over multiple parks in the vicinity of the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project and acknowledge that the department concurs with the findings of 
the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) discusses the conclusion that the Project 
will not use Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park and Playground. 
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DTS-1
DTS-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the City and County of Honolulu 

Department of Transportation Services (DTS)’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -28 
September 2013



�

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -29 
September 2013



DTS1-2

DTS1-3

DTS1-4

DTS1-5

DTS1-1

DTS1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS)’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.

DTS1-2 Because the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative and would not have the least overall harm 
to Section 4(f) properties, as discussed in Common Responses 5 and 6 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), no plans are proposed 
for its design or construction.

DTS1-3 See response DTS1-2. 

DTS1-4 See response DTS1-2. 

DTS1-5 See response DTS1-2.  
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HFD-1

HFD-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Honolulu Fire Department’s interest in 
the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. Impacts on emergency services were 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 
2010.
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HTF-1

HTF-2

�
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HTF-1 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). Design of the Chinatown Station was addressed in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final EIS/4(f). Impacts 
to historic properties were discussed in Section 4.16.3 of the Final 
EIS/4(f). 
 

HTF-2 Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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HTF-2 
(cont.)

HTF-3

HTF-6

HTF-4

HTF-5

�

�

�

�

 
 

 

HTF-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see Common Response 1 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding evaluation of a shortened Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative. The scope of this Supplemental EIS/4(f) is 
limited to the evaluation and findings under Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act related to whether the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative is a feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternative per the District Court Order on Cross Motions for Summary 
Judgment. The Summary Judgment did not require an examination of 
additional alternatives. 
 
Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding least overall harm analysis. This does 
not change the fact that the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not 
prudent.  
 

 
HTF-4 

 
Descriptions of the historic properties are included in Table 2 of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Please see Common Response 9 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding evaluation of 
historic properties along South King Street. 
 

 
HTF-5 

 
Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding comparison of harm between the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and the Project. 
 

 
HTF-6 

 
Section 4(f) use analysis for the Project was completed in the Final 
EIS/4(f) issued in June 2010.  In the ROD issued January 2011, FTA 
included use determinations for Section 4(f) properties. Please see 
Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f). 
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HTF-7

  
 
 
 
 

HTF-7 Cumulative effects of the Project were evaluated in Section 4.19 of the 
Final EIS/4(f) and considered in the Programmatic Agreement, which 
was executed between the FTA, the SHPO, the Navy, HART and the 
ACHP on January 18, 2011. As documented in Section 4.2 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), FTA determined that the Project would not 
create a constructive use. 
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HTF-8

HTF-9

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
HTF-8 Mother Waldron Playground is not currently listed in the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  FTA found the playground eligible 
for listing and a listing form has been prepared for submission to the 
Keeper of the Register. As the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) stated in 
Section 4.1.2, Mother Waldron Playground was listed on the Hawai‘i 
Register of Historic Places on June 9, 1988 (prior to the Halekauwila 
Street realignment and the construction of an apartment building on 
part of the playground) as an element of the thematic group “City & 
County of Honolulu Art Deco Parks.” The state listing noted the park as 
significant for its associations with the playground movement, both 
nationally and locally, as well as its architectural and landscape design 
by Harry Sims Bent. As documented in the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), 
FTA and HART have submitted an NRHP nomination form to the 
SHPO. The NRHP nomination form has been included in Appendix D of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
 
 
 
 

HTF-9 Visual impacts of the Project were addressed in Section 4.8 of the Final 
EIS/4(f). Please see Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding impacts to Mother Waldron Park and 
Playground. 
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HTF-10

HTF-11

HTF-12

HTF-13

�

�

�

�

�

  
HTF-10 The Project would not constructively use Mother Waldron 

Neighborhood Park, and therefore, no avoidance alternative is required.  
Even so, alternatives to an alignment near Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park were considered, as discussed in Section 4.3 of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). The Queen Street Shift Alternative is not 
an avoidance alternative to the use of Section 4(f) property. The 
analysis found that the Queen Street Shift Alternative would result in 
the Section 4(f) use of historic properties.  Section 4.3 identifies two 
properties, Kewalo Theatre and Island Roses, that would have to be 
demolished. If the Queen Street Shift Alternative were perused, 
additional evaluation would be required.  
 
 

HTF-11 Section 4.1.2 of the Supplemental Final EIS/4(f) describes the 
significant historic features that are protected under Section 4(f). The 
NRHP nomination form submitted to the State Historic Preservation 
Officer is included in Appendix D to the Supplemental Final EIS/4(f). 
Please see response DOI-4 for additional information. 
 
 

HTF-12 Please see Common Response 7, explaining the determination that the 
Project would not constructively use Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Playground because it would not substantially impair protected features 
and attributes. 
 
 
 
 

HTF-13 The reinterment site has not been determined eligible for or listed in the 
NRHP.  Under the relevant criteria, set forth at 36 CFR 60.4, it would 
not be eligible for listing because “ [o]rdinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, 
or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious institutions 
or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from 
their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties 
primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved 
significance within the past 50 years shall not be considered eligible for 
the National Register”. Because the site is not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, it does not meet the definition of a Section 4(f) property per 23 
CFR 774. 
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HTF-14
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HTF-14 Please see Common Response 8 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 

Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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HTF-17

HTF-16

HTF-15

�

�

�

HTF-15 The effects of the Project on historical properties were addressed in 
Section 4.16.3 of the Final EIS/4(f) and the SHPO concurred with the 
effect determinations; measures to mitigate the adverse effects were 
included in the PA, which was executed between the FTA, the SHPO, 
the Navy, HART and the ACHP on January 18, 2011. 

 
 
 
 
HTF-16 

 
 
 
 
Visual effects of the Project were addressed in Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS/4(f). 
 
 

 
HTF-17 

 
Please see Common Responses 5 and 6. 
 
 

�

� �

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -38 
September 2013



Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -39 
September 2013



Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -40 
September 2013



Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -41 
September 2013



Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -42 
September 2013



�

�

�

�

�

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -43 
September 2013



HECO-1

�
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HECO-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO)’s 
interest in the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. HART will continue to 
coordinate with HECO. 

  

�
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IMua-1
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IMua-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project and recognize the support for the Project. 

  

�
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Mol-1

�

�

Mol-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The comment refers to a previously-submitted letter stating that security 
risks to the United States District Courthouse have not been addressed. 
Security risks were addressed in Section 2.5.4 of the Final EIS/4(f) and 
through ongoing coordination with the U.S General Services 
Administration (GSA), which has the statutory responsibility for 
determining and implementing security requirements for federal 
facilities, including the United States District Courthouse in Honolulu. 
The U.S. Marshals Service and Federal Protective Service have stated 
that they agree that the Project “does not pose any additional threat to 
the Courthouse beyond that of surface traffic.”  See FPS and USMS’ 
letter to Senator Daniel K. Inouye, dated October 2, 2009.  GSA also 
agreed, by its letter sent on October 16, 2009, that “this project will not 
add any additional threat or vulnerability to this federal facility.”  The 
FTA and HART have offered security mitigation beyond the 
requirements of federal security guidelines applicable to the building 
and its uses. Please see the GSA comment letter and response for 
additional information (GSA-2). 
 
The comment may be intended to suggest that the feasibility and 
prudence of the downtown portion of the Project needs to be 
reexamined.  As noted in Section 1.1, the Supplemental EIS/4(f) was 
prepared to address the requirements of the November 1, 2012 and 
December 27, 2012 orders of the District Court for the District of Hawaii 
in HonoluluTraffic.Com v. Federal Transit Administration. The 
referenced comment was submitted in response to the Draft EIS/4(f) by 
judges of the District Court (who have recused themselves from the 
pending litigation).  The letter states that the adopted Project alignment 
in downtown Honolulu is not feasible and prudent.  The orders of the 
District Court in the pending case do not require the Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) to evaluate whether the adopted Project alignment in downtown 
Honolulu is feasible and prudent.   
 
The November 1, 2012 Order on Cross Motions for Summary Judgment 
stated the following with regard to the additional evaluation in the 
Supplemental EIS/4(f): 
 

“Defendants must fully consider the prudence and feasibility of 
the Beretania tunnel alternative specifically, and supplement the 
FEIS and ROD to reflect this reasoned analysis in light of 
evidence regarding costs, consistency with the Project’s 
purpose, and other pertinent factors.”  Order on Cross-Motions 
for Summary Judgment at 27. In other words, the District Court 
required the City and the FTA to evaluate whether the Beretania 
Tunnel Alternative was a feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of section 4(f) properties (the Chinatown Historic District, 
and Dillingham Transportation Building) by the approved Project 
alignment in downtown Honolulu. The District Court also required 
the City and FTA to reevaluate whether the Project would result 
in a constructive use of Mother Waldron Park under section 4(f). 
The District Court did not require the City and FTA to evaluate 
whether the adopted Project alignment was “feasible and 
prudent.”   
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Mol-1 
(cont.)

Mol-2

Mol-3

 
 
 
Mol-1     
(cont.) 
 
 
 

 
Section 4(f) requires the FTA to evaluate whether there is a feasible 
and prudent alternative to the use of section 4(f) properties by a 
proposed transportation project. Thus, the section 4(f) test is whether 
there is a “feasible and prudent” alternative to the use of a section 4(f) 
property – not whether the proposed project is “feasible and prudent.”  
Nevertheless, as documented in the Final EIS/4(f) and as discussed in 
the District Court’s November 1, 2012 Order, the City and FTA 
conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the environmental impact of 
the Project alignment in downtown and determined that the selected 
Project achieved the purpose and need for the Project. The Final 
EIS/4(f) also documented the extensive evaluation of alternatives to the 
Project, including alignment, mode and technology alternatives.  The 
District Court rejected all of the Plaintiffs’ claims that the evaluation of 
the Project and alternatives to the Project did not comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act.  See Order on Cross-Motions for 
Summary Judgment at 29-43.  The District Court rejected Plaintiffs’ 
claim that the FTA did not adequately consider alternative routes that 
would not locate the Project in the street that is adjacent to the Federal 
courthouse.  Order on Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment at 39. 

�

Mol-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As noted in Section 1.4.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project is intended to provide faster, more reliable 
public transportation service in the study corridor than can be achieved 
with buses operating in congested mixed-flow traffic, to provide reliable 
mobility in areas of the study corridor where people of limited income 
and an aging population live, and to serve rapidly developing areas of 
the study corridor. The study corridor, shown in Figure 1-1 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), extends approximately 23 miles from the 
Wai‘anae coast to beyond UH M�noa and includes approximately 2/3 of 
O‘ahu’s population. The corridor is confined by the Wai‘anae and 
Ko‘olau Mountain Ranges and the Pacific Ocean [Section 1.2 of the 
Final EIS/4(f)].  While the Project does not reach the Wai‘anae coast or 
UH M�noa with high-capacity rail, the rail line is part of a 
comprehensive transit network that serves the entire corridor, 
connecting to stations and the final terminals with enhanced bus 
service. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/4(f) discusses the terminus of the 
Project. Section 8.6.2 of the Final EIS/4(f) addressed comments on the 
termini and potential future extension to UH M�noa. 
 
The analysis of the ability of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative to 
meet Purpose and Need, compared to the Project is presented in 
Section 3.5.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f).  

 
Comparison of each alternative to the No Build Alternative requires 
reference to Table 7-2 in the Final EIS/4(f), which shows a travel time of 
121 minutes without rail transit.  As noted in Table 3 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), the travel time from Wai‘anae to UH M�noa 
would be 9 minutes longer for the Project than for the Beretania Street 
Tunnel Alternative, however, both provide a substantial improvement 
over the No Build Alternative.  Also as discussed in Section 3.5.1 of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), other destinations within the corridor are 
better served by the Project, such as Ala Moana Center, which would 
require a bus transfer from the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative.   
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Mol-2    
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
The trade-offs for transit users between the two alternatives are 
illustrated by the data in Table 3 of the Supplemental EIS/4(f), which 
show that where rail boardings and transit trips increase by one-percent 
for the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative while transit user benefits 
improve by two-percent for the adopted Project.  Cumulatively, the 
analysis supports the conclusion that both the Project and the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative would have similar effectiveness at meeting 
the Purpose and Need. 
 
 

Mol-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).      
 
As discussed above, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would 
have similar total benefits to transit users as the Project, including 
similar service to downtown and a trade-off between direct service to 
UH M�noa with a bus transfer to Ala Moana Center and direct service 
to Ala Moana Center with a bus transfer to UH M�noa. The number of 
daily transit users would be similar for either alternative.   

� �
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Mol-3 
(cont.)

Mol-4

Mol-5

Mol-6

Mol-7

Mol-8

�

  
 
 

Mol-4 The Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) discusses tunneling risks in Section 
3.4. While construction of a tunnel would create construction 
challenges, increase construction costs, and introduce a potential for 
damage to historic properties, but it would be feasible as a matter of 
technical engineering to construct the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative.   
 
The Final EIS/4(f) evaluates alternatives to the Project.  The discussion 
of the Beretania Tunnel Alternative in this Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
responds to the District Court’s orders (see the response to Mol-1).  An 
additional analysis of an elevated guideway following the route of the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative through the core of the Chinatown 
and Hawai‘i Capital Historic Districts would be contrary to the Section 
4(f) was not required.  
 

Mol-5 Please see Common Response 9 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding historic properties that would be 
affected by the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. 
 

Mol-6 Construction impacts are discussed under the Construction sub-
heading in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
Considerable traffic impacts would result during construction of the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. As detailed in the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), over the nearly three-year station construction 
period, each station would be excavated from above in stages to 
maintain traffic on portions of the overlying streets. In addition to the 
closure of substantial roadway capacity during construction, removal of 
tunnel spoils would result in an average of 63 one-way truck trips to or 
from the site per day. As discussed under the Construction sub-heading 
in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the construction 
duration would be two years longer than the Project, and the 
construction area would be larger. 
 

Mol-7 Both alternatives would obstruct protected view corridors. The 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would affect the Capital Special 
District as shown in Figure 23 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) and 
the Project would affect Chinatown as shown in Figure 4-33 of the Final 
EIS/4(f). The Project would not affect the Capital Special District.  
 

Mol-8 
 
 
 
 
 

As discussed under the Archaeology sub-heading in Section 3.5.3 of 
the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), archaeological studies have been 
completed for the Project as required by the  Programmatic Agreement 
among FTA, the City, the U.S. Navy, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The design 
of the Project has been modified to avoid all previously identified human 
remains. Overall, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is located in 
an area with a lower potential to encounter archaeological resources 
and burials than the Project; however, the alignment, station locations, 
and portal locations for a tunnel are much less flexible and much more 
ground disturbing than column locations for an elevated guideway. As a 
result, the potential impact at the portals and stations is higher for the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative than for the Project. 
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Mol-8 
(cont.)

Mol-9

 
 
 

Mol-9 Please see Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).   

�
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RECORD #53 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/21/2013
First Name : roy
Last Name : aragon
Business/Organization : free hawaii of corruption
Address : n/a
Apt./Suite No. : n/a
City : ewa beach
State : HI
Zip Code : 96706
Email : Rga6365@aol.com
Telephone : n/a
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : This whole project is corrupted just look at what's going on conflict of

interest how politicians were paid for political influence, I would also like
a ethic commission audit on where and who was paid. Over $ 986
million spent and no accountability made. The firm of PRP paid over 7
million to defraud the voters and paid for the election by smearing all and
any persons against this corrupt project . This is an island not the
mainland, we DON'T need this 20 miles of misery for $10 billion debt.
Have PRP and the mayor PRP pay for the rail. With all the fiscal Federal
cuts this project is unsound and the funds will not cover the debt. STOP
this RAIL it reminds us of the overthrow of the Hawaiian Kingdom by the
greedy outsiders  that support this tragic cancer call rail.

Reply Requested : Email

Ara-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Ara-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Table 9 in the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
addressed the cost of the Project. 
 

� �

� �

�

� �
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RECORD #69 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Dave
Last Name : Bautista
Business/Organization :
Address : P.O.Box 700417
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Kapolei
State : HI
Zip Code : 96709
Email : udrivecrap@aol.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : Mr. Grabauskas and Mr. Matley:

This rail project is not what we were promised by former Mayor Mufi
Hanneman. This was supposed to be a light, modern, and rapid transit
rail providing an alternative from Kapolei to UH Manoa.

In recent developments the public is becoming aware of the failure to
provide these important aspects.

This is the largest project in our state's history. With that said, our
government was formed by the people for the people. The principle of
2/3 majority vote is important to secure the people's interests. When this
rail project was approved by needing only a 51% vote, we (as the
people) no longer became the beneficiary of such a project.

At 51% approval, this makes us a Corporation instead of a State in the
United States of America.

While this is not your doing (for the vote requirement) it is your
responsibility as an authority to follow the law and due process... which
you have not. Evidenced by the lawsuit and the recent letter from a
Judge also pointing out the security issue that the route brings.

There are many people around me that do not support this project.
Please stop this before its too late and we become a state that is
burdened by expenses we don't need. Our children and their future
depends on responsible government. Be responsible and end this
madness now. Alternatives for traffic relief is not limited to a rail system.

Sincerely,
Dave Bautista

Reply Requested : Email

Bau-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Bau-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 
in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments 
outside of the scope of the Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see the 
response to Judge Mollway's comments regarding her views about 
the route and security. Please see Common Response 2 about the 
cost of extending the Project to UH M�noa.  

 
�
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RECORD #49 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/19/2013
First Name : Tom
Last Name : Berg
Business/Organization :
Address : 91-203 Hanapouli Circle
Apt./Suite No. : 39U
City : Ewa Beach
State : HI
Zip Code : 96706
Email : tomberg00@yahoo.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard

� �
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Submission : July 19, 2013

From: Tom Berg, former Honolulu City Council Member; District One
(2011-2013)

Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas   (also to)  Mr. Ted Matley
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation  FTA Region IX
City and County of Honolulu     201 Mission Street, Suite 1650
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700    San Francisco, CA 94105
Honolulu, HI 96813

Subject:  Comments on the Honolulu Rail Project Draft Supplemental
Environmental
  Impact Statement (SEIS)

Mr. Grabauskas and Mr. Matley:

Before commenting on the (SEIS), the antecedence of how we got here
needs to be highlighted.

FACT: The Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OMPO) in 2003
approved of a Pearl Harbor Emphasis as a viable model to the relief
sought for the H-1 Freeway Corridor that included a bridge and tunnel
option. In 2005, Mayor Mufi Hanneman unilaterally removed and omitted
the Pearl Harbor Concept /Emphasis from all scoping, city legislation,
and public hearing process when the debate to pursue Act 247 (Hawaii
Session Laws 2005) transpired.

CONCLUSION: Henceforth, the draft EIS that was advanced from the
onset was skewed, flawed, and a product contrived in bad faith. Minimal
property acquisition would be needed through the ocean as a tunnel or
over Pearl Harbor via a bridge in comparison to the elevated fixed
guideway route as is currently defined. The public was denied the ability
to illustrate the superiority of the ocean tunnel and bridge options in
comparison to the rail option and denied the right to examine the work of
OMPO that approved the Pearl Harbor Emphasis.

FACT: Act 247 (HSL 2005) discriminated against any county having a
population over 500,000 from approving a General Excise Tax increase
for highway technology. Kauai, Hawaii, and Maui counties could impose
a GET surcharge to advance highway technology, but the City and
County of Honolulu could not use a GET surcharge for highway
technology.

CONCLUSION: The City and County of Honolulu acted in bad faith by
purporting in scoping meetings and schemata presented to the public in
the pursuit of producing the draft EIS, that a Managed Lane Concept /
Option – via highway technology was available to the public. The city
offered at scoping meetings a Managed Lane option over rail if we
wanted it. This was deceitful, for the managed lane option could not be
implemented with the GET surcharge. The public was mislead- like a
loss leader to get us to the meetings since we were starving for traffic
relief. Then the bait and switch took place- that highway technology was
an option for purchase when it actually was never for sale. All we could
buy was Steel Wheels on Steel Rails. The city displayed in the storefront
window- Managed Lanes, and truly 21st century rail such as Monorail
and Urban Maglev for sale…but the only product available on the
shelves, was Steel Wheels on Steel Rails.

FACT: The City lied to the public that Urban Maglev and Monorail
technologies are proprietary.

Ber-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Ber-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). The choice of technology was discussed in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/4(f). 
 

� �

� �

�
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CONCLUSION: In order to get a lock on Steel Wheels on Steel Rails,
the city had to stack the deck. Out of the 18 or so names provided by
Mayor Mufi Hannemann to the City Council so the council could chose
from that list to formulate an alternative analysis panel consisting of five
persons, not one name, not one choice provide on the list by Mayor
Hanneman had expertise in Urban Maglev technology.  Thus, when 4
out of 5 members on the alternative analysis panel dismissed Urban
Maglev and Monorail technologies in favor of their allegiance and
alliance to Steel Wheels on Steel Rails, the public got sold out. The
majority of that panel made their living by pitching steel rail and they
could not make money or profiteer, nor could their affiliates, if they
picked the more advanced technology being Urban Maglev.

THE SEIS- in general terms, needs to be aborted altogether. While
serving on the Honolulu City Council, I introduced RESOLUTION 11-258
– see link pasted below to access-
(http://www4.honolulu.gov/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-
117004/6b1p_r3v.pdf).  This reso was to start anew, to deploy an open,
fair, and honest examination of true traffic relief options. The resolution
was not afforded a hearing- since out of the nine members on the City
Council at the time, eight of them favored pursuing the current rail plan- I
as the ninth member, was the only holdout advocating for a new EIS.
And here is why- some text in resolution reads:

URGING THE MAYOR AND THE HONOLULU AUTHORITY FOR
RAPID
TRANSPORTATION TO PREPARE A NEW ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE CITY’S TRANSIT PROJECT.

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2007, with respect to the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project (“transit project”), the City and the
Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”) published a Notice of Intent
(“NOI”) to prepare a draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS”) for
high-capacity transit improvements in the Leeward corridor of Honolulu,
Hawaii (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 50, Pages12254- 12257); and

WHEREAS, the NOI states the following:
“The draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light rail
transit, rapid rail transit, rubber-tired guided vehicles, a magnetic
levitation system, and a monorail system.” (Federal Register, Vol. 72,
No. 50, Page 12256); and

WHEREAS, on November 2, 2008, the city released the DEIS, which
does not evaluate the five transit technologies noted in the NOI; and

WHEREAS, the failure to evaluate all five technology options in the
DEIS as
stated in the NOI conflicts with the intent of the federal notice and calls
into question whether the DEIS is in compliance with the provisions of
the National Environmental
Protection Act; and

WHEREAS, on June 14, 2010, the city released the final environmental
impact
statement (“FEIS”), which likewise does not evaluate the five technology
options and notes, “The system will use steel-wheel-on-steel-rail
technology” (FEIS, p. S-i).

A video of 7th Graders at Ewa Makai Middle School wanting another
vote- and supporting alternatives to steel wheels:
        http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QMz-0a1YNt4

Ber-1
(cont.)

A video of a Town Hall Meeting exposing the superiority of Urban
Maglev and Monorail technology to Steel Wheel Rail:
        http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VPuFe0AmauU

Two videos capturing City Council hearings - MAP 21 that heralds BRT
as more affordable than rail and the deceit of denying Urban Maglev
from the EIS:
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=29BB4-OUAl8
***  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fxKs9WTyxsE - MAGLEV
JUSTIFIED SPEECH

NOTE: In 2012 Congress and the President passed a law that gave
power and authority for the FTA to reclassify the definition of elevated
fixed guideways. Now, fixed guideways can include highway technology-
such as Bus Rapid Transit. Yet, the City and County of Honolulu refuses
to hold a public hearing on the new law so the public can weigh in on the
superior technology of BRT of which can be attained at a lesser price.
Please be cognizant, that in 2002, the City and County of Honolulu
concluded in a study, that BRT beats rail on all fronts.

PLEA: An injunction is warranted to stop the current rail project.

Tom Berg
Former Honolulu City Council Member (2011-2013)
91-203 Hanapouli Circle #39U
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706
(808) 753-7324

Reply Requested : Email

Ber-1
(cont.)
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RECORD #15 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 6/24/2013
First Name : John
Last Name : Bond
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : Joanna Morsicato took a call on June 19th from John Bond. She was not

aware that this was in anyway through the project Hot Line. He may
have called there as well? He asked the following questions
to which she provided answers as describe below:
1. Was the SEIS only on Mother Waldron Park and the Tunnel and
nothing else? She said
Yes.
2. What would HART do to process the comments from the AIS review
that SHPD website
posted? She said he needed to ask SHPD for details on that.
She did acknowledge that there had been several activities underway
and that I hoped it
wasn’t confusing. He seemed satisfied with my answers. It was a short
but cordial
conversation.

Email frm Joanna attached.
Reply Requested :
Attachments : JM For SEIS comment data base.pdf (14 kb)

Bon-1

Bon-2

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Bon-1 As noted in Section 1.1 of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)], the Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
was prepared to address the Judgment and Partial Injunction Order of the 
United States District Court for the District of Hawai‘i in Honolulu-
Traffic.com et al. vs. Federal Transit Administration et al. The scope of the 
analysis was limited to whether the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative 
was feasible and prudent and whether the Project would “constructively 
use” Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park under Section 4(f).  

 

Bon-2 The surveys for previously unidentified below-ground archaeological sites 
have been completed for the entirety of the project alignment. The results 
of the surveys are reported in several volumes of an Archaeological 
Inventory Study (AIS).  The AIS review is a separate process, which 
addressed State of Hawai’i requirements for project review and the 
requirements in the PA among FTA, the City, the U.S. Navy, the SHPO, 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Information on the 
Archaeological Inventory Surveys is available on HART’s website at 
www.honolulutransit.org. 
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Bon1-1

Bon1-2

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bon1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise. 
 
 
 

Bon1-2� Groundwater was addressed in Section 4.14 of the Final EIS/4(f). Please 
see Common Response 11.�
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�
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Bon2-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Bon2-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise. 
 

� �
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�
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Bon3-1

Bon3-2

Bon3-3

�

�
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Bon3-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise. 
 

Bon3-2� Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding karst formations. 
 
�

Bon 3-3� The surveys for previously unidentified below-ground archaeological sites 
have been completed for the entirety of the project alignment. The results 
of the surveys are reported in several volumes of an Archaeological 
Inventory Study (AIS).  The AIS review is a separate process, which 
addressed State of Hawai’i requirements for project review and the 
requirements in the PA among FTA, the City, the U.S. Navy, the SHPO, 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Information on the 
Archaeological Inventory Surveys is available on HART’s website at 
www.honolulutransit.org.
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RECORD #28 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Victoria & Trudy
Last Name : Cannon
Business/Organization :
Address : 92-102 Oloa Place
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Makakilo
State : HI
Zip Code : 96707
Email : vsc@hawaiiantel.net
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : We completely agree with Judge Mollway's comments.
Reply Requested : Email
Attachments : 28 Cannon.pdf (10 kb)

Can-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Can-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see the response to Judge Mollway's 
comments. 

  

�
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RECORD #58 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Sean
Last Name : Chu
Business/Organization :
Address : 94-1440 Okupu Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Waipahu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96797
Email : UMAX_2000@hotmail.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : I am a Waipio Gentry resident and an open supporter of the rail.

However, the really needs to go to UH, as mentioned by Judge Susan
Oki Mollway's statement. Anyone who lives on the west side knows that
the traffic is really terrible when UH is in session. UH West Oahu will
never assume the role or the number of students as UH Manoa. Its
opening should not be a reason to stop the rail at Ala Moana.

Reply Requested :

Chu-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Chu-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). For discussion of the extension of the Project to 
UH M�noa, please Common Response 2. 
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RECORD #27 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Wayne
Last Name : Chun
Business/Organization : The Chun Ohana
Address : 98-1373 Kaahumanu St
Apt./Suite No. : E
City : Aiea
State : HI
Zip Code : 96701
Email : chunw007@hawaii.rr.com
Telephone : 808 487-8386
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : It will be a significant travesty to the Oahu taxpayers should the

University of Hawaii community not be served by HART. If HART does
not correct the current route to serve the University of Hawaii
community, Hawaii voters will continue to be absent at the voter polling
locations.

Reply Requested : Email
Attachments : 27 Chun.pdf (10 kb)

Chun-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Chun-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). For discussion of the extension of the Project to 
UH M�noa, please see Common Response 2. 
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RECORD #12 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 6/14/2013
First Name : Ellen
Last Name : Corrie
Business/Organization :
Address : 610 Cook Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone : 808-591-1560
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : Mayor, please don't tear down Mother Waldron Park, many kids play in

that park, and I beg of you not to take it away from them just to make a
rail.

(call to Mayor's office- answsered by HART PI- see attached for email
chain and response by HART)

Reply Requested : Telephone
Attachments : RE_ Mother Waldron Park.pdf (17 kb)

Cor-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Cor-1 As noted in Section 4.2 of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)], the Project would be located 
entirely outside of the boundary of Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park.  
Please see Common Response 7 for more information on the Project’s 
lack of use of Mother Waldron Park 
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RECORD #17 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/9/2013
First Name : khistina
Last Name : dejean
Business/Organization : kmptokmp
Address : p.o.box1361
Apt./Suite No. :
City : honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96807
Email :
Telephone : 8085453855
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : I khistina caldwell dejean pray that this rail come to a end a s a p .

as i said running for governor2010
and mayor 2010 in special election I came in 5thplace
i khistina caldwell dejean came in 4th place for mayor of Honolulu Hi,i
stand firm for people first no rail.

Reply Requested :

Dej-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Dej-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f) 
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RECORD #18 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/9/2013
First Name : khistina
Last Name : dejean
Business/Organization : kmp to kmp
Address : p.o.box 1361
Apt./Suite No. :
City : honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96807
Email :
Telephone : 8085453855
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : i khistina caldwell dejean will be running for governor 2014 Honolulu

Hawaii.
I said running for mayor  2012 honolulu nawaii no rails 8085453855 .
As your new governor 2014 i say no people first

Reply Requested :

Dej1-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Dej1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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Den-1

Den-2

�

�

�
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Den-1 Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
 
 

Den-2 The Notice of Availability appeared in the Federal Register on June 7, 
2013 (Vol. 78, No. 110, p. 34,377). 
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Den-1 
(cont.)

Den-3

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Den-3 Section 3.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) defined the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative. The Alternatives Analysis did not name 
individual stations. The  Ka‘aahi Street Station was identified and 
shown in Figure 2-7 of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Alternatives Analysis Report, dated November 1, 2006, on the 
yellow-dashed line connecting Dillingham Boulevard to the Beretania 
Street tunnel/South King Street alignment. The station is located on the 
OR&L property.  
 
The station locations are clarified on Page 6-17 of the Alternatives 
Analysis Detailed Definition of Alternatives dated November 1, 2006, 
which states “The Mauka and Makai of the Airport Viaduct alignments 
and the Aolele Street alignment would be connected to Dillingham 
Boulevard by crossing over portions of Ke`ehi Interchange. Stations on 
this alignment would be located generally near the following 
intersections: Middle Street at the Middle Street Transit Center, 
Dillingham Boulevard and Mokauea Street, Dillingham Boulevard and 
Kokea Street, and on Ka‘aahi Street.” 
 
Table 2-2 of the Alternatives Analysis Report analyzes two sections 
designated as Middle Street to Iwilei and Iwilei to UH M�noa. The 
station at Ka‘aahi Street is analyzed as the end of the Middle Street to 
Iwilei section, rather than as the start of the Iwilei to UH M�noa section, 
but the total does include the station. The station could not be moved 
‘Ewa because stations must be placed on a flat and straight track 
section to meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements for safe 
loading and unloading of the train and the tracks are descending from 
elevated to below-ground immediately ‘Ewa of the station. Moving the 
station Koko Head would place it in A‘ala Park, and would not avoid 
Section 4(f) resources. 
 
Section 3.3.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) discussed constraints 
on avoidance alternatives to the location of the Ka‘aahi Street Station, 
including moving the station ‘Ewa to the location of the Project’s Iwilei 
Station.  
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Den-3 
(cont.)

Den-4

Den-5

�

Den-4 Section 3.3.2 of the Draft SEIS/4(f) details the use of the McKinley High 
School property and identifies the property as being listed in the NRHP. 
It states that the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative “would affect non-
contributing elements of the McKinley High School Property.” A use 
determination was made under Section 4(f) because land from a parcel 
encompassing a historic property would be incorporated into the 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project.  

The Section 4(f) Policy Paper (USDOT 2012) provides guidance on the 
definition of boundaries for Section 4(f) properties. It states “[s]election 
of boundaries is a judgment based on the nature of the property’s 
significance, integrity, setting and landscape features, functions and 
research value. Most boundary determinations will take into account the 
modern legal boundaries, historic boundaries (identified in tax maps, 
deeds, or plats), natural features, cultural features and the distribution 
of resources as determined by survey and testing for subsurface 
resources.”  The boundary determination of the whole parcel for Section 
4(f) evaluation of McKinley High School is consistent with the Section 
4(f) finding for the Project for the OR&L Parcel, Chinatown, the 
Dillingham Transportation Building, and the HECO Downtown Plant and 
Leslie A. Hicks Building.

The label in Figure 19 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) correctly 
identifies the McKinley High School property, which is a campus with 
both contributing and non-contributing buildings to the historic property. 
The Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would not be fully screened 
from the historic buildings on the McKinley High School property. As the 
aerial photograph in Figure 19 indicates, the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative would only be screened from viewpoints directly behind the 
referenced building. It would be visible from a number of vantage points 
within the McKinley High School Property.

Den-5 King Florist is the historical name (as a previous tenant) for the building 
at 1915B South King Street. The actual business appears to have 
moved at some time in the past.  

The property identified in the Alternatives Analysis as potentially eligible 
for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C. The evaluation of its eligibility 
for listing in the NRHP followed the same process and assumptions 
used to determine eligibility of properties during the Section 106 
process for the Project. As discussed in Section 3.3.3 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), the King Florist building was constructed in 
1945. The property has similar age, integrity, and significance as 
properties found eligible during consultation and that are located within 
the Area of Potential Effects for the Project. See Common Response 9 
for additional information regarding the review of historic properties. 

As described in Section 3.3.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the 
McCully Street Station would require property along the makai side of 
South King Street to accommodate the makai edge of the station 
platform, station entrance building, and traction power substation 
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Den-5 
(cont.)

Den-6

Den-7

Den- 5
(cont.) 

(TPSS). The station platform would extend into the area now occupied 
by the front of the building (Figure 20). While the TPSS could be 
located on surface parking on a different parcel and the station 
entrance could be configured differently, it would not avoid the use of 
the property because of the need to demolish the front of the building to 
allow for construction of the station platform. Avoidance alternatives to 
the use of the property were evaluated as documented in Section 3.3.3 
of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

The comment notes that, in other portions of the Project, the guideway 
is positioned over the middle of the street. That is not possible because 
South King Street is a one-way street. The elevated guideway along 
South King Street, as discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), would run along the makai side of King Street 
for safety and traffic operations reasons. Street medians are followed in 
areas where they exist or can be created safely. Locating the guideway 
columns between lanes of a one-way street would block sight distances 
and create an intermittent hazard to changing lanes; therefore, a raised 
median would have to be created to prevent unsafe weaving between 
the columns. King Street has numerous cross street intersections and 
driveway connections on both sides of the street. Vehicles traveling on 
one side of the median would not have access to driveways on the 
opposite side of the median.

Den-6 Please see Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

Den-7 Section 3.4 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) discussed the risk that 
voids created during tunnel construction, and the fact that tunnel 
construction increases the risk of settlement and damage to adjacent 
buildings and historic buildings. The impact to historic buildings is an 
environmental impact that is evaluated in the “prudence” analysis.  The 
“feasibility” prong of the Section 4(f) evaluation examines whether it is 
possible as a technical engineering matter to construct the alternative.
The tunnel construction creates an unavoidable risk of subsidence and 
resulting damage to buildings in the area of subsidence. This is a well-
recognized risk associated with construction of tunnels in areas with the 
geological characteristics of this portion of Honolulu. The risk can 
largely be mitigated through design and, as noted in Section 3.5.2 of 
the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Therefore, it is feasible as a technical 
engineering matter to construct a tunnel. The reasons for the finding 
that the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative are described in in Section 3.4 and 3.5 of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). Also refer to Common Response 5 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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Den-8

Den-9

Den-10

Den-11

Den-8 Visual impacts were discussed in the Visual Impacts sub-section of 
Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). The Project would 
affect a designated significant viewshed. The views are identified as 
significant in the City ordinance. The elevated guideway would cross 
view corridors protected as either prominent or significant in Chapter 21 
of the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, including views from Alapai 
Street between King and Beretania Streets in the Hawai‘i Capital 
Special District and views to and from Thomas Square in the Thomas 
Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special District. . 

As discussed in the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the visual impacts of 
the Beretania Tunnel avoids some, but not all, visual impacts of the 
Project and would introduce other visual impacts. It would have effects 
on views in areas with view-sensitive elements recognized by the City 
of Honolulu land use regulations. The Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative would avoid view impacts in Chinatown and along the 
waterfront by traveling in a tunnel through the Chinatown and Hawai‘i 
Capital Historic Districts. However, from the portal on Beretania Street 
and continuing along King Street, the elevated guideway would be in a 
heavily traveled mixed-use corridor with view-sensitive elements, 
including the Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts Special 
District. If the guideway followed Beretania Street, the view between 
Thomas Square and the Honolulu Academy of Arts would be disrupted. 

The purpose of the Alternative Analysis is to screen potential 
alternatives on a number of factors, including but not limited to cost, 
constructability, and environmental considerations.  The Alternatives 
Analysis makes recommendations on alternatives to be carried forward 
for further analysis in the environmental process.

The analysis for feasibility and prudence of the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative is discussed in Section 3.4 and 3.5 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). See also Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

Den-9 Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a prudent alternative because 
of its extraordinary cost and other factors such as environmental 
impacts and long-term construction impacts. The extraordinary cost 
alone makes the alternative not prudent. The analysis for feasibility and 
prudence of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is discussed in 
Section 3.4 and 3.5 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). See also 
Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f).

Operational traffic conditions would be similar for the Project and the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and would not result in significant 
impacts for either the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative or the Project. 

Construction impacts were discussed in the Construction sub-section of 
Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). Considerable traffic 
impacts would result during construction of the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative. As detailed in the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), over the 
nearly three-year station construction period, each station would be 
excavated from above in stages to maintain traffic on portions of the 
overlying streets. In addition to the closure of substantial roadway 
capacity during construction, removal and dewatering of tunnel spoils 
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Den-9
(cont.) 

would result in an average of 63 one-way truck trips to or from the site 
per day. The construction duration would be two years longer than the 
Project (Figure 13), and the construction area would be larger. 

Den-10 Please see the response to Judge Mollway’s comment letter, 
specifically responses Mol-2 and Mol-10. Also see the comments and 
responses to the General Services Administration. 

Den-11 As discussed in response Den-9, the construction duration for the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is substantially longer than for an 
elevated guideway. A comparison of Figure 2 of the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) with Figure 13 also establishes this delay. As stated in Section 
3.5.5, the monetary cost of delay is included in the cost estimate. Delay 
will also create costs to the traveling public which are in addition to the 
project cost. 

The analysis for feasibility and prudence of the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative is discussed in Section 3.4 and 3.5 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). See also Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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Den-11 
(cont.)

Den-12

Den-18

Den-13

Den-14

Den-15

Den-16

Den-17

Den-12 The cost estimate for the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative was 
developed following the same methodology as the estimate for the Project 
that was included in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/4(f). The cost estimate for 
the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative that was completed during the 
Alternatives Analysis was updated with current cost information and 
escalation factors.  The cost estimate for the King Street tunnels was not 
used in the preparation of the estimate. The cost estimate for the Project 
was provided from Table 6-1 in the Final EIS/4(f) as a point of reference 
for the estimate developed for the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative.    

Den-13 The cost estimate in the May 2007 Tunnels and Underground Stations 
Technical Memorandum, as detailed in Chapter 5 of that report, includes 
only the cost of construction of the tunnel. The cost estimate excluded 
utility relocation, underground station costs, track or systems costs, and 
the elevated portion of the alternative that would continue beyond 
Punchbowl Street, all of which would be required to build and operate the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. The complete costs, detailed by cost 
category, were included in Table 10 in the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f).

The District Court in its November 1, 2012 Order on Cross Motions for 
Summary Judgment  addressed the commenter’s claim regarding the 
2007 Technical Memorandum.  The District Court concluded that that 
2007 Technical Memorandum “did not include utility relocation costs, 
underground station costs, track work, or other maintenance costs” 
and “[a]ccordingly, it was not arbitrary and capricious for Defendants to 
conclude that the King Street Tunnel would cost $650 million in 2006 
dollars.”��District Court Order at 25.

Den-14 Please see Common Response 2. 

Den-15 The cost estimate includes all costs for the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative, including the Ka‘aahi Street Station. 

Den-16 Please see Common Response 3. 

Den-17 Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/4(f) provided an analysis of funding sources 
available to the Project. The total available funds, in year of expenditure 
dollars, is $5,544 million. This information was discussed in section 3.5.4 
of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). The FTA and HART have executed a 
full-funding grant agreement limiting the federal funds to be expended for 
the Project. No additional funds are available for a tunnel alternative and 
given the significance shortfall in federal transportation funding, significant 
additional funds are unlikely to be provided to the Project.  Any additional 
state or local funds dedicated to the increased cost of building the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would have to be transferred from 
other programs, such as road repair or bus service, and many of those 
programs have already experienced budget cuts in recent years. In 
addition to the environmental impacts described in the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f), as referenced in Common Response 5, the inability to fund other 
projects and programs would have environmental and community effects 
that contribute to the imprudence of the alternative.
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Den-18 
(cont.)

Den-19

Den-20

Den-21

Den-22

Den-23

Den-18 The analysis for feasibility and prudence of the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative is consistent with 23 CFR 774, which implements 23 U.S.C. 138 
and 49 U.S.C. 303 and codifies prior Section 4(f) case law, and the U.S. DOT 
Policy Paper as discussed in Section 3.4 and 3.5 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). See also Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  Chinatown and the Dillingham Transportation 
Building would not be affected by the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative; 
therefore, they are not included in the prudence evaluation. 

Den-19 Per 23 CFR 774.13, a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative avoids 
using Section 4(f) property and does not cause other severe problems of a 
magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the 
Section 4(f) property. The Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is not a 
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative because it results in a use of 
Section 4(f) properties. As described in Section 3.3.5 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would use the 
OR&L Office/Document Storage Building and Terminal Building, former filling 
station on OR&L property, McKinley High School, and King Florist. Please 
see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f).

Den-20 The least overall harm analysis considers the balancing of several factors, 
including the relative severity of the remaining harm after mitigation and the 
relative significance of each Section 4(f) property. The Project would result in 
a direct use from station entrances and easements on from non-contributing 
elements to historic properties. In addition to station entrances and 
easements on historic properties, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative 
would remove, relocate, or alter two historic properties at the OR&L parcel 
and require demolition of the King Florist Building. See Common Response 5 
regarding the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative as a feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative. See responses Den-3, Den-4 and Den-5 regarding the 
effects of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative on the OR&L Property, 
McKinley High School, and King Florist. Please see Common Response 6 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding the least overall 
harm analysis. 

Den-21 The Final EIS/4(f) discussed the adverse effects on the Project on Chinatown 
and the Dillingham Transportation Building. As documented in the Final 
EIS/4(f) the Project will cross the Chinatown Historic District in the median of 
the Nimitz Highway. It will not result in an impact on an element that 
contributes to the eligibility of the Chinatown Historic District for the NRHP. 
The Project will not alter the Dillingham Transportation Building. A permanent 
station entrance will be sited on a modern plaza next to the Dillingham 
Transportation Building on the same parcel. Figure 4-34 of the Final EIS/4(f) 
provides a view of the Project looking towards the Dillingham Transportation 
Building. The Project would include mitigation for impacts to historic 
properties, as outlined in the Final EIS/4(f) and the Programmatic Agreement 
for the Project. Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding the least overall harm analysis. 

Den-22 Please see Common Response 6 regarding the least overall harm analysis.

Den-23 Other resources were considered in Section 3.7.6 of the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) within the context of least overall harm. As stated in the Final 
EIS/4(f), the Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the Nu‘uanu 
Stream Bridge. The Final EIS/4(f) addressed all impacts of the Project to 
Nu‘uanu Stream. 
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Den-24

Den-25

Den-26

Den-27

Den-28

Den-29

Den-30

Den-24 Chapter 5 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) summarized agency 
coordination related to the Supplemental EIS/4(f), including coordination with, 
and views expressed by the SHPO and the City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Parks and Recreation, the agencies with jurisdiction over 
resources in the study area. 

The SHPO, ACHP, and the Department of Parks and Recreation were sent 
copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) for review and comment on May 31, 
2013. The SHPO and ACHP did not comment on the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). The Department of Parks and Recreation noted that they were in 
agreement with the conclusions of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). The 
agency comments are reflected in Chapter 5 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f).

Den-25 Please see the response to Judge Mollway’s comment letter. Also see the 
responses to the General Services Administration comments. 

Den-26 The standards for least overall harm analysis differ from the tests for 
prudence. The least overall harm test allows for weighing of additional factors 
than the test for prudence. The least overall harm analysis compares the 
ability to mitigate impacts; relative severity of the remaining harm after 
implementation of mitigation; relative significance of each Section 4(f) 
property; views of the officials with jurisdiction over a Section 4(f) property; 
degree to which purpose and need are met; magnitude of impacts on non-
Section 4(f) resources; and cost. Please see the responses to comments 
Den-6 through Den-13 regarding the evaluation of feasibility and prudence. 
See Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
regarding the least overall harm analysis.  

Den-27 Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). The analysis summarized in Section 3.7.8 and Table 12 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) present the least overall harm analysis. The Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative is not the alternative that would result in the least 
overall harm. 

Den-28 The Section 4(f) evaluation of Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park and 
Playground in Section 4 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) drawn on 
information from the draft NRHP nomination form the Section 106 finding of 
effect made for the Project, information from the City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Honolulu Community 
Development Authority that was included in Appendix C to the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f), and the other sources referenced in Chapter 4 of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

The NRHP nomination form for Mother Waldron Playground has been 
prepared according to the requirements of the Programmatic Agreement 
between the FTA, SHPO, U.S. Navy, and Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP). There is no requirement for public review of the 
nomination form. The nomination form that was under review by the SHPO 
was included in Appendix C to the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) and the final 
form submitted to the SHPO is included in Appendix D to the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). The City and County of Honolulu Department of Parks 
and Recreation, the agency with jurisdiction over Mother Waldron 
Playground, provided comment on a preliminary form, which was included 
during preparation of the form. 
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(cont.)

Den-28
(cont.) 

Section 4.3 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) was revised to clarify that an 
evaluation of feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives is required only if 
the alternative results in a use of a Section 4(f) resource.

See Common Response 7 for additional discussion of Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park and Playground. 

Den-29 Various public comments made prior to issue of the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f), including comments by the plaintiffs, referred to impacts to Mother 
Waldron Neighborhood Park.

Den-30 As noted in Section 1.1 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), the Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) was prepared to address the Judgment and Partial Injunction Order 
of the United States District Court for the District of Hawai‘i in Honolulu-
Traffic.com et al. vs. Federal Transit Administration et al. The scope of the 
analysis was limited to whether the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative was 
feasible and prudent and whether the Project would “use” Mother Waldron 
Neighborhood Park under Section 4(f).

The Court granted the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment with respect 
to (1) their Section 4(f) claims that Defendants arbitrarily and capriciously 
failed to complete reasonable efforts to identify above-ground TCPs prior to 
issuing the ROD; (2) Defendants’ failure adequately to consider the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative prior to eliminating it as imprudent; and (3) 
Defendants’ failure adequately to consider whether the Project will 
constructively use Mother Waldron Park. The court granted the Defendants’ 
Motion for Summary Judgment with respect to all other claims [Appendix C to 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f)]. 
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RECORD #66 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Dr. Kioni
Last Name : Dudley
Business/Organization : Friends of Makakilo
Address : 92-1365 Hauone St.
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Kapolei
State : HI
Zip Code : 96707
Email : DrKioniDudley@hawaii.rr.com
Telephone : (808) 672-8888
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : I am sending two articles that I have written about Groundwater
Inundation and its effects on the Rail.  The first article is found here.  The
second will follow in an other e-mail.
And you thought Sea Level Rise was a big problem
by Dr. Kioni Dudley

Last Saturday, the Star Advertiser’s headline was one word, “Wow!”
commenting on 700’ high-rises HCDA is proposing for Kaka’ako.  As this
article will show, that headline should have been, “Ouch!”

Within the lifetimes of current young adults and children, rising seas will
erode our beaches, and flood low-lying streets and roads around the
island.  By the latter part of this century, portions of Waikiki, Mo’ili’ili, Ala
Moana, and Kaka’ako will stand in sea water at high tide.  Key
thoroughfares and intersections in urban Honolulu and around the island
will be below sea-level. (See map.)

But Sea Level Rise is just the start of our problems.

A research paper by UH professors Kolja Rotzoll and Charles “Chip”
Fletcher in the prestigious scientific journal Nature Climate Change
discusses another hidden, unexpected, and potentially more massive
problem: groundwater inundation.  (See
http://www.nature.com/nclimate/journal/v3/n5/full/nclimate1725.html )
The coastal plains of each island, created by lava flows and ancient
coral reefs and then covered by layers of sediment, are a massive array
of porous geology.  In low-lying areas, the water table (the sub-surface
level below which the ground is completely saturated with water) lies just
below the surface.  There, fresh water, which has seeped down, floats
atop salt water which has worked its way in from the ocean.  This salt
water, which is generally at the same height as sea level, rises and falls
with the tides.  As the sea level rises in the future, it will cause this salt
water to also rise permanently, pushing the fresh water above it up
through the ground.  Once the water pushes up above the surface, it will
have nowhere to go, and will just sit there.  Rain will add to the problem.
As the accompanying map shows, groundwater flooding will put far
greater parts of Waikiki, Mo’ili’ili, Ala Moana, permanently under water,
along with much of Kaka’ako where the 700 foot high rises are planned.
Ouch!  Low-lying areas in Leeward, and in numerous other places
around the whole island will also be flooded.  This groundwater
inundation will begin to be a problem before mid-century and will
continue to grow and spread as the seas rise, for centuries to come.
Being inland groundwater, pushed up through the land surface, it cannot
be stopped by dikes.

In light of all of this, does it make sense to build skyscrapers in the
Kaka’ako floodlands?  Should we really construct more buildings in
Waikiki?  Is it logical to build a rail line from Kapolei to Ala Moana, if
much of the route, and all of the Ala Moana area, lie deep in the future
flood zone?  Are we set to spend billions on rail, sewers, water mains,
and roads, that need to be re-directed?

The first concern in the old O’ahu General Plan was the need to control
population growth.  Given our projected future, is it moral to invite, and
build homes for, unsuspecting malihini, as we are now doing?  Is it wise
to keep expanding tourism?  Is it fair to our own descendants to bring in
more people who will draw down their declining supply of drinking
water?  Worldwide, costs to accommodate sea rise will push up prices
on everything, making imports, including food, far more expensive.  We
will need to grow much more, if not all, of our own food.  Isn’t it suicidal
to sacrifice today’s highest producing farmlands for unnecessary
housing projects?
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Dud-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise. 
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Where are the county plans to guide all of this?

In 2012, the State legislature passed Act 286, which directed that all
county general plans (like the O’ahu General Plan) and county
development plans (like the ‘Ewa Development Plan) must engage in
focused research to produce models of future climate changes and their
impacts, and must include in the plans steps to address those impacts.
That is not happening.

Developers, construction unions, banks, landowners, and others who
profit directly from development have enough friends in the right places
that, instead of addressing climate change, the City is moving to get as
much anticipated development through the approval gate as possible,
before the populace wakes up.

It’s time to stop all County plan approvals, to take all the plans back to
the drawing boards, and to spend the necessary time to really study the
intermediate and long-term ramifications of sea level rise and
groundwater inundation for the whole island, and to work out steps to
address them, as Act 286--state law--requires.
(For greater understanding of the problems discussed here, see the site
“Sea Level Rise Hawaii,” created by UH Professor Chip Fletcher. at
http://www.soest.hawaii.edu/coasts/sealevel.)

__________________________
Professor Ira Rohter (d. 2009) is regarded as the “Father of
Sustainability” for the islands.  I had the honor of publishing his major
work: A Green Hawai’i  Sourcebook for Development Alternatives.  As
early as 2002, he was teaching that the two most important forces to
address during the rest of our lifetimes are rising seas and peak oil.  This
article is dedicated to his genius.

The attached picture really must accompany this article.  It should be
captioned: "Rotzoll, K. and Fletcher, C., 2013, Assessment of
groundwater inundation by sea level rise; Nature Climate Change, 3,
477-481,DOI:10.1038/NCLIMATE1725"
The top map might be titled, “Areas flooded by the ocean with sea level
rise of 1 foot, 2 feet, and 3 feet.”
The bottom map might be titled, “Total flooded areas by the ocean and
by groundwater inundation at sea level rise of 1 foot, 2 feet, and 3 feet.”
 On both maps, it would be helpful for readers if Kaka’ako, Ala Moana,
Mo’ili’ili, and Waikiki were identified.

Reply Requested : Email
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RECORD #87 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Dr. Kioni
Last Name : Dudley
Business/Organization : The Friends of Makakilo
Address : 92-1365 Hauone St.
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Kapolei
State : HI
Zip Code : 96707
Email : DrKioniDudley@hawaii.rr.com
Telephone : (808) 672-8888
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : This is the second of two articles I have written about Groundwater
Inundation.  Please note the map at the end.

 Best Overall News Site
2010 & 2011 Excellence in Journalism Award
Friday, June 21st, 2013
Honolulu Council Begging for Sea Level Rise Lawsuits
By Kioni Dudley 06/20/2013
 Civil Beat/RJ Brown
Last week New York City’s mayor announced that the city is spending
$20 billion to protect against sea level rise. To our great peril, our city
and county government, on an island surrounded by the sea, refuses to
acknowledge that there is even a problem — it being a far more
important mission to clear the way for more development.
Last Saturday, people lined up all night to sign up for apartments in The
Symphony, a new high rise across the NBC arena. As the
accompanying map shows, in a few decades that land will be under
water due to groundwater inundation — the rise of groundwater (which
floats on seawater) being pushed up through the surface by sea level
rise.
The City Planning Commission is considering approval of a high rise for
the YMCA property on Atkinson, which will be deep in the flooded area.
Plans move ahead for high-rises in Kaka’ako and Waikiki.
When the groundwater flooding begins, whom will these people blame
for allowing them to build there? Whom will they sue? Taxpayers will pay
for the lawsuits against the city.
On Friday, the Rail put out word that it is moving to four-car trains. Why
aren’t they admitting that groundwater inundation has made folly of the
whole project? Passengers will need boats to reach the last four
stations. The route from downtown to the floating island, Ala Moana
Center, will all be under water. The path of the train, its destination,
perhaps its whole purpose may have to be completely revamped.
Perhaps the Rail project will be dropped entirely.
In Pearlridge, five towers are in advanced planning — classic Transit
Oriented Development — with the train station as the focal point.
Groundwater inundation has not yet been studied for the area, but sea
level rise alone will push Pearl Harbor water over its path to the stadium.
None of our county plans incorporate any of the new research on
groundwater inundation which will flood much of Kaka'ako, Ala Moana,
Waikiki, and Mo'ili'ili..and other low-lying areas of the island. (Read the
study by UH professors Kolja Rotzoll and Chip Fletcher.)
Much of the 'Ewa Development Plan(EDP), which is currently before the
City Council for approval, centers around the Rail and the Ho’opili
development. New Ho’opili literature features two major Transit Oriented
Developments centered around Rail stations. If the rail is scuttled, the
city will be in a position of encouraging investment in and development
of projects based on these plans, with full knowledge that groundwater
inundation could well undermine it all.
When people want to sue the city, they will have the 2012 Act 286 to
support their cases. That law states that county plans must study the
impacts of climate change and ways to protect the people from them.
Passing development plans and sustainability plans at this time, when
the scientific studies on groundwater inundation have already been
published, and news-media articles on groundwater-rise have warned
the council against doing so, invites lawsuits. It is irresponsible, and
actually, a crime against the people.
The EDP has one more Zoning and Planning meeting on June 27th,
then approval by the full council at their July 10 meeting will confirm it as
the law.
It must be noted that, although a watery future awaits much of low-lying
‘Ewa, the 'Ewa Development Plan will wreck the lives of Leeward
residents long before then. In its current form, it will extend the peak
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Dud1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise. 
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hour freeway commute to two hours each way. It will put houses on 31
percent of the Oahu farmland currently producing fresh fruits and
vegetables for our markets and restaurants. And it will exhaust our fresh
supply of water, forcing us into desalination…just to mention a few
things.
An in depth discussion of these problems with the 'Ewa Development
Plan will take place at a Town Hall Meeting from 7:00 to 9:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, June 25, at Kapolei High School cafeteria. The public is
invited. The meeting can also be viewed live on 'Olelo channel 54.
Inundation at MHHW under sea-level rise in the Honolulu caprock
aquifer, Oahu, Hawaii:

________________________________________
About the author: Dr. Kioni Dudley is the president of the Friends of
Makakilo, and chairman of Save O’ahu Farmlands, and is a retired
educator.

________________________________________
Community Voices aims to encourage broad discussion on many topics
of community interest. It's kind of a cross between Letters to the Editor
and op-eds. This is your space to talk about important issues or
interesting people who are making a difference in our world. Columns
generally run about 800 words (yes, they can be shorter or longer) and
we need a photo of the author and a bio. We welcome video
commentary and other multimedia formats. Send to
news@civilbeat.com.
3
About the Author
Kioni Dudley
Contributor

Articles /
Kioni Dudley
Topics /
Kioni Dudley
Thank you for your interest in Honolulu Civil Beat! We are subscriber
supported and your subscription allows us to provide quality, in-depth
investigative reporting.
Not a subscriber yet? Help us keep telling the stories that impact your
community, sign up here!
- Your Team At Civil Beat
LLC. All rights reserved.
Civil Beat ® is a registered trademark of Peer News LLC
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RECORD #64 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 6/17/2013
First Name : William
Last Name : Ernst
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email : bternst@hawaii.rr.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : I believe that you have left out the most important place for a Rapid

Transit Station.   The rail line should have stops at the University of
Hawaii.    The college is closed for the summer.  As a result we now
have a very reasonable commute in the traffic on the H-1 freeway.  Most
commuters will save 30 minutes on each leg of their commute to work in
Honolulu when school is not in session.

          The rail system  should also have a station at the Honolulu Airport.
Just look at the system that Toronto, Canada has!    You can take your
suitcase and leave home and ride on the bus and the rail to the airport.
What a wonderful system.   My brother lived in Toronto for years and it
was always a pleasure to use the Toronto bus and rail systems.

           Getting to and returning from our airport should be created with
the state of the art planning and new equipment.  We are going to spend
millions on upgrading the airport and not a dime on improving the
transportation. You should be able to take your suitcase on The Bus or
the Rail to and from our airport.  This would reduce van, bus, taxi and
private vehicle traffic on the roadways and at the airport.

           You need to make changes that improve the efficiency of
transportation choices and reduce the time spent commuting.

Reply Requested :
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Ern-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Response 2 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
 

Ern-2 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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RECORD #65 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 6/20/2013
First Name : Ralph
Last Name : Faufata
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone : 499-2638
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : Requested information on status of AIS work and lawsuit, Federal

hearing on 8/15 and SEIS documentation. Wants to know when the
project will resume its Waipahu HART community meetings
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Fau-1 The lawsuit in State of Hawai’i court is independent of this Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)]. Information on the Archaeological Investigation Survey and 
public meetings is available on the Project website at 
www.honolulutransit.org. Public outreach for the Supplemental EIS/4(f) is 
discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
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RECORD #50 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/19/2013
First Name : Joseph
Last Name : Ferraro
Business/Organization :
Address : 2703 Terrace Drive
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96822
Email : joef@ferrarochoi.com
Telephone : 808-540-0800
Add to Mailing List :
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Submission : July 19, 2013

Mr. Ted Matley
FTA Region IX
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650
San Francisco, CA  94105

Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation
City and County of Honolulu
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700
Honolulu, HI  96813

Subject: Honolulu Rail Transit Project
                          Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Messrs. Matley and Grabauskas:

I am writing to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement/Section 4f Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] dated May 2013.

I have reviewed the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) and wish to express my
family’s wholehearted support for the Beretania Street Tunnel
Alternative.  Unlike the current proposed Project, the Tunnel Alternative
would offer the following significant benefits to transit riders and the
public alike:

• A more convenient transit route closer to the central corridor of
Honolulu
• A direct connection between the UH West Oahu and UH Manoa
campuses
• Preservation of the views and character of Honolulu’s most historic
waterfront, Chinatown and Hawaii Capital Special Districts

Although this alternative will cost more, an estimated $1B, in the long
run, the cost to eventually implement a transit system to the UH would
probably be less expensive. And without a change in train lines, the
commute would also be faster (the HART mantra) and more direct. Is it
more important to bring people from the Ewa plain to Ala Moana
shopping center or to the University of Hawaii?

Should the transit route remain along the Nimitz corridor, I urge HART to
more seriously consider the alternative of implementing a Fort Street
Mall station instead of the proposed Downtown station.  Fort Street Mall
already serves as the primary public Mauka/Makai pedestrian
thoroughfare from the Aloha Tower to Beretania Street.  As such, it
presents a natural and logical station location for a transit system
intended to serve pedestrians.  Compared with the proposed PGC plaza,
Fort Street is also more appropriately configured to accept the expected
magnitude of foot traffic during peak periods.

Sincerely Yours,

Joseph J. Ferraro FAIA, LEED AP
2703 Terrace Drive
Honolulu, HI 96822
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Fer-1 Please see Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative 
as a prudent and feasible avoidance alternative. See Common Response 
2 regarding the cost of servicing UH M�noa with rail. FTA and HART 
acknowledge the commenter’s support for the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fer-2  Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f), including comments on system and station planning for the 
Project. The Final EIS/4(f) evaluated alternative locations for the 
Downtown Station. 
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RECORD #32 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Jeffrey
Last Name : Gaskell
Business/Organization :
Address : 95-1037 Aelike Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Mililani
State : HI
Zip Code : 96789
Email : jpg@50-50.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : Dear HART,

I was thinking about the awnings on platforms of the transit station
designs.  The current white sail design is reminiscent of the ones atop
the Convention Center, and it definitely qualifies as a "Hawaiian" design
element.  However, I was thinking that those awnings could be further
improved if they were made out of photovoltaic material.  I looked online
for "PV awnings" and there are many examples currently in use
worldwide.  I'm not sure if they could be fashioned into a sail shape to
retain the original design, but it would create a visually stunning see-
through gridded canopy.

Costwise, the PV panels could be supplied by a local vendors at minimal
cost in exchange for being allowed to place their logo in a visible area
nearby (tastefully done of course so as not to create undue visual
clutter)  It could be a similar arrangement to what you see at electric
vehicle charging stations around town where companies get advertising
space for providing the charging systems.

It would also be good PR for Rail to create a green image that they can
offset some of the energy requirements of running escalators, elevators,
lighting and ticketing machines.

Obviously, the panels would need to be made hurricane proof, so that
would be my main concern, but I think the concept has merit.  Just
wondering if the idea has been considered or addressed by the design
committee.

Thanks, Jeff Gaskell
Reply Requested : Email
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Gas-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Comments on station design were addressed in 
the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010. The 
comments on station design were forwarded to the Project’s design team.
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Gen-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Comments on project limits and technology were 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] issued 
in June 2010. Please see the responses to the comments on Judge 
Mollway’s letter. 
 
 

Gen-2 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f). 
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Hee-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
 
 FTA and HART acknowledge the commenter’s support for the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative. Please see Common Response 3 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding why the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative is not a feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternative. 
 

Hee-2 Please see Common Response 8 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hee-3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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RECORD #19 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name : Lien
Last Name : Hilfer
Business/Organization :
Address : 2600 Pualani Way
Apt./Suite No. : 2401
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96815
Email : lien.v8@gmail.com
Telephone : 8087786683
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : I would like to use the rail on a daily basis; I will be paying for the rail

which I can't use because the rail doesn't to  Waikiki. The rail will
optimally serve everyone on Oahu if it will service the congested areas
of UH and Waikiki.

Reply Requested : Email
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Hil-1 Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). Rail service to Waikiki is not included in the 
Project. 
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RECORD #74 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Choon
Last Name : James
Business/Organization :
Address : 55-052 Naupaka Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Laie
State : HI
Zip Code : 96762
Email : ChoonJamesHawaii@gmail.com
Telephone : 808 293 9111
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : Submitted online on http://www.pbcommentsense.com/hct/seis.aspx

July 21, 2013

Mr. Ted Matley,
FTA Region IX,
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650,
San Francisco, CA 94105,

 Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas,
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation,
City and County of Honolulu,
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700
 Honolulu, HI 96813

Draft Supplemental EIS for Honolulu Rail Transit Project (formerly the
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project)
“The Honolulu Rail Transit Project is a 20-mile elevated rail line that will
connect West Oahu with downtown Honolulu and Ala Moana Center.
The Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation and the U.S. Federal
Transit Administration have prepared a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
Honolulu Rail Transit Project as required by a U.S. District Court
Judgment. The document is limited to Section 4(f) evaluations of the
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and Mother Waldron Neighborhood
Park.”
Aloha Mr. Ted Matley and Daniel Grabauskas:

As you process this SEIS, I hope you’ll uphold the obligation (kuleana) to
carefully review the irreparable ramifications that this highly controversial
project has on our island home of only 597 square miles.

I’m sorry I did not know about this SEIS till late. Here are some of my
comments and questions. This SEIS is highly technical and requires a
tremendous amount of reading. This put the general public at a great
disadvantage.

The Honolulu Rail will negatively alter the social, cultural, physical, and
economic complexion of our island home forever. Oahu’s sense of
place, culture, and tranquility will be greatly diminished. Just the noises
of the steel on steel itself will negatively create inappropriate
urbanization impacts to our island home.
Civil Beat, a local independent news media, reported “In 1960, 93
percent of Hawaii's registered voters   in the general election. In 2010,
only about 56 percent of registered voters bothered to show up on
Election Day.
What's happened?
Hawaii has one of the lowest voter turnout rates in the country. In the
past few elections, only about 40 percent of the state's registered voters
have participated in the primary election. And that's only about 36
percent of all the people in Hawaii who are eligible to vote, registered or
not.”
In other words, the public confidence in good governance is tanking.
Why?
The Honolulu Rapid Transit’s marketing slogan has always been the
majority of Oahu wants the Honolulu Rail. However, based on the above
election turnout history, it is hardly a majority endorsement of this project
among the 900,000.00 plus residents in Oahu.
Before I go on, I wish to tell you of a month-long experiment that I did
before the mayoral election. Wherever I went, I asked strangers what
they thought of the rail. I asked waitresses, workers at Home Depot,
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Jam-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Responses 1 and 2 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding other 
alternatives. 
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Lowes, Zippys, school teachers and so forth. The constant 85% had
always replied the rail is too expensive and that it doesn’t belong. Yet,
this rail is plowing on. I cannot bridge this chasm.
Do you think this project was based more on the political prowess of
interest-based establishments rather than a truly viable solution for
decongestion for our island home?
Why has the rail route eliminated the two very busy traffic hub –
University of Hawaii and the Honolulu International Airport? Note: “The
Federal Transit Administration is the lead federal agency and the
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation is the project sponsor for the
20-mile rail transit project that extends from Kapolei to Ala Moana
Center, via the Honolulu waterfront. “ ( May 2013 SEIS page 5.)

I have personally heard you testify before City Council Budget Chair Ann
Kobayashi’s hearings that it would cost the city $9.02 BILLION if we
want to connect UH and the Airport.

Are you worried about the unforeseen circumstances and cost-overruns
along the entire route, including the Mother Waldron’s area and phase?

Are you a 100% sure that taxpayers’ funds are prudently and carefully
expended?

Getting back on track, the elimination of these two significant hubs
raises the following questions:
Is this Honolulu Rail, that does not connect to the University of Hawaii
campus and the Honolulu International Airport, a traffic decongestion
project or is it a Transit-Oriented Development project?
The reason I ask this question is because the rail is starting out in the
vacant agricultural tract in West Oahu and does not connect the busy
hubs of University of Hawaii and the Honolulu International Airport.
In the April 2012 newsletter by HART, it advertised Community-based
Transit-Oriented Development Plans: One of the most exciting aspects
of the Honolulu rail transit project is the opportunity it provides for
residents to become involved in the revitalization of their neighborhoods
around transit stations.
In the Kalihi and Downtown Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) plans,
it promotes a revitalized and vibrant and so forth. “
The May 2013 SEIS also referenced to future land-use developments
adjacent to the Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park areas. This would
mean along this particular junction as well as within the ½ mile radius of
each station. This means the entire 21square miles corridor. (pg 82)
Needless to say, the first phase of the Honolulu Rail development in the
middle of undeveloped agricultural lands can only mean one thing – this
is a TOD development, not a traffic congestion project.
Am I correct in this conclusion that this rail is more about real estate
development than traffic decongestion?
Furthermore, I’m very concerned about the ramifications that Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) has on this island’s private property rights.
The handwriting is on the wall that small mom and pop enterprises
would be the casualties in this TOD scheme. (Refer to SEIS page 82.
Figure 33 Existing and Simulated Future Land Use adjacent to Mother
Waldron Neighborhood Park as an example.)
Isn’t it obvious to you that the city will not sentence big corporate owners
like the Ala Moana shopping center or the major hotels to eminent
domain abuse?
Isn’t it obvious that the smaller private owners will be very vulnerable to
the city’s use of eminent domain powers under the guise of revitalization
and public use?
Can the federal government and city county and state assure the public
along the entire TOD’s 21-mile square mile, including the Mother
Waldron phase area, that small private property owners will not be
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Jam-2 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f), including comments on project limits, which were addressed in 
the Final EIS/4(f) issued in June 2010.  The Project includes a station at 
Honolulu International Airport. Please see Common Response 2 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding extension to 
UH M�noa. 
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Please see Common Response 8 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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persecuted by eminent domain abuse?
The following article will briefly describes the substantive and over-
arching impacts of the entire Honolulu Rapid Transit 21 square mile
corridor including  the Mother Waldron phase area will have on Oahu’s
private property owners.

http://www.civilbeat.com/voices/2012/11/03/17545-rails-transit-oriented-
development-an-assault-on-private-property/

Rail's Transit-Oriented Development An Assault on Private Property
By Choon James 11/03/2012
How would you react if a stranger enters your home; goes into your
bedroom and sleeps in your bed — without your permission?
The natural reaction would be one of disbelief and outright objection,
right?
We would consider this intrusion an invasion of our privacy and space.
We would dial 911 to get the intruder off our property.
Yet, we see no similar reactions towards the Honolulu city's proposed
Transit-oriented developments (TOD); we detect no deference to or
respect for private property rights. The city's planners and facilitators
have successfully drowned this constitutional right in their public
presentations.
On the other hand, the amount of giddy excitement and coveting of
private properties (that the government does not own) for this Honolulu
Rail's Transit-oriented development (TOD) is very alarming.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=sLSzpi0yt
SY
We live in a Democracy; we are not China or Russia.
Private property rights is an integral part of free enterprise. We must not
allow crony capitalism to stomp private property owners. Government
and its cronies must not be allowed to plan as they unilaterally please.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SmM4ZBoppNQ
At each of the proposed 21 rail stations, the city wants TODs “within half
a mile radius” vicinity. The proposed rail stations are located at every
mile; this means the whole land area along the entire 21-mile rail
corridor is up for grabs. “Half a mile radius” sounds so harmless!
To covet and seize an additional 20 square miles area along this rail
corridor on our small island pose a huge economical, social and cultural
impact!
It’s not as if private owners can easily relocate down the road. Family
inheritances, investments, and businesses built with sweat, equity, and
sacrifices will be placed under the mercy of absolute powers of eminent
domain. Kama'aina owners and businesses will be pushed out to pave
the way for national and international investors.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i67hIaAe6hs
Have we forgotten about Kelo vs. New London, the most despised
eminent domain case in recent history
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kelo_v._City_of_New_London The Fort
Trumbull community had 117 private properties. The City of New London
supposedly had carefully crafted a revitalization plan to spur new jobs
and increase tax revenue.
To push this “revitalization” plan forward, New London City abused its
eminent domain powers to seize private properties to transfer to its
private partner. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4N1svadJQ40
As it turned out, the city’s private partner - Pfizer corporation - failed to
deliver needed funds and abandoned the much-heralded project. The
Pfizer corporation also left town.
The city and state spent $78 Million for the acquisition and bulldozing the
Fort Trumbull neighborhood. The promised 3,169 new jobs and $1.2
million a year in tax revenues evaporated.
The municipal experts’ Revitalization Plan, the basis for the ill Supreme
Court's June 23, 2005 decision in deference to legislators, proved to be
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an elusive concept and not reality.
In early 2012, its newly-elected Mayor of New London extended an
apology to the Fort Trumbull victims . . . what good did that do?
The priceless toll on the victims could never be compensated; lives were
uprooted and constitution rights subverted while the bureaucratic and
political perpetrators walked away scot-free.
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=000&invol
=04-108
Here in Hawaii, we observe a similar “revitalization” process has been
set in motion. City “experts” are holding “Community Visioning” meetings
to discuss “Neighborhood TOD Planning”.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=sLSzpi0yt
SY
The city wants to "take advantage of rail to its optimal level" and to
“concentrate population” along this rail corridor.
http://dev.honoluludpp.org/Planning/NeighborhoodTODPlans.aspx
The "experts" presented beautiful artistic renderings at these meetings
but we’ve yet to hear the sounds of the Rail along the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor. Who will live along the noisy railroad tracks?
http://youtu.be/abzMGHe3Pc0
(The push to steer the low-income population along the noisy rail
corridor is “segregation déjà vu” and not social equity.)
The dangerous potential for the city to seize 21 square miles of private
properties for transfer to private investors has to be reckoned with,
today. The proposed Honolulu Rail is not only ugly, noisy, and a black
hole for Oahu's taxpayers; its accompanied TOD is a direct assault on
private property rights. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V4ezw1Hbf6Y
No Oahu residents should sit idly by and condone such autocratic land-
use plans for our island home. It is wrong. It’s dangerous. It’s
unAmerican. It goes against the core tenets of our free society.
City planning and developments must conform within the constitutional
parameters of private property rights. This should have been a big part
of the public deliberations. Any "exemption" laws to skirt this right must
be rejected. Too many big decisions have been manipulated and
controlled by raw crony capitalism and special interests. Private property
owners continue to be trampled on and pushed aside by the big boys.
We must take our government back.
________________________________________About the author:
Choon James has been a real estate broker for over 20 years. She is a
member of the Ko’olauloa Sustainable Communities Planning
Committee and hosts “Country Talk Story”, a weekly community
television show on Saturdays at 5:00 pm on Channel 55.”
~ ~ ~
I believe that the above issues of displacement, eminent domain abuse
of taking a private property to give to another bigger private corporation
or investors have not been addressed despite its substantive impacts on
Oahu.

Question: Do you think the most prudent decision would be to not go
forward with this highly controversial steel on steel rail system at all in
our small island home?

(SEIS Page 59) 3.5 Evaluation of Prudence
23 CFR 774 defines a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative as an
alternative that avoids using Section 4(f) property and does not cause
other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the
importance of protecting Section 4(f) properties [see Section 1.2.1 of this
Draft Supplemental
EIS/4(f)]. An alternative is not prudent if:
•
It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed
with the project in light of its stated purpose and need;
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Jam-4 The No Build Alternative was evaluated in the Final EIS/4(f). Please see 
Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] 
regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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•
It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;
•
After reasonable mitigation, it still causes:
-
Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts;
-
Severe disruption to established communities;
-
Severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations;
or
-
Severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other
Federal statutes;
•
It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of
an extraordinary magnitude;
•
It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or
•
It involves multiple factors in [the paragraphs above],that while
individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of
extraordinary magnitude.  (SEIS Page 59)

Can you please relate the above Page 59 excerpt to the following quote:
There has only been one U.S. elevated heavy rail line built since 1984
and that was the Tren Urbano in San Juan, Puerto Rico. Its cost overrun
was 74 percent higher than the amount settled at the time of the Full
Funding Grant Agreement. Its ridership was just as bad, it achieved only
23 percent of what it had projected.
Even worse is its subsequent performance: In 2003, the last full year
before rail, San Juan had bus ridership of 32.0 million. In 2010 the
combined ridership of its buses and its multi-billion dollar rail line was
21.8 million, a 32 percent decline from 2003 from its bus ridership alone.
(Hawaii Free Press, July 11, 2012)

Can you objectively explain what is more prudent? To force stressed out
taxpayers and financially-strapped county/ federal government to fall
deeper into the money black hole or to stop this steel on steel and come
up with better alternatives, free from political, commercial and specific
interests pressure?
Can you explain why TOD, including the Mother Waldron Neighborhood
phase area would not severely disrupt established communities?
Where would all these small mom and pop private property owners and
businesses re-locate to? Remember Oahu is an island of only about 597
square miles.
Can you explain why TOD, including the Mother Waldron/Beretania
Neighborhood phase would not create “Severe disproportionate impacts
to minority or low income populations”?

Is it true that HART’s intent is to concentrate affordable housing along
the Honolulu rail corridor?

Isn’t this segregation deva ju as mentioned in my article? The poor gets
to live along the noisy rail corridor while the affluent lives as far away as
they get can from the noise and grime.

How could the rail be provide true “equity” when many low-income are
engaged in trade/labor services where a truck and set of tools or
merchandize are essentials that cannot be transported on the Honolulu
Rail?

Jam-5

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jam-5 The Final EIS/4(f) evaluated project costs in Chapter 6, displacements in 
Section 4.4, and impacts of the project to minority and low income 
populations in Section 4.7. 
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Aren’t the severe social, economic, cultural or environmental impacts of
the rail route, including the Mother Waldron phase route , on our island
home obvious by now?

There is too much irregularities and unanswered questions. The
Honolulu Rail Project needs to be scrapped before it creates more
irreparable damage to the happiness of long-term residents and unique
charm of this island.
Special interest groups will come and go but many kama’aina and their
families will remain for generations.
Let’s not destroy this beautiful island’s sense of place, sense of culture,
and sense of what Hawaii is about.
We’re not Fruitvale California or New York City. This Honolulu Rail
decision-making has not taken these basic attributes of Oahu into
consideration.
Sadly, this controversial rail project has been hijacked by the full forces
of special labor groups, for-profit corporations, and its political cronies.
Please do it right in the best long-term interest of our special island
home. We will all win.
The future will bless us for pono decision-making or curse those who put
self-interests before public good.

Mahalo,

Choon James
Kahuku, Hawaii 96731

Reply Requested : Email

�

Final Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Amended Record of Decision 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project

Page A -117 
September 2013



RECORD #75 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Choon
Last Name : James
Business/Organization :
Address : 55-052 Naupaka Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Laie
State : HI
Zip Code : 96762
Email : ChoonJameshawaii@gmail.com
Telephone : 808 293 9111
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : Submitted online on http://www.pbcommentsense.com/hct/seis.aspx

July 21, 2013

Mr. Ted Matley,
FTA Region IX,
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650,
San Francisco, CA 94105,

 Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas,
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation,
City and County of Honolulu,
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700
 Honolulu, HI 96813

Draft Supplemental EIS for Honolulu Rail Transit Project (formerly the
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project)
“The Honolulu Rail Transit Project is a 20-mile elevated rail line that will
connect West Oahu with downtown Honolulu and Ala Moana Center.
The Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation and the U.S. Federal
Transit Administration have prepared a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
Honolulu Rail Transit Project as required by a U.S. District Court
Judgment. The document is limited to Section 4(f) evaluations of the
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and Mother Waldron Neighborhood
Park.”

Aloha Gentlemen:

This is a compilation of comments amongst neighbors who do not have
access to computers.

As you process this SEIS, I hope you’ll uphold the obligation (kuleana) to
carefully review the irreparable ramifications that this highly controversial
project has on our island home of only 597 square miles.

Do you think this project seriously and fairly considered the merits,
suggestions, and other alternatives of educated concerned citizens?
Oahu residents who oppose this project include ex-Governor Ben
Cayetano, former Judge Walter Heen, businessman Cliff Slater, and law
Professor Randall Roth who were forced to file a lawsuit against the city
of Honolulu. Others opposing include current federal judges, engineers,
city council members, architects, professors, students, attorneys,
tourists, Hawaiian civic and cultural groups, environmental groups, and
thousands of concerned citizens and so forth.
Why do you think such over-arching and diverse entities are so
concerned about this particular steel on steel system in our island
home?
On the other hand, prominent groups supporting and bankrolling the pro-
rail campaign are prevalently organized labor groups like Pacific
Resource Partnership. Profit-based corporations like First Hawaiian
Bank are also involved with Mr. Don Horner, former First Hawaiian CEO,
as a founding member of the Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transit
(HART.)
Do you think there should be more careful analysis of the special-
interest groups’ motives versus the public interests in this project?

Do you think citizen-based opposition groups were given equal standing
by the city/state/federal Transportation Directors and their hired
experts/consultants throughout the decision-making process?
Should this Honolulu Rail Project’s decision-making be based on who
has more resources to win in the political and social media warfare?
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Jam1-1 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f). The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] issued 
in June 2010 addressed alternatives to the Project and responds to 
comments by every citizen and organization that submitted comments. 
The public outreach for this Supplemental EIS/4(f) is summarized in 
Chapter 5. 
 
FTA and HART issued the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) for public review 
and comment on May 31, 2013, and notice of availability appeared in the 
Federal Register on June 7, 2103. HART held a public and agency 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) hearing on July 9, 2013, and the comment period 
ended on July 22, 2013. Section 5 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
includes a summary of comments received on the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) and revisions made in the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) to address 
the comments. Responses also are provided to comments received on 
the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) in Appendix A. 
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These concerns stated below must be addressed here as these
concerns are integral and substantive parts of this particular SEIS
process.

QUOTE:
“Secretary of Transportation Ray Lahood was misled or is part of the
Honolulu Rail Transit Project problem. He stated in April 2012 - Honolulu
On the Move April 2012, The Honolulu Rail Transit Project Newsletter -
that “the Obama Administration’s support for the Honolulu rail transit
remains strong.”

He went on to reveal his lack of knowledge: “I want you to know that we
are committed to this project. This is an important project. This will
deliver people ALL OVER THE ISLAND. It’s an important project and at
this point, we will continue to work through whatever issues need to be
worked through. We’re committed to this. We’re committed to the
money; we’re committed to the project.”
No, Mr. LaHood, the rail is NOT ALL OVER THE ISLAND. Mr. Ray
LaHood needs to understand that the Honolulu rail starts in the middle of
an empty fertile agricultural tract in Ewa. This 20-mile rail starts from
nowhere to nowhere. It is not connected to the University of Hawaii or
the Honolulu International Airport.”

Mr. LaHood’s official press releases that the “rail will deliver people all
over the island”  is a big deal because we know these words are
carefully chosen. This is a very substantial misinformation.
Can you please investigate this history and let us know what routes and
estimated costs were presented to the Federal government?
Can you also investigate and provide your responses towards the recent
content against the project made by Hawaii’s Chief Federal Judge
Mollway, including comments about this rail not connecting to the
University of Hawaii and the Honolulu International Airport?

Will her substantive comments have any standing in this SEIS or will her
comments be glossed over?
If Judge Mollway’s comments are going to be magically “mitigated” or
glossed over, what further standing would average citizens like us have
in this SEIS?
Along this line, if other professional and experienced experts’ opinions
(other than the city bureaucrats and its own hired hands) will not be
taken into account and implemented in this SEIS, what good is this SEIS
procedure?
Experts and professionals in no way diminish the public participation of
ordinary people as Hawaii’s EIS process wisely include the broad  and
inclusion spectrum of the whole public.

The nucleus of the Hawaii Environment Impact Statement (EIS) Review
specifically requires public participation:
§343-1 Findings and purpose.
The legislature finds that the quality of humanity’s environment is critical
to humanity’s well being, that humanity’s activities have broad and
profound effects upon the interrelations of all components of the
environment, and that an environmental review process will integrate the
review of environmental concerns with existing planning processes of
the State and counties
and alert decision makers to significant environmental effects which may
result from
the implementation of certain actions. The
legislature further finds that the process of reviewing environmental
effects is desirable because environmental consciousness is enhanced,
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Jam1-2 Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 

Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding extension to UH M�noa. The Project 
includes a station at Honolulu International Airport. 
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Please see the responses to comments by Judge Mollway. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Jam1-4 

 
 
 
Hawai‘i state requirements were addressed in the June 2010 Final 
EIS/4(f). Public involvement completed on the Draft Supplemental EIS/ 
4(f) is described in Section 5 of the Final Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). See 
response Jam1-1 regarding public involvement on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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cooperation and coordination are encouraged, and public participation
during the review process benefits all parties involved and society as a
whole.
It is the purpose of this chapter to establish a system of environmental
review which will
ensure that environmental concerns are given appropriate consideration
in decision making along with economic and technical considerations. [L
1979, c 197, §1(1); am L 1983, c 140, §4]

Again, will citizens be heard  or is this just a check list where only the
city’s hired “experts” will control its pre-selected outcome?

QUOTE:
  “The fraud begins at inception. First, the city of    Honolulu hired
Parsons Brinckerhoff executive Wayne Yoshioka to be the City
Transportation Director. Then it contracted with Parsons Brinckerhoff to
plan the rail line. It then contracted with InfraConsult LLC to watch over
PB. (Three senior PB officials had formed InfraConsult prior to its
contract with the City).
To run HART, the semi-autonomous transit authority, politicians
appointed nine directors, not one of whom had any familiarity with transit
whatsoever. Lack of it seemed to be a requirement for appointment.”

Do you think the above paragraphs present a   damning history of
conflict of interest in this highly controversial project?
Will you investigate this foundational weakness in the decision-making of
this Honolulu Rail Project?
Regarding the comments above, do you feel the citizens of Oahu have
been fully protected in the decision-making process of this Honolulu
Rail?

QUOTE:
“Some months ago HART awarded Ansaldo STS/Breda a core systems
contract which includes the design, construction and delivery of the train
vehicles, the train control systems and the operation and maintenance of
the rail system after installation. HART chose Ansaldo despite their not
being the low bidder."

Can you please investigate the reason for this decision? This is a
substantial part of the SEIS because the 20-mile rail cannot be
segmented in its control systems, operation and maintenance.
What is the financial health of Ansaldo today?

A primary marketing tool of the Honolulu Rail was that it would provide
jobs for locals. How many jobs have Ansaldo provided for Hawaii’s local
contractors in this 20-mile project?
How many local jobs will be provided for the Section 4(f) evaluation of
the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and Mother Waldron
Neighborhood Park?

QUOTE:
Billions of dollars were awarded in contracts to top campaign
contributors by Mayor Mufi Hannemann and his political cronies.
http//www.OpenSecrets.org 7/12/12 and The Honolulu Advertiser 3/7/10.
Some Honolulu City Council members also asked for audit and found
irregularities - http://www.khon2.com/news/local/story/HART-public-
relations-spending-questioned-by-City/JlGaN9yqCkuci0CEX86qZQ.cspx

Jam1-5
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Jam1-5 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f).  The Final EIS addressed issues relating to 
Project design and construction. 
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Have you investigated the above-mentioned activities in conjunction with
this Section 4(f) evaluation of the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative
and Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park ?
Did these irregularities affect the decision-making of this project,
including this particular SEIS phase area?
Should this be re-considered as part of this SEIS process?

QUOTE:
http://www.civilbeat.com/articles/2011/09/08/12788-civil-beat-catches-
rail-leaders-trying-to-go-deep-undercover-in-washington/ There is no
transparent and open process. Citizens are forced to sue its
government. The City’s strategy is to waste as much money as possible
and hope for Judge Tashima to defer to the foxes which guard the hen
house:
Carrie Okinaga , HART Chair (former City Corporation Counsel
appointed by Mayor Mufi Hannemann):" The public expression of the
lawsuit has always been that we didn’t study it adequately or sufficiently.
That’s not the legal standard. When your government has spent $300
million studying something, you’re praying that there’s some deference
that a court will give to this multi-jurisdictional, multi-year, $300 million
effort."

Have you read the above comments?
Should the city county’s modus operandi be a concern to taxpayers and
you as decision-makers at this SEIS?

Can the public be assured that you are not spending millions of dollars
just to get a “standing” in this process?
What happens if the funding runs out before or after the Beretania Street
Tunnel Alternative and Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park or other
alternative phase?

Will the city raise property taxes and other fees to compensate for funds
shortage?

 QUOTE:
Before the eminent Hawaii Supreme Court’s decision, Honolulu awarded
$75M in rail design contracts before work stopped.
The City and County of Honolulu awarded $75 million in design and
professional services contracts for the its rail transit project in the two
months before the Hawaii Supreme Court's ruling that led the city to
temporarily halt construction on the project this week.
The Honolulu Star-Advertiser reports the contracts awarded in June and
July include a $43.94 million agreement to design the "City Center"
section of the rail guideway that went to Los Angeles-based AECOM
Technical Services Inc., which was also awarded a $10 million contract
for architectural and engineering services for the state Department of
Transportation.
The newspaper reports the other contracts included $12 million to
Honolulu-based SSFM International Inc. to provide architectural and
engineering services for the state Department of Transportation, $7.8
million to San Francisco-based URS Corp. to design rail stations in East
Kapolei, at the new University of Hawaii West Oahu campus and the
station at D.R. Horton's planned Hoopili subdivision in Ewa.

The Star-Advertiser reports a spokesman for the Honolulu Authority for
Rapid Transportation said design work will continue, although the
agency's board of directors is scheduled to review that decision when it
meets on Thursday.
Source:
http://www.bizjournals.com/pacific/blog/morning_call/2012/08/honolulu-
awarded-75m-in-rail-design.html

Jam1-6

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jam1-6 As described in Section 3.5.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative could not be built within available 
funding for the Honolulu Rail Transit Project. The financial plan includes 
funds and contingency to construct the Project, including the City Center 
section, which would be near Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park. 
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QUOTE:

There has only been one U.S. elevated heavy rail line built since 1984
and that was the Tren Urbano in San Juan, Puerto Rico. Its cost overrun
was 74 percent higher than the amount settled at the time of the Full
Funding Grant Agreement. Its ridership was just as bad, it achieved only
23 percent of what it had projected.
Even worse is its subsequent performance: In 2003, the last full year
before rail, San Juan had bus ridership of 32.0 million. In 2010 the
combined ridership of its buses and its multi-billion dollar rail line was
21.8 million, a 32 percent decline from 2003 from its bus ridership alone.
(Hawaii Free Press, July 11, 2012)

What is your response to this elevated heavy rail information?
If you insist on plowing this controversial rail through no matter what,
wouldn’t it make more logical sense to seriously implement the
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative as explained in Chief District Judge
Susan Oki Mollway’s letter?
http://www.scribd.com/doc/153264607/Judge-Susan-Oki-Mollway-s-
letter-to-HART-and-federal-transit-officials
In Singapore, there is even underground shopping center tunnel.

It’s possible but your May 2013 SEIS makes it clear you are against the
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. You even went to the extend of
showing a big bold picture of a boring machine :=)

Mahalo!

Choon James on behalf of neighbors.
Reply Requested : Email
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Jam1-7 Please see Common Response 6, which explains the overall comparison 
between the Project and the Beretania Tunnel Alternative. 
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RECORD #76 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Unread
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Choon
Last Name : James
Business/Organization :
Address : 55-052 Naupaka Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Laie
State : HI
Zip Code : 96762
Email : ChoonJamesHawaii@gmail.com
Telephone : 808 293 9111
Add to Mailing List : Standard

Submission : Submitted online on http://www.pbcommentsense.com/hct/seis.aspx

July 21, 2013

Mr. Ted Matley,
FTA Region IX,
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650,
San Francisco, CA 94105,

 Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas,
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation,
City and County of Honolulu,
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700
 Honolulu, HI 96813

Draft Supplemental EIS for Honolulu Rail Transit Project (formerly the
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project)
“The Honolulu Rail Transit Project is a 20-mile elevated rail line that will
connect West Oahu with downtown Honolulu and Ala Moana Center.
The Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation and the U.S. Federal
Transit Administration have prepared a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
Honolulu Rail Transit Project as required by a U.S. District Court
Judgment. The document is limited to Section 4(f) evaluations of the
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative and Mother Waldron Neighborhood
Park.”

Aloha Mr. Ted Matley and Daniel Grabauskas:

Your May 2013 SEIS states (SEIS Page 59) 3.5 Evaluation of Prudence
23 CFR 774 defines a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative as an
alternative that avoids using Section 4(f) property and does not cause
other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the
importance of protecting Section 4(f) properties [see Section 1.2.1 of this
Draft Supplemental
EIS/4(f)]. An alternative is not prudent if:
•
It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed
with the project in light of its stated purpose and need;
•
It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;
•
After reasonable mitigation, it still causes:
-
Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts;
-
Severe disruption to established communities;
-
Severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations;
or
-
Severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other
Federal statutes;
•
It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of
an extraordinary magnitude;
•
It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or
•
It involves multiple factors in [the paragraphs above],that while
individually minor, cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of
extraordinary magnitude.  (SEIS Page 59)
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Can you please review the article below and the prudence factors above
in relation to your SEIS process?

Can you see how disenchanted the public is with this Honolulu Rail?

The four gentlemen below brought up a very disconcerting point again
regarding public engagement versus special interests.

The fact that Oahu has a one-newspaper town does not serve
democracy well.

Will you bend backwards to listen to the public comments?

Will you work with the public and incorporate their ideas and insights?

Or will you play semantics games and go your merry way?

http://www.hawaiireporter.com/star-advertiser-coverage-of-rail-is-
fundamentally-dishonest/123

Star-Advertiser Coverage of Rail is Fundamentally Dishonest
By Walter Heen, Ben Cayetano, Cliff Slater and Randall Roth
[The following commentary was submitted to the Star-Advertiser on July
17, 2013, and rejected by the Star-Advertiser on July 17, 2013.]
Star-Advertiser news coverage attributed solely to Chief Judge Susan
Mollway the contents of a letter that Mollway wrote on behalf of all 11
members of the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii.  (“Judge
blasts city for ending rail route at Ala Moana, not UH,” July 11, 2013)
A subsequent Star-Advertiser editorial repeated that error and
downplayed the letter’s significance by describing it as “no surprise.”
The editorial also judged the letter’s criticism of the current rail project to
be “impractical,” and declared the elevated heavy rail plan is “solid.”
(“Rail tunnel isn’t worth the cost,” July 15, 2013)
We feel compelled to set the record straight.
First, it matters that Chief Judge Mollway wrote the letter on behalf of the
entire court.  Never before has an entire federal district court, here or
elsewhere, made such a strong public statement about issues currently
being litigated.  Lawyers here and on the mainland have called it a “jaw-
dropping” event.
Second, while none of the judges in question is officially involved in the
federal rail lawsuit, all of them are people who have been entrusted to
resolve legal controversies.  They know the law and are widely regarded
for their judgment.
Third, the Star-Advertiser’s description of this letter as a mere “echo” of
prior statements from this court ignores a dramatic difference.  The
earlier letters focused exclusively on the security threat of trains running
only a few feet from the federal courthouse.  What makes the recent
letter “jaw-dropping,” is that it only mentions the security issue once, and
that is in a footnote.  The body of the letter says nothing about the
security issue.
Fourth, the Star-Advertiser missed completely the significance of the
judges’ description of the current rail project as “neither prudent nor
feasible.”  These particular words are at the core of our federal lawsuit
that is now in front of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.  Federal judges
do not casually use the operative words of the controlling statute when
making a public statement.
Fifth, the arguments used to support the judges’ bottom-line opinion are
extremely well constructed and expressed.  One small but fun example
is the masterful use of an exclamation mark at this end of rock-solid
reasoning:

Jam2-1

Jam2-2

Jam2-3

�

�

�

Jam2-1 Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the Supplemental 
EIS/ 4(f). Public involvement completed on the Draft Supplemental EIS/ 
4(f) is described in Section 5 of the Final Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jam2-2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see the responses to Judge Mollway’s comments. Prudence, 
feasibility, and the evaluation of the least overall harm are addressed in 
Sections 3.4 through 3.7 of the Draft Supplemental FEIS/4(f). 
 
 

Jam2-3 Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding extension to UH M�noa. 
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“Remarkably, the Project’s proposed rail route fails to run along ‘the
highly congested east-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and
UH Manoa,’ the very corridor expressly identified as the route the Project
is intended to serve.  The Project’s proposed rail route does not go
anywhere near the UH Manoa campus.  Instead, it goes to the Ala
Moana Shopping Center!”
Sixth, the Star-Advertiser failed the “laugh out loud” test when it
defended the Ala Moana Shopping Center as the terminating station
because that decision had been “vetted via community hearings and …
improved the rail route.”
Sixth, the Star-Advertiser failed the “laugh out loud” test when it
defended the Ala Moana Shopping Center as the terminating station
because that decision had been “vetted via community hearings and …
improved the rail route.”
Seventh, the Star-Advertiser editorial betrays its bias by continuing to
mention an extension of elevated rail to UH Manoa as a possibility,
without noting the judges’ skepticism on this point:  “given the economy,
sequestration, the loss of Senator Inouye’s influence, and other
intervening factors, it is realistic to question whether the extension to UH
Manoa will ever be built.”
Eighth, the Star-Advertiser described the $960 million added cost of the
Beretania tunnel as “overly expensive,” but failed to mention that it would
cost more than $9 billion to build an elevated rail  route that starts in
Kapolei and ends at UH Manoa (according to HART’s Dan Grabauskas).
Ninth, the Star-Advertiser also fails to mention the irony of terminating a
traffic-congestion relief project at a shopping center that does not open
until rush hour has ended.
Finally, the judges’ letter helps the public see that the original plan to
alleviate traffic congestion has morphed into an excuse to use eminent
domain to clear the way for transit-oriented development.  That change
delights big landowners and developers, along with the politicians they
finance, who evidently expect taxpayers to pick up the tab.
We respect the Star-Advertiser’s right to express its views on the
editorial page, but we respectfully suggest that it cannot retain the trust
of its readers if it continues to distort key facts and the opinions of
others, as it recently did.

Walter Heen is a former state and federal judge, Ben Cayetano is former
governor of Hawaii (D-1994-2002), Cliff Slater is founder of Maui Divers,
and Randall Roth is a law professor at the University of Hawaii and
author.

Reply Requested : Email

Jam2-3
(cont.)
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RECORD #57 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Malia
Last Name : Kaai-Barrett
Business/Organization :
Address : 241 Kapalu St.
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96813
Email : mkaaibarrett@gmail.com
Telephone : 808-521-2982
Add to Mailing List :
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Submission : Mr. Ted Matley
FTA Region IX, 201
Mission Street, Suite 1650,
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas,
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation,
City and County of Honolulu,
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dir Sirs and ALL individuals involved in the planning and implementation
of this project:

I have been a resident of O'ahu now for almost 25 years and born and
raised in Hawaii.

I have been passively watching, reading and following this impending
project.  However I feel compelled at this time to voice my opinion on
this issue.

I am gravely concerned about the huge impact this rail project is going to
have on our beloved and beautiful island.  I do understand ALL of the
issues with regards to traffic, population etc.  My concern comes from
the route and the proposed approach to the construction project.

My first and greatest concern is the route.  Why you continue to ignore
the voices that call for the route to go to the Airport and to UH as major
destination points is beyond my comprehension!  If your aim is to truly
help solve some of O'ahu's growing traffic and population management
issues then you simply MUST choose the route that will serve the
greatest numbers of riders.  If your intent is to help get visitors off the
roads and to get students to school then limiting the route as it is
currently by passing the airport and going to Ala Moana is fool hardy at
best and down right abusive of the best interests of the residents of this
island.

I further urge you to move the route to the Beretania route away from the
Nimitz Highway / Kakaako route... ending at UH Manoa.  This route is
simply the smartest route to choose because it serves the community
better.  It is a more direct route for ALL concerned.  I am also gravely
concerned about the raised rail going down near our water for the
horrible visual impact it will have on our most precious resource the
beauty of our 'Aina as a visitor destination and our most important
economic factor.  The Beretaina route will not impact the visual beauty of
our island due the the high density of high rises and the raised freeway
in that area.

I also urge you to implement the Beretaina tunnel by-pass.  I do
appreciate the increased costs, however, given the alternatives of sound
and sight impact it is the only choice to make.

My last concern is the sound impact we are going to be tortured by due
to the raised nature of the route and the steel on steel technology
chosen for this project.  I have visited many of our mainland neighbor
cities who have installed light rail, steel on steel on ground and the noise
factor and ground shaking is significant!  To now take that sound and
weight and suspend it in the air will only amplify the impact.  I do
understand that the choice was to "lessen the footprint impact" of the
project and to avoid all the of the cultural kupuna iwi issues along the
route by limiting the area impacted.  But the alternative will be sound
pollution which will greatly reduce the quality of life of our island for ALL

Kaa-1

Kaa-3
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Kaa-1 Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding extension to UH M�noa. The Project 
includes a station at Honolulu International Airport. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Kaa-2 

 
 
 
Visual impacts were addressed in Section 4.8.3 of the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010. Please see 
Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
regarding the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative as a prudent and 
feasible avoidance alternative. 

 
 
 
 
Kaa-3 

 
 
 
 
Noise impacts were addressed in Section 4.10.3 of the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010. 
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our residents within the rail zone project route and will also be another
very negative impact on our visitor's overall experience of our beautiful
island.

Cost issues should NOT supercede the potential decline of the quality of
life for our residents, or negatively impact our visitor industry experience.
The visitor industry is what makes our life in Hawaii comfortable and
possible due to the revenue they bring to our island shores.  To
jeopardize this important constituent group, and to disregard the quality
of life of our residents, is blatant abuse of power and a complete
disregard for the very constituents you claim to be serving!

I urge you to reconsider your choices!  The time to ACT is NOW.

Respectfully,

Malia
Reply Requested : Email
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RECORD #59 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Tasha
Last Name : kauihou
Business/Organization :
Address : 91-440a Pupu St
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Ewa Beach
State : HI
Zip Code : 96706
Email : Kauihou@hawaiiantel.net
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : No Rail!

Really!?!  This is an Island a small Island!  Please preserve the beauty of
our 'Aina.  You will waste billions of dollars building it.  And if it fails and it
no one uses it... Then what do you do with the structure?  It's nothing
like The Boat or the Super Ferry where you can just get rid of the boat.
This is a permanent structure that you are wasting our money on and by
the time it's built it will be outdated.  Not to mention steel on steel!
Imagine the noise for the business that are below the rail.  Please
reconsider.  This is no place for rail.  This is Hawaii a Paradise.  Mahalo

Reply Requested : Email

Kau-1
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Kau-1 

 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in 
June 2010, addressed noise, the choice of technology, and the No Build 
Alternative. 
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Kup-1 

 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Figure 2 in the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] provides the current 
Project schedule. Section 3.5.4 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
discusses the cost of the Project.  
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RECORD #63 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/6/2013
First Name : George
Last Name : Lee
Business/Organization :
Address : 235 Whitehaven Way
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Martinez
State : CA
Zip Code : 94553
Email : gilee53@yahoo.com
Telephone : 9255183303
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : Do you have an idea of when the lawsuit holding up construction will be

resolved?
Reply Requested : Email

LeeG-1
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LeeG-1 The lawsuit in State of Hawai’i court is independent of this Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)]. As noted in Section 1.1 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), the 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) was prepared to address the Judgment and Partial 
Injunction Order of the United States District Court for the District of 
Hawai‘i in HonoluluTraffic.com et al. vs. Federal Transit Administration 
et al.  
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LeeM-1

 

 

 

 

 

LeeM-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) 
Analysis.  See Common Response 10 regarding karst formations.   The 
review and response to the TCP comments are summarized below. The 
AIS review is a separate process, which addressed State of Hawai’i 
requirements for project review and the requirements in the PA among 
FTA, the City, the U.S. Navy, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation.  Information on the Archaeological Inventory 
Surveys is available on HART’s website at www.honolulutransit.org (See 
Common Response 11).�
�
Specifically regarding comments on karst formations, HART and its 
contractor completed extensive geotechnical investigations along the 
alignment in Construction Phase 1. This included geotechnical borings 
located at every proposed pier, usually 20 feet or more below the 
proposed pier depth. No karst topography was observed in any of the 
geotechnical investigations. If “caverns” or “caves” were penetrated, the 
void would have been discernible during drilling activity and would have 
been noted on the respective boring logs. A review of the logs has not 
indicated any “drops” or other notations indicative of a void or cavern 
being penetrated. Thus, it can be concluded that karst features in the 
Honouliuli ahupua‘a were not encountered. �
�
In addition, all the available preliminary geotechnical information 
collected during the PE phase of the project’s development has been 
extensively evaluated. This included borings in the downtown area 
between Nu‘uanu Stream to the west, King Street to the north and 
Punchbowl Street to the east. There have been some indications of 
cavities within coral limestone/coralline debris. However, the cavities 
have been on the order of half to one inch diameter. One cavity up to 3 
feet across was noted. These are distinctively different from “karst” 
associated cavities. All documented cavities were outside of the project 
alignment. �
�
Additional geotechnical investigations will be completed prior to final 
design. In the event that these investigations encounter voids or 
groundwater, contract specifications require that the water table be 
preserved in place during coring to ensure that hydrology is maintained. 
This means that a positive flow will be maintained during drilling to 
ensure that freshwater flow is preserved through the area being drilled. 
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LeeM-1 
(cont.) 

�
Specifically regarding comments on Leina a ka ‘uhane, the Section 1-3 
TCP study identified several wahi pana that are related to one another 
through the same story. This is the Leina a ka ‘uhane, or Spirit Leaping 
Off Place (SRIF and Kumu Pono 2012:50-53).  According to traditional 
Hawaiian beliefs, the leaping off place is where the souls of the dead 
leave this world to enter the next. “A breadfruit tree (Ulu-o-lei-walo) near 
the Leina a ka ‘uhane is used by the soul for this purpose. To reach the 
next world, the soul, guided by its aumakua (a deified ancestor), must 
choose one of two branches resulting either decent to Po, the 
underworld, overseen by the akua Milu, or passage to the ‘aum�kua 
world (SRIF and Kumu Pono 2012:50)”. 
�
The management summary considers the Leina a ka ‘uhane as a single 
district of several wahi pana that crosses from Moanalua and Halawa 
ahupua‘a to Honouliuli ahupua‘a (Figures 2 and 3). Spirits would leap 
from the five wahi pana in Moanalua and Halawa. If not escorted by an 
aumakua, spirits would land and wander K�nehili and Kaupe‘a on the 
‘Ewa side. However, there are no stories associated with the area 
between the two sides of the Leina. More importantly, there is no tangible 
element or property referent that binds the two areas together. �
�
National Register Bulletin  number 38 states “This Bulletin does not 
address cultural resources that are purely "intangible"—i.e. those that 
have no property referents—except by exclusion” and “the National 
Register is not the appropriate vehicle for recognizing cultural values that 
are purely intangible, nor is there legal authority to address them under 
106 unless they are somehow related to a historic property (Parker and 
King 1998:3)” For these reasons the two sides of the Leina that do retain 
physical property referents are considered as distinct sites. In this light, 
the wahi pana associated with the Leina are all outside of the HRTPs 
APE. �
�
Regarding the Malden Trail and other trails as TCPs, the AIS included a 
100% pedestrian survey of the entire project, including locations in 
Construction Phase 1 proximate to the location of the historic Malden 
Trails. In addition, HART staff also surveyed the area separately.  No 
evidence of any trails exists in the APE. �
�
Regarding other TCPs, additional areas in Honouliuli, such as Pu`u o 
Kapolei, K�nehili and Kaupe‘a were discussed in public meetings. Pu`u o 
Kapolei is outside the APE. The locations of K�nehili and Kaupe‘a were 
discussed, which resulted in identifying that the site names were 
reversed on the report’s map, and that their locations should be plotted 
further makai. The discussion highlighted the difficulty in plotting sites 
and in potentially conflicting information gathered when studying them. 
The proper naming has been added to the maps in this report. Moving 
K�nehili and Kaupe‘a further makai moves them further from the HRTP. �
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RECORD #88 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Mrs.
Last Name : Lowe
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : It is appalling when the city continues to move this project forward when

the community rejects it. You may say most of the people voted on it, but
it was because the cost was a lie. As soon as the project voted in by
most of the people, then we saw the price tag went up; how absurd. I  do
not want my taxes go up to support this stupid project. Some of our well
to do friends want this project so that everyone else rides it while they
enjoy driving their cars; they said it so themselves. This is so selfish,
prideful, and full of ignorance. Whoever wants this project should be tax
as they support it; leave me and everyone else alone who do not want
this project. Do not tax us. Go tax the supporters of this unnecessary
project. I know unions want jobs, but at whose expense? I absolutely am
not supporting this rail.

Reply Requested :

Low-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Low-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project and acknowledge the objection to the Project.  
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RECORD #33 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/13/2013
First Name : Tom
Last Name : McLaughlin
Business/Organization :
Address : 930 Kaheka Street
Apt./Suite No. : 1803
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96814
Email : tjmclaughlin@gmail.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : It seems absurd to spend so much money for a transportation system

that does not connect the locations where people need to go. The
University-Manoa, Waikiki, Kapolei, Ewa Beach and Salt Lake areas are
high density locations but are not served by rail stations. The route
needs to be practical and that means taking folks out of cars and off the
roads by going where they need to go.

Reply Requested :

McL-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

McL-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Response 2 about the cost 
of extending the Project to UH M�noa. 
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Mey-1

Mey-2

�

�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mey-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Environmental Protection Agency 
comments and response in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) regarding 
sea level rise.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mey-2�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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Mey-3

Mey-4

Mey-5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mey-3�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding impacts to Mother Waldron Park. 
�

 
Mey-4 

 
Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding karst formations. 

Mey-5 The Archaeological Inventory Surveys are now complete and the City has 
determined that the Project will avoid impact to any burials. 

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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RECORD #52 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Edith
Last Name : Mock
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone : 808-566-6133
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : Lives at Harbor Court and has questions regarding elevated rail on

Nimitz Hwy., project schedule, operational noise levels, trees in the
median on Nimitz Hwy.

: She also mentioned that she does not support the Beretania Street
alternative as she has a concern over the underground Karste Caverns if
the system is built under Beretania Street. A tunnel to UH under
Beretania and King streets present problems in Moili`ili with underground
water caverns. An underground tunnel in that area would be
“underwater” as she stated.

Reply Requested :

Moc-1

Moc-2

�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Moc-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Comments on noise and landscaping were 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 
2010. 
 

Moc-2 Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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RECORD #62 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name : Margaret
Last Name : Murchie
Business/Organization :
Address : 1636 St. Louis
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96816
Email : Margaret@margaretm.com
Telephone : 808-226-6600
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : Total waste of taxpayers money. If we must live mufi's boondoggle at

least do it well. Build it to the uh & along the east/west corridor through
communities originally planned to serve not to the shopping center!
ensure there are public bathrooms in stations, make sure there's
adequate parking & seating for commuters. Get out of expensive office
space & reconsider this whole ridiculous proposition. Shades of
convention center only much worse. Why not have toll roads, double
deck existing roadways, stop subsidizing public employee parking, get
unlicensed cars & drivers off roads. This poorly proposed project was
voted in by ignorance & false promise. It makes no economic sense. I
sincerely hope that this project will go away sooner rather than later. Do
not throw our good money after bad. Let common sense prevail.
Everyday brings more legitimate red flags.

Reply Requested : Email

Mur-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Mur-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.  
 

�

�

�

�
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RECORD #31 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Marsha
Last Name : Ninomiya
Business/Organization : University of Hawaii Manoa
Address : 1776 University Avenue
Apt./Suite No. : Wist 113
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96822
Email :
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : The rail should initially go to University of Hawaii Manoa.  Traffic is

definitely lighter when Manoa is not in session.  We want rail to reduce
traffic congestion during rush hour and other times also.

Reply Requested :

Nin-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Nin-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Response 2 about the cost 
of extending the Project to UH M�noa. 
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PGC-1

PGC-2

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PGC-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding the feasibility and prudence of the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.5.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), both 
the Project and the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would provide 
very similar benefits to transit riders, including similar service to 
downtown and a trade-off between direct service to UH M�noa with a 
bus transfer to Ala Moana Center and direct service to Ala Moana 
Center with a bus transfer to UH M�noa.  See Common Response 2 
regarding extension to UH M�noa. 
 
Only the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would obstruct protected 
view corridors in the Capital Special District as shown in Figure 23 of 
the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f). View impacts of the Project to the 
waterfront and Chinatown were discussed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final 
EIS/4(f). 
 

PGC-2 Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
EIS/4(f) were addressed in Appendix A to the Final EIS/4(f) issued in 
June 2010.  Any comments made on the Final EIS/4(f) that had not 
been previously addressed were summarized and addressed in the 
Record of Decision issued by FTA on January 18, 2011. HART will 
continue to coordinate and work with the Pacific Guardian Center as the 
Project is implemented. The Fort Street Mall station location was 
evaluated (Figure 5-31) and rejected in the Final EIS/4(f). 

�
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RECORD #22 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name : asti
Last Name : pilika
Business/Organization :
Address : 91-1111 Hoomahana St
Apt./Suite No. : Ewa Beach
City : Hawaii
State : HI
Zip Code : 96706
Email : astidurresit@gmail.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : The rail needs to go to UH Manoa.  UH traffic is what causes rush hour

congestion.  To relieve it, the rail needs to go to UH.  Otherwise it makes
no sense to build it.  Ala Moana shoppers are not going to use the rail.

Reply Requested : Email

Pil-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Pil-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Response 2 about the cost 
of extending the Project to UH M�noa.  
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Pre-1

Pre-2

Pre-3

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Pre-1 As noted in Section 1.1 of the Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)], the Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) was prepared to address the Judgment and Partial Injunction 
Order of the United States District Court for the District of Hawai‘i in 
HonoluluTraffic.com et al. vs. Federal Transit Administration et al. The 
scope of the analysis was limited to whether the Beretania Street 
Tunnel Alternative was feasible and prudent and whether the Project 
would “use” Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park under Section 4(f).  
 

Pre-2 Please see Judge Mollway's comments and responses to Mol-3 and 
Mol-4.   
 

Pre-3 The statement that the Beretania Tunnel Alternative is a “far cheaper 
route” than constructing the Project to the Ala Moana Center on the 
approved alignment is addressed on Common Response 2 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
 

�

  

�

�

�

�

�

�
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RECORD #23 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Ben
Last Name : Robinson
Business/Organization :
Address : 1888 Kalakaua Ave
Apt./Suite No. : 1106
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96810
Email : metroben@me.com
Telephone : 8082652657
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : Aloha!

I am writing in comment regarding the current planned rail route through
Kakaako and a note of appreciation for the additional design work done
for a Beretania Street tunnel alternative.

While in the future I would like to see an extension to the UH Manoa
campus, I understand the need to work within fiscal constraints and the
plan for transit-oriented development; to which Kakaako is a prime
component.

I support the current rail route through Kakaako.
Reply Requested :

Rob-1

�

�

�

�

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rob-1�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). Please see Common Response 2 about the cost 
of extending the Project to UH M�noa. 
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RECORD #84 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : robert
Last Name : rodman
Business/Organization :
Address : 55 S. Kukui St
Apt./Suite No. : D2509
City : Hononlulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96813
Email : rodmanhi@juno.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED HONOLULU BERETANIA STREET
TUNNEL  EIS - July 22,2013
Submitted by:  Robert Rodman - 55 S Kukui St D-2509, Honolulu Hi
96813
At the beginning of this Mass Transit Project started, many professional
traffic studies commissioned by the City showed that the only mass
transit route which was found to reduce the gridlock on Hawai'i State's
H-1 freeway was the rail route that went through Waikiki and ended up
at the UH.
That's why Honolulu City Council approved the 30 mile 'Preferred
Guideway Alignment' which included Waikiki and the UH in its routing.
The City commissioned studies showed that mass transit routes which
ended at the Ala Moana Shopping Center did NOT reduce H-1 gridlock.
This is why so many Honolulu Citizens are protesting the present Rail
System Routing.  They rightly think that spending $5+ Billion on a transit
system that goes only to the Ala Moana Shopping Center and does NOT
reduce H-1 grid-lock at all is sheer lunacy.
Publishing article after article and getting  many letters written to the
local newspapers for publication all repeatedly asserting the falsehood
that the Rail Project ending at the Ala Moana Shopping Center will free
up H-1 traffic jams and reduce traffic on there is a disservice to our
community.  There is a term for this type of activity - 'Brainwashing.'
Perhaps now the time is ripe for a serious consideration of the greatly
advanced technology of transit tunneling as being proposed under
Beretania and how it can solve the visual and noise problems facing
neighborhoods all along the Transit Route.
 How is it that New York City can presently afford boring two new transit
tunnels under Manhattan thru some of the hardest Granite stone on
earth?  The answer is that present tunneling  is not like the tunneling of
old.
Cutting a rail tunnel under urban Honolulu through sand, coral and lava
would seem to be like cutting through jello compared to NYC's cutting a
subway tunnel through Granite.  Therefore, the project would take
substantially less time and Honolulu's tunnel boring costs would be
substantially lessened.   To date no independent cost analysis of such a
project has been undertaken by a reputable tunneling engineering
company and certainly none has been published for an Editorial to base
its assertions on.  I personally have asked how much the tunneling
would cost to one of the chief planners of this Honolulu project at
Parsons Brinckerhoff and he indicated that they have never tried to
determine the real cost of building a tunnel under Beretania over through
Waikiki to the UH through sand and coral here in Honolulu.
It is a very attractive proposal to consider - the routing of a transit tunnel
through Honolulu's dense neighborhood areas under Beretania, curving
(under Thomas Square and the High School) over to a Ala Moana
Shopping Center / Convention Center Station, continuing on under the
Ala Wai Canal to a mid Waikiki Station and then on up to UH all without
the daily incessant visual impacts and noise radiating out from the above
ground "heavy rail line in the sky".

The LOUD noise that this train is going to produce will be directed
upward by the 5 foot sound barrier that is proposed to be built of each
side of the track support structure just as the sound enhancing 'box' of a
guitar's body amplifies and projects the string's small vibration produced
sound.  As a result at ground level the rail train's wheel's noise will be
muffled at ground level, but VERY LOUD in the upper floors of the near-
by tower residences.  This makes the system very unfriendly to live near.

To pay for the additional expense of building City Council's entire
'Preferred Guideway Alignment' now and solve the State Transportation
headache of daily H-1 Traffic Jams, the Transit Authority should ask the
Honolulu City Council to immediately ask the State Legislature to extend

Rod-1

Rod-2

Rod-3

Rod-4

�

�

�

 
 
 
Rod-1 

 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. The effects of the Project and alternatives on traffic 
congestion were addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] issued in June 2010. Please see Common 
Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rod-2 Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
 
 

 
 
 
Rod-3 

 
 
 
The engineering issues related to the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative 
are presented in Section 3.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). The cost 
estimate for the Alternative is included in Section 3.5.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). The cost of the proposed longer tunnel would be 
substantially greater than the cost for the Beretania Street Tunnel 
Alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rod-4 Noise impacts were addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation issued in June 2010.Please see Common Response 2 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding available 
funding.  
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the 1/2% Oahu sales tax for 2 or 3 or 5 years, and also ask that the
Transit Project be given the 10% the State is raking off the top of these
Mass Transit dedicated funds - some $350 to $500 million - supposedly
to pay for the State's collection costs, which have proven to be nil.  The
combined moneys collected via these methods will pay for the building
of the entire line with the last 6 miles underground in a tunnel.

Oahu needs a Mass Transit System that is "worth the cost".   Routing a
technologically advanced transit tunnel under Urban Beretania
Boulevard, curving over to the Shopping and Convention Center,
extending under Waikiki and on to the UH just might be the win-win
System we've all been looking for to really solve a major part of Oahu's
existing and future Traffic Mess.

Reply Requested : Email

Rod-4
(cont

 

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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From: rodmanhi@juno.com
To: info@HonoluluTransit.org
Subject: Fw: RE: Receipt ot Comments on Tunnel EIS not confirmed
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 2:14:19 PM

When I sent this yesterday, it was sent back as undeliverable. Why?

---------- Forwarded Message ----------
From: "rodmanhi@juno.com" <rodmanhi@juno.com>
To: info@HonoluluTransit.org
Subject: RE: Receipt ot Comments on Tunnel EIS not confirmed
Date: Sun, 4 Aug 2013 07:04:08 GMT

I sent in comments (via you email address) to the Rail Tunnel EIS on July 22, 2013
and have not received a confirmation that those comments were received and are
being considered.

You have too many stations on this rail line. Your current plan for all the 21 stations
on this line is like getting on an elevator and a kid has pressed all the buttons
causing the elevator to stop at every floor to the top floor and then on the way
down repeat the process by stopping at every floor down to the lobby - on every
trip. Who likes that?? Are you providing for a couple EXPRESS trains an hour?
Twenty miles should not take more than 25 - 27 minutes.

Please respond.

Robert Rodman
rodmanhi@juno.com

Rod1-1

�

�

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rod1-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Comments on the number and location of stations 
and operating plans were addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 
4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010. 
 

� �
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1

Roberts, Stephanie L

From: Glasco, Shenrika
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 2:00 PM
To: Roberts, Stephanie L
Subject: FW: Questions Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(f) 

Evaluation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

�
�

Shenrika�Glasco�
Public�Involvement�Team�
Honolulu�Rail�Transit�Project�
Ali`i�Place��
1099�Alakea�Street,�Suite�1700�
Honolulu,�HI��96813�
#�808�768�6127�

�
�
�
�
NOTICE:�This�communication�and�any�attachments�("this�message")�may�contain�confidential�information�for�the�sole�use�of�the�
intended�recipient(s).�Any�unauthorized�use,�disclosure,�viewing,�copying,�alteration,�dissemination�or�distribution�of,�or�reliance�on�
this�message�is�strictly�prohibited.�If�you�have�received�this�message�in�error,�or�you�are�not�an�authorized�recipient,�please�notify�
the�sender�immediately�by�replying�to�this�message,�delete�this�message�and�all�copies�from�your�e�mail�system�and�destroy�any�
printed�copies.�
�
From: John Russel [mailto:j.russel20@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 1:46 PM 
To: info@HonoluluTransit.org 
Subject: Questions Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(f) Evaluation 

July 22, 2013 

Re:  Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
Section 4(f) Evaluation of Honolulu Rail Transit Project

To whom it may concern, 

My main concern is the rail project's effect on traffic congestion. 

I have heard rail's effect on traffic congestion described in percentages based on change in vehicle hours of 
delay but am unable to adequately grasp what the project's impact on drivers will be like.  With that in mind I 
ask that rail's effect on travel by car be described in minutes required to drive from one place to another on 
weekday mornings 
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I would first like to establish a baseline for comparison. The rail EIS projected travel speeds and travel times for 
trips made by city bus if rail is built. I request that the same or similar methods used in the EIS be used to 
provide travel time in minutes for travel by car in the future.  I have not detailed exact starting points in my 
questions below because I do not know how much specificity can be accommodated. Information I've seen in 
the EIS used general locations, for example Waianae to Downtown.  

My questions are as follows: 

1)  What are the current travel times for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl 
City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to Downtown Honolulu? If it is unclear, I am 
requesting separate travel times by car for each start point. 

2)  What are the current travel times for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl 
City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to the Ala Moana Shopping Center? 

3)  What are the current travel times for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl 
City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to the University of Hawaii at Manoa? 

4)  In the year, 2030, if no rail project is built, what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, 
Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to Downtown 
Honolulu.?

5)  In the year, 2030, if no rail project is built, what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, 
Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to the Ala Moana 
Shopping Center? 

6)  In the year, 2030, if no rail project is built, what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, 
Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to the University 
of Hawai at Manoa? 

7)  In the year, 2030, if the rail project ending at Ala Moana Shopping Center as presently proposed is built, 
what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and 
Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to Downtown Honolulu.? 

8)  In the year, 2030,  if the rail project ending at Ala Moana Shopping Center as presently proposed is 
built, what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City 
and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to Ala Moana Shopping Center? 

9)  In the year, 2030, if the rail project ending at Ala Moana Shopping Center as presently proposed is 
built, what would travel times be for cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City 
and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. that are traveling to the University of Hawaii at Manoa? 

10)  In the year, 2030, if the Beretania St. tunnel alternative rail route is built, what would travel times be for 
cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. 
that are traveling to Downtown Honolulu? 

11)  In the year, 2030, if the Beretania St. tunnel alternative rail route is built, what would travel times be for 
cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. 
that are traveling to the Ala Moana Shopping Center? 

Rus-1

 
 
 
 
 
 
Rus-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. The impacts of the Project and alternatives on traffic 
congestion were addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
[EIS/4(f)] Evaluation issued in June 2010. As noted in Section 1.1 of the 
Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), the scope of the analysis was limited to 
whether the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative was feasible and prudent 
and whether the Project would “use” Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park 
under Section 4(f). 
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12)  In the year, 2030, if the Beretania St. tunnel alternative rail route is built, what would travel times be for 
cars leaving Ewa Beach, Kapolei, Waianae, Mililani, Waipahu, Pearl City and Aiea between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. 
that are traveling to the the University of Hawaii at Manoa? 

I now have some questions related to the number of cars rail will take off the road by converting former drivers 
into rail transit users. 

13)  Regardless of the total number of trips each person makes and counting each person no more than once, 
how many individual people, who would otherwise drive, are projected to instead choose to switch to rail one or 
more times on an average weekday in the year 2030? 

14)  If the  Ala Moana Shopping Center route is completed, in the year 2030, how many cars will rail remove 
from the road, not in the course of the entire day, but in the weekday hours between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m only. 

15)  For the Ala Moana Shopping Center route, for each station on the route, please provide the number of 
former drivers that will be boarding rail instead of driving their cars in the weekday hours between 6 a.m. and 8 
a.m. in the year 2030. And please specify whether they are boarding eastbound trains or westbound trains. For 
example, the answer I am looking for would look something like, "the Pearlridge station would have x number 
of converted drivers board eastbound trains between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m. and y number of converted drivers board 
westbound trains between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m. 

16)  Relating to the request for information immediately above, how many former drivers will disembark from 
eastbound trains at each station between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m.? And how many will disembark from westbound 
trains during those same hours? 

17)  If the Beretania St. tunnel alternative rail route is completed, in the year 2030, how many cars will rail 
remove from the road, not in the course of the entire day, but in the weekday hours between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m 
only.

18)  For the Beretania St. tunnel alternative route, for each station on the route, please provide the number of 
former drivers that will be boarding rail instead of driving their cars in the weekday hours between 6 a.m. and 8 
a.m. in the year 2030. And please specify whether they are boarding eastbound trains or westbound trains. For 
example, the answer I am looking for would look something like, "the Pearlridge station would have x number 
of converted drivers board eastbound trains between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m. and y number of converted drivers board 
westbound trains between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m. 

19)  Relating to the request for information immediately above, how many former drivers will disembark from 
eastbound trains at each station between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m.? And how many will disembark from westbound 
trains during those same hours? 

20)  With the Ala Moana Shopping Center route, in the year 2030, on weekdays between the hours of 6 a.m. 
and 8 a.m., how many converted drivers will board eastbound trains from the five west most stations of the 
route and travel to the downtown station or beyond? 

21)  With the Beretania St. tunnel alternate route, in the year 2030, on weekdays between the hours of 6 a.m. 
and 8 a.m., how many converted drivers will board eastbound trains from the five west most stations of the 
route and travel to the Fort Street station or beyond? 

I also have a question regarding the effect of transit-oriented development on traffic. 

Rus-2

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

  
Rus-2 Table 3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) includes general travel 

information related to the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. As stated 
in section 3.5.1, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would serve the 
same corridor and generate similar transit ridership and benefits to the 
Project (see Table 3). The Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would 
include additional stations and directly serve UH M�noa, while requiring a 
bus transfer to Ala Moana Center. The approved Project would directly 
serve Ala Moana Center and requires a bus transfer to UH M�noa. These 
transfers are reflected in the transit travel times presented in Table 3.  
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22)  Has future transit-oriented development around rail stations been accounted for in the traffic congestion 
projections from the rail project EIS? 

23) If transit-oriented development around rail stations has not been accounted for in traffic congestion 
projections, is it possible that such development could increase traffic in the year 2030 beyond what has been 
projected for either or both the Ala Moana Shopping Center Route and the Beretania St. tunnel alternative 
route?

Final question. 

24)  Is there a difference in the way questions are handled as part of the EIS process and how they are handled 
outside of the process? By this I mean, are there questions that you are required to answer as part of the EIS 
process that you would be able to ignore or answer less completely if asked a month from now? Or is the only 
difference that questions asked as part of the EIS process become attached to the EIS while questions asked 
outside of the EIS process, while receiving the same answers, are not published with the EIS? 

My aim is to determine if a window for getting information on the project will be partially closing after this 
period in which questions and comments for the supplemental EIS are accepted is ended. 

Thank you 

John
Oahu resident concerned about traffic 

Rus-4

Rus-3

 
 
 
Rus-3 

 
 
 
The indirect and cumulative effects of the Project on transportation were 
addressed in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS/4(f). 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rus-4 As discussed in section 1.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the scope 
of the current NEPA review is limited to the analysis of whether the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is feasible and prudent and the 
analysis of whether the Project will “use” Mother Waldron Neighborhood 
Park under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.  
Comments on these issues require written responses in this Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  The deadline for submitting comments on the 
Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) was July 22, 2013, although comments 
submitted after this deadline are also addressed in the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  Although they will not receive written responses 
in this Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), additional comments and questions 
on the Project may be submitted to HART at any time.  
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RECORD #61 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name : Ken
Last Name : Settsu
Business/Organization : Retired Nuclear Engineer
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Aiea
State : HI
Zip Code : 96701
Email : AieaDragon@aol.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : Now that I see the proposed Beretania Street Tunnel, it appears that the

tunnel cannot physically be built for the paltry sum of $960M. In the late
1970’s or early 1980’s, when trying to build a RAIL tunnel under
Chinatown, the flow of water from Kapalama Canal could be stopped but
the flow of water from the underground stream parallel to Kapalama
Canal could not and the cofferdams would keep filling up with water.
Building the Beretania Street Tunnel requires
damming/diverting/reducing the flow in the Kapalama Canal in order to
dig and insert a stabilized tunnel section.  However, the parallel
underground stream cannot be dammed/diverted/reduced unless we dig
up from Honolulu Harbor to Nuuanu until we find the source of the
underground stream and then dam/divert/reduce the flow of the
underground stream in order to dig up and insert a stabilized tunnel
section.  That was one consideration to install the RAIL above grade.
The $960M cost estimate to build the Beretania/King St. Tunnel appears
to be very small considering the eminent domain requirements to
possibly remove multi-million dollar condominiums/historical buildings
such as Park Place, Chinese Cultural Plaza, Wo Fat’s,  St. Andrew’s
Cathedral, etc. to find the underground stream.  If the Beretania/King
Street Tunnel is built, won’t  this adversely affect traffic flow along the
Beretania/King St. major east-west arterials in/near the CBD and
Chinatown for a long time?  Won’t the State Capitol underground
parking, possibly Kawaihao Church Iwi, etc. also be adversely affected?
It appears that the majority of transit trips from the Ewa plain are now to
Pearl Harbor.  Smart buses would run past Pearl Harbor requiring
people to backtrack to work!  An elevated monorail to UH Manoa or
Waikiki from Ala Moana is a future TOD possibility.

Reply Requested :

Set-1

Set-2

Set-3

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Set-1 The cost estimate for the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative, as detailed 
in Section 3.5.4 of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)], these cost estimates include 
consideration of groundwater conditions. The tunnel would generally 
travel below Beretania Street and require limited right-of-way acquisition. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Set-2 

 
 
 
Tunnel construction would affect traffic during the construction phase, as 
discussed in the construction sub-section of Section 3.5.3 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). After completion, the alternative would not have a 
substantially different effect on traffic from the Project. 
 

Set-3 Section 3.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) has been updated to 
clarify that the depth of the tunnel would increase in the vicinity of the 
Hawai‘i State Capitol to avoid conflicts with existing vehicle access to the 
Capitol Building’s parking garage. 
 

  

�
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Cliff Slater 
3105 Pacific Hts Rd 

Honolulu Hawaii 96813 
 

July 22, 2013. 

Mr. Ted Matley,  
FTA Region IX,  
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650  
San Francisco, CA 94105  
 
Mr. Daniel A. Grabauskas  
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation 
City and County of Honolulu,  
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1700  
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Matley: 

Our comments on the 2013 Draft Supplemental EIS for the Honolulu rail project 

The following are our comments on the 2013 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DSEIS) for the rail project: 

A. Issuance of the DSEIS was improper 

Your 2013 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), p. 1, states:  

A separate evaluation is underway related to the identification of previously unidentified 
potential TCPs, as required in the Project’s Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Any 
identified TCPs would be evaluated in accordance with 36 CFR 800 and any use would be 
documented in a supplement to the Project’s Record of Decision.  DSEIS p. 1. 

The evaluation of potential TCPs requires a 4(f) analysis and should be so described in 
the 4(f) section of the DSEIS. Further, the issuance of the DSEIS prior to completion of 
identification of TCPs is premature and also improper.  

B. Failure to “rigorously explore” alternatives  

Typical of the City and HART’s handling of alternatives in the entire environmental 
process since its inception, is the lack of any effort in the DSEIS to examine alternatives 
in dealing with both the avoidance of Mother Waldron Park, and modifications of the 
Beretania Street Tunnel route.  

1. Mother Waldron park could be avoided by using one of two alternate routes: 
a. Changing the current route to continue along Ala Moana Boulevard, 

instead of turning along Halekauwila Street, and turning up Ward Avenue 
to unite with the current Project route at approximately Ross Dress for 
Less.  

Sla-1

Sla-2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sla-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)] regarding the Traditional Cultural Properties analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 

Sla-2 The Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f) documents the reconsideration of the 
determination that the Project will not constructively use Mother 
Waldron Park, taking full account of the evidence of the Project impacts 
on the park. The November 1, 2012 District Court Order states that “If 
Defendants conclude that the Project will, in fact, constructively use 
Mother Waldron Park, they must seek prudent and feasible alternatives 
to such use, or otherwise mitigate any adverse impact from constructive 
use of the park.”  District Court Order on Cross Motions for Summary 
Judgment at 20-21. Please see Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding impacts to Mother Waldron 
Park. 
 
Under 23 CFR 774.3(a)(1), an evaluation of avoidance or feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternatives is required if the alternative results in a 
use of any Section 4(f) resource. FTA has determined the Project does 
not use or constructively use Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park and 
Playground. Therefore, no avoidance alternative is required. Even so, 
Section 4.3 the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) also includes an evaluation 
of alternatives that would avoid any impact on Mother Waldron Park 
and concludes that the Queen Street Shift Alternative would use 
Section 4(f) properties. 
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Mr. Matley/Mr. Grabauskas page 2 
July 22, 2013 
 

b. Changing the current route to continue along Ala Moana Boulevard, 
instead of turning along Halekauwila Street, and turning up Kamakee 
Street (a large parking lot is at the makai/Ewa corner) and joining the 
current Project route at Queen and Kamakee Streets, the makai/Koko 
Head corner of which is a landscaped area. Both ends of Kamakee Street 
thus allow relatively shallow turns onto Kamakee and Queen Streets. 

2. The Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative could be modified by shortening the 
current route to begin at the junction of Farrington Highway and Fort 
Weaver Road, the Mauka/Ewa corner of which consists of empty fields 
suitable for a large parking area.  

This would reduce the Beretania Tunnel Alternative cost by approximately 
$600 million. The reduced cost added to the advantage of avoiding the 
Downtown historic waterfront area would make this alternative preferable 
to the present Project route. 

C. References to “planned extensions” should not be considered in the DSEIS 

The DSEIS, Table 3, compares the effectiveness of the Project, the Beretania Street 
Tunnel Alternative, and the Project with Planned Extensions.  

HART forecasts more riders for The Beretania Tunnel Alternative than it does for the 
Project. It is unreasonable to even mention the Extensions since they are highly unlikely 
to ever be built as Hawaii’s Chief Federal District Court Judge Mollway opined on behalf 
of the entire Court in her comments on the DSEIS.  

HART tells us that the Extensions would cost an additional $4 billion and Senator Daniel 
Inouye is no longer with us. Further, the 80 percent increase in costs would only result 
in a 28 percent increase in riders. (FEIS, p. 3-75.) 

The “planned extensions” referenced in the Final EIS were not subject to environmental 
analysis in that document. They should have been analyzed in the Final EIS because 
there have been many instances of the City/HART alluding to constructing these 
extensions in the future. Had these extensions been examined for their environmental 
impacts from rail, the City would have been faced with significantly damaging two major 
karst systems, the Ewa and the Moili’ili systems (see endnotes). As it is, there are no 
mentions of karsts either in the Final EIS or the DSEIS. 

D. The Beretania Tunnel Alternative offers the “least overall harm”  

A least overall harm analysis balances these factors to eliminate the alternative(s) that, 
on balance, present the greatest harm in light of the Section 4(f) statute’s preservationist 
perspective. DSEIS, p. 11. 

Sla-2 
(cont.)

Sla-3

Sla-4

Sla-5

Sla-6

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sla-3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see Common Response 3 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f)  
 

Sla-4 Please see Common Responses 1 and 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f).  
 
Section 3.5.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) establishes that the 
cost of the extension is not within the available funds for the Project, no 
other funding sources have been identified, and that it is not proposed 
as part of the Project. The discussion was expanded in the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) because several comments on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) recommended including the extension to UH 
M�noa as part of the Project. 
 
The Final EIS/4(f) was not required to include future extension of the 
Project in the Project Description.  See, November 1, 2012 Order on 
Cross Motions for Summary Judgment at 41-43.  The District Court 
stated: “The rail project as defined in the FEIS, running from Kapolei to 
the Ala Moana Center, satisfies the independent utility test. While it is 
true that future extensions to Waikiki and UH may not have 
independent utility, Plaintiffs’ challenge is not to an EIS dealing with 
those extensions and so the court need not address the independent 
utility of speculative future developments. The record amply supports 
the conclusion that the route in the FEIS will serve a purpose even if the 
proposed extensions are never built. AR 247at 791 (FEIS explaining 
that planned extensions were not included because no funding had 
been identified for them, but that the rail project had logical termini and 
independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the 
future); AR 9556 at 9568 (Ala Moana Center is served by more than 
2,000 weekday bus trips and visited by more than fifty-six million 
shoppers annually).” Order on Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment at 
42-43. 
 
Please see the response to Judge Mollway’s comments (Mol-3 and 
Mol-4).  
 

Sla-5 
 
 

Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding karst formations. Comments on the 
extension to UH M�noa were addressed in Section 8.6.2 of the Final 
EIS/4(f). 
 

Sla-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see Common Response 6 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
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HART’s analysis fails in its attempt to portray the Project as being the least harmful to 
our environment. To put it in perspective, the 100 year-old Outdoor Circle, Hawaii’s 
oldest environmental organization, described the Project as being “the biggest threat to 
Oahu's landscape in the past 100 years.” 

HART skews its analysis of the threat that the Project poses by merely using quantitative 
analysis rather qualitative. By just using quantities it includes virtually irrelevant 50-year 
old tear-downs as being historic sites comparable to the Dillingham Transportation 
Building, the Chinatown Historic District, and other significant buildings in our historic 
waterfront area. This is nonsensical. 

Further, in the DSEIS it states: 

Overall, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is located in an area with a lower 
potential to encounter archaeological resources and burials than the Project; however, 
the alignment, station locations, and portal locations for a tunnel are much less flexible 
than the column locations for an elevated guideway. As a result, the potential impact at 
the portals and stations is higher for the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative than for the 
Project, which would disturb a limited area at column footings and stations. The Project 
would disturb 8 acres of land for column foundations, utility relocations, repaving, and 
elevated stations, which is 5 acres less than the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative. 
DSEIS, p. 58. 

This totally ignores that the whole waterfront segment would have supporting pillars 
almost twice the square area of the Tunnel Alternative and, in addition, those pillars will 
sit upon pile caps of an approximate size of 42’ x 12’ x 5’, which in turn will be capping 
three to five pillars underneath it.  

In short, any harm to the historic properties and burial sites along the Beretania Tunnel 
Alternative cannot begin to compare to the harm that the present Project would do to 
our historic waterfront area. 

Table 3 compares effectiveness of the Project, the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative, 
and the Project with Planned Extensions. The tunnel option forecasts more riders than 
does the Project. It is unreasonable to even mention the Extensions since they are highly 
unlikely to ever be built as the Hawaii Federal Judges’ letter mentioned earlier attests 
to. Further, the 80 percent increase in costs to build the extensions would only result in 
a 28 percent increase in riders. (FEIS, p. 3-75.) 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Sla-8

Sla-6 
(cont.)

Sla-7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sla-7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As discussed under the Archaeology sub-heading in Section 3.5.3 of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), archaeological studies have been 
completed for the Project as required by the programmatic agreement 
among FTA, the City, the U.S. Navy, the SHPO, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation.  The design of the Project has been 
modified to avoid all previously identified human remains.  
 
The Archaeological Inventory Surveys are now complete and accepted 
by the SHPO. The City has determined that the Project will avoid 
impact to any burials. The Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) has been 
updated to reflect the completion of these studies. Because the Project 
will have no impacts on burials, the Beretania Tunnel Alternative would 
not reduce any impacts on burials.  In fact, the alignment, station 
locations, and portal locations for a tunnel are much less flexible than 
the column locations for an elevated guideway. As a result, the potential 
impact at the portals and stations is higher for the Beretania Street 
Tunnel Alternative than for the Project. As stated in Section 3.5.3, the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would disturb 13 acres compared to 
the Project’s 8 acres. There would be no pile caps because the Project 
will use drilled-shaft foundations. 
 
 

Sla-8 As discussed above, Table 3 and the expanded analysis in Table 9 of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) include data on potential future 
extension of the Project from Ala Moana Center to UH M�noa as a 
point of reference and in response to comments received on the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). The extension from Ala Moana Center to UH 
M�noa would result in a 10-percent increase in rail boardings and 12-
percent increase in user benefits compared to the Project (Table 3) for 
a 16-percent increase in cost (Table 9). This compares to the Beretania 
Street Tunnel Alternative which would provide a 1-percent increase in 
rail boardings and 2-percent decrease in user benefits compared to the 
Project with a 19-percent increase in cost. See response Sla-3, which 
addresses cost issues.  
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Endnotes: 
 

A. Moiliili Karst 
1. http://www.honolulutraffic.com/Technical_reports/archaeological_resources.pdf    
2. http://www.honolulutraffic.com/Admin_Record/Administrative_Record_rev_2.28.12/Administra

tive_Record_Volumes_1-11/Vol002_AR00028614/AR00037676.pdf  p. 4-72 (AR00037785)
3. http://www.caves.org/pub/journal/PDF/V60/V60N3-Halliday.pdf   

4. http://www.caves.org/section/ccms/wrh/
5. http://totakeresponsibility.blogspot.com/2012/12/moiliili-karst-moiliili-water-cave.html Peter T. 

Young, former head of DLNR. 

B. Ewa Karst

1. http://dev.honoluludpp.org/Portals/0/pdfs/planning/ewa/ewa5yr/130328_DPPt
oZPC.pdf page 7 of 9.

2. http://www.honolulutransit.org/media/50597/20111206-aisp-wofh-sec3.pdf  p. 
35.

3. http://ewaplainsprograms.weebly.com/uploads/1/5/0/6/15066970/rare_native
_plant_stalls_land_plans_for_kalaeloa.pdf 

4. https://gsa.confex.com/gsa/2003SC/finalprogram/abstract_48485.htm 
5. http://www.koolina.com/storytellers/unearthing-the-past 
6. Aila letter: http://www.honolulutransit.org/media/81727/20120420-letters-

traditional-cultural-properties-analysis.pdf 
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RECORD #55 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/17/2013
First Name : norm
Last Name : takahashi
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code : 96815
Email : nt_hi2@hawaiiantel.net
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : Why not have dedicated vans that loop between Ala Moana and U.H. for

free transportation for student/teachers, etc. that have a rapid transit
pass or transfer? Thus, no need for any further rails to get to U.H.

Reply Requested : Email

Tak-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Tak-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. As discussed in Common Response 2 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 
4(f) Evaluation, funding is not available either to extend the Project to UH 
M�noa or to construct the Beretania Tunnel Alternative to terminate at 
UH M�noa.   
 

�
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RECORD #26 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Toshi
Last Name : Takata
Business/Organization : Attny-at-Law
Address : P.O.B. 75365
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96836
Email : bonisvi@aol.com
Telephone : 808 393-0151
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : The rail route, as planned, will not address the traffic problem it is

supposed to help alleviate.  It will instead best serve those powerful
interests who stand to benefit greatly on rail related development along
its present ill-conceived Kakaako alignment.  Unless the more effective
Beretania alternative, that goes all the way to UH is adopted; it cannot
even begin to justify the huge costs involved that ultimately only benefit
such a  relatively small, select group.  If the voices of reason do not
prevail, I pray that the hard punch of reality will stop this gravy train dead
in its tracks before it costs us anymore - in $s as well as just plain
common sense faith & credibility in our public officials for us non-rail
affiliated taxpayers.

Reply Requested : Email
Attachments : 26 Takata.pdf (12 kb)
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TakT-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. As discussed in Common Response 2 in Section 
5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 
4(f) Evaluation, funding is not available either to extend the Project to UH 
M�noa or to construct the Beretania Tunnel Alternative to terminate at 
UH M�noa. See Common Response 6 regarding least overall harm.  
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RECORD #56 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/14/2013
First Name : Robert
Last Name : Tellander
Business/Organization :
Address : 2015 Ala Wai Blvd.
Apt./Suite No. : 8c
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96815
Email : tellander@hawaii.rr.com
Telephone : 808-946-9974
Add to Mailing List : Standard
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Submission : A SHIFT IN THE HART TO A NEEDED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

From the very inception of HART, the goal was a development scheme,
not a transportation system.  Consequently, the large landholders hoped
to turn fallow plantation land into a viable "second city" until it became
impossible to move from West Oahu to downtown in less than two hours
one-way.

The problem was Pearl Harbor--a military enclave--that for security
reasons was impenetrable by civilian traffic.  Squeezed by the bulge of
the harbor and the developed mauka settlements, an urban problem
emerged that forced HART to create an alternative that would carry
larger numbers of residents at a faster rate into the First City. The
solution became a "high speed" elevated rail system that would carry
one from Kapolei to Ala Moana Center in 90 minutes--not exactly high
speed, but at least a commuter did not have to waste costly gasoline
and undergo a daily stress test.

After being opposed and its strongest supporters politically deposed,
sheer desperation has brought closure, and HART is now a reality.
However, it is not the solution it was promoted to be but the start that
triggers another set of problems.  You cannot dump that many persons
by rail in a space that cannot accommodate them, just because they
arrived there.  Vision demands that we create a viable and useful
transportation system, not an heroic solution to one problem that
frustrates developers.

Such transportation development projects put the vehicle solution before
the common good.

Consequently, we need a dispersion and delivery system that makes life
better in Honolulu rather than one that shifts the expectations of
developers upon the ordinary citizens who must pay to satisfy their
needs in a zero-sum game.  Therefore, the end-game needs to be
developed and explored and made part of the total complex of rail transit
on Oahu.

In this light, it becomes apparent what is needed is three loop lines of
light rail:  (1) In Waikiki, the economic "cash cow" of the local economy;
(2) To UH, Manoa, the human development center of our future, and (3)
In Downtown, the administrative center of our state.  These light rail
lines, along the left-hand curb lane, raised six inches above the existing
road bed are loop rail lines and double as bike paths that flow in the
reverse direction so bicyclists my yield when they encounter on-coming
trains.

The light rail terminals will have two locations:  (1) At Kalakaua and the
Ala Wai Canal opposite the Convention Center in the space currently
occupied by a Recycling Depot and a homeless camp, and (2) At Aala
Park where King and Beretania intersect.

THE WAIKIKI LIGHT RAIL LOOP

The Waikiki Loop line would run down the makai side of the Ala Wai
Canal to Ala Moana Blvd. mauka to Kalakaua then Diamond Head to
Kapahulu then mauka to Ala Wai Blvd and Ewa back to the terminal at
Kalakaua bridge.  With stops at all major hotels with on-board mounted
iPads to inform hotel staff which guests and how many would be
arriving, hotels then greet and collect their guests with their luggage and
deliver them to their respective hotel rooms.  Hospitality now becomes a
uniquely personal Aloha service.  (Triple parking buses will no longer
block the traffic flow on Kalakaua Avenue, and destroy the Spirit of

Tel-1
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Tel-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Alternatives to the Project were addressed in the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010.  
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Aloha.)  Since the Waikiki Loop Rail operates in a counter-clockwise
direction, multiple trains follow each other in ten minute intervals.  (Local
residents may purchase year long transit passes so they do not need an
automobile and a parking space to move about their community.)

THE UH, MANOA LIGHT RAIL LOOP

The UH, Manoa light rail loops clockwise from the terminal at the
Convention Center and moves Diamond Head and then mauka crosses
Kapiolani into Hauoli to Citron and then Ewa to Kuikahi with a mauka
curve into Punahou.  At Wilder it turns Diamond Head to Metcalf where it
moves mauka up the grade to University Avenue.  At the University it
turns makai down University Avenue to the Ala Wai Canal and turns
Ewa to return to the terminal.

Like the other loops, every ten minutes another train follows behind the
other and the raised glide path is used by on-coming bicyclists who pull
aside in the face of on-coming trains.  This loop serves most of the major
private schools in addition to the UH, Manoa.

THE DOWNTOWN LIGHT RAIL LOOP

To resolve the "security risk" concerns of those in the Federal Building
where the elevated rail was scheduled to run down Halekauwela, we
terminate the elevated rail at Aala Park and transfer passengers onto
awaiting light rail trains who want to go downtown or to UH, Manoa, and
the HART slopes down to ground level line and travels along the curb
mauka lane along the Nimitz Hwy and forks onto Ala Moana and
terminates at the Convention Center at the ground level carriage
entrance at Atherton and Kapiolani.  Tourists headed for Waikiki Hotels
transfer through an underground passage with moveable sidewalks to
reach their awaiting tram at the light rail terminal on the Diamond Head
side of Kalakaua.  (With this configuration, a rail bridge parallel to
Kalakaua would need to span the Ala Wai Canal and connect with the
loop heading Ewa down the other side of the Canal to Ala Moana that
would curve Diamond Head over the existing Kalakaua bridge onto the
Ala Wai Blvd. Similarly students and tourists could catch the tram mauka
to the university.  Downtown workers and West Oahu students, however,
would disembark at Aala Park terminal and catch the Beretania-
Punahou-King Street Downtown Light Rail Loop.  (Students would
transfer to the UH, Manoa Light Rail Loop at Punahou and Beretania.
Since the light rail loops would be extensions of HART, passes and
tickets would apply as transfers everywhere, as well.

To return the HART train to the elevated skyway could be accomplished
by sending it back to Aala Park terminal by way of the left hand curb
lane Ewa down Kapiolani to Ward and down Queen to Nimitz Hwy
where it begins its elevated incline at Fort St. and curves up to attain the
elevated level of the HART to Kapolei,  (Note:  The elevated level of the
HART station will require a pedestrian bridge over King Street and an
escalator down to Beretania at Aala Park to reach the downtown light rail
loop terminal.)  This use of the HART train on street level has the virtue
of serving Kakaako and not leaving it in a transportation donut hole.
However, it will have the negative effect for owners and investors who
were counting on HART to give their projected high rises viable life--
including the state's own highest tower project--by directly passing by
their door step. On the other hand, this approach has the added virtue of
resolving the security issues, and by going to ground level avoids many
downtown iwi discoveries, and resolves the issue of safe bicycle routes
downtown.

I hope this helps you with your plans.  If not, I am certain the opposition

will use it as a rational alternative to the "My way only" view that serves
to offend those who must and will pay for the project.

Keep smiling,

Robert Tellander
2015 Ala Wai Blvd. #8C
Honolulu, HI 96815-2002
808-946-9974

Reply Requested : Email
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RECORD #85 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name : Leroy
Last Name : Uyehara
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email : sunisles@hula.net
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : More propaganda…in all the cities in which there is rail, traffic

congestion is high…the difference with Honolulu is that we will have rail
that goes from here to there…20 miles with 20 stops.  So our traffic
congestion will continue to be high, at its worst when TheRail is under
construction.  When all is said and done, TheRail and TheBus and
Handyvan will have the same ridership as now, no where near the
counts Hart projects, the common fare between rail and bus will cause
both systems to bleed money and the taxpayers will be left with huge
operating deficits.

The city is already bankrupt as other cities in the nation…Honolulu has
the sewer liability in addition to the pension and healthcare liabilities.
The city is trying to raise new forms of taxes or at least “fine tune”
existing sources.  It is really time to reduce operating costs…as well quit
TheRail…it is not affordable to design, it is not affordable to gain
approvals, it is not affordable to build, and not affordable to operate.  In
addition, the train builder and operator (is this not a conflict?) is in
financial trouble, no matter what they say/said to the city.

It really is time to take stock, take a deep breath, and cancel this
project…it is too costly, will provide very little benefit, and will bankrupt
the city to operate.

Reply Requested :
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Uye-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. The Project’s impacts on traffic and financing were 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 
2010. Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
regarding costs and available funding. 
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RECORD #16 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 6/25/2013
First Name : Ed
Last Name : Wagner
Business/Organization :
Address : 94-366 Kaholo Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Mililani
State : HI
Zip Code : 96789
Email : Mred@charleneongreen.org
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : None
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Submission : The 19th century steel wheel on steel rail CHOO CHOO train system
being shoved down our throats by rich and powerful people with an
insatiable lust for money,  power, and control will be the biggest
government boondoggle since Solyndra  went belly up.

The people of Honolulu were lied to time and time again just to get votes
to move forward. Only 51% voted for rail. If residents were to vote for it
today, after seeing the truth come to light, I suspect that 75% or more
votes would be against rail.

The only reason for rail is for the sole benefit of the rich and powerful
who just want to increase commercial real estate density along the
route. They don't even care how many residents actually ride on the
CHOO CHOO.

Like Martin Luther King, I have a dream - that social justice ( and now
economic and environmental responsibility ) will prevail over the
insatiable greed that has taken control of human society like a dark
cloud hanging over humanity, for it is social justice that is the true
measure of human progress.

In other words, the needs of the many ( Hawaii's people ) outweighs the
needs of the few ( HART, FTA, Honolulu City Council, ETC. ) or the one
(Honolulu Mayor, Hawaii Governor, ETC. ). ( Star Trek Mr. Spock's
famous words )

In a recent speech to diplomats accredited to the Holy See, Pope
Francis also spoke of the need for more ethics in finance.

“The financial crisis which we are experiencing makes us forget that its
ultimate origin is to be found in a profound human crisis,” he said,
adding: “We have created new idols [ HART & FTA  ]. The worship of the
golden calf of old has found a new and heartless image [ HART & FTA ]
in the cult of money and the dictatorship [  by HART & FTA & Other Rich
& Powerful ] of an economy which is faceless and lacking any truly
humane goal"

However, the winds of change are upon us - a beacon of hope for
humanity.

The B Team Launches: Nonprofit Group Aims To Build Better Version Of
Capitalism, one which puts Spaceship Earth and people first and profits
second.

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/06/13/the-b-team-
launches_n_3433538.html

http://www.guardian.co.uk/sustainable-business/blog/richard-branson-
jochen-zeitz-b-team

http://bteam.org/

Plan B will never happen in Hawaii until we eliminate the influence of
greedy people like HART & FTA as well as our shipping and electric
monopolies. Only then will our economy move forward on a fast track to
recovery.

Reply Requested :

Wag-
1

�

�

 
 
Wag-1 

 
 
The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 11 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] regarding comments outside of the scope of the 
Supplemental EIS/ 4(f). 
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RECORD #11 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : No Action Required
Record Date : 6/6/2013
First Name : Daniel
Last Name : Walker
Business/Organization :
Address : 7416 West 82nd Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Los Angeles
State : CA
Zip Code : 90045
Email : milowalker@yahoo.com
Telephone : 310-503-2449
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : Our family supports building the full LIght Rail project ASAP to reduce

car traffic, air pollution, and provide improved mobility options for many
students, workers, and seniors in Honolulu.  This EIR update should be
certified and full construction should commence as soon as possible.
There is no rational reason to delay construction further to study BRT or
other less desireable options again.  While not perfect for everyone on
the island,  this is a good transportation option, which voters have
approved.  Adquate funding is now in place to build a good Light Rail
system to many key Honolulu destinations.  Further redundant studies
will likely only drive up cost and potentially jepordize federal funding.  In
this resession, the local Honolulu economy will benefit if hundreds of
good LRT construction and engineering jobs can continue and move
forward ASAP.

Reply Requested :

Wal-1

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wal-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project and acknowledge the support for the Project.  
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RECORD #30 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/12/2013
First Name : Allan
Last Name : Wang
Business/Organization : Allan Wang, MD, PhD
Address : 2139 Chamberlain Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96822
Email : 42a606ed@opayq.com
Telephone : 808.989.6543
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : I think it necessary and optimal that any Oahu rapid transit system run to

the University, Waikiki and by the Convention Center, in that order.  In
this way I believe the taxpayers would see the best return on our
investment.  Why it would run to Ala Moana Center instead of the others
is incomprehensible.

Reply Requested :
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Wan-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Comments on the extension to UH M�noa were 
addressed in Section 8.6.2 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)].  Please see Common 
Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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RECORD #21 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name : Chris
Last Name : Yannella
Business/Organization :
Address : 2714 Kahoaloha Ln
Apt./Suite No. : PH6
City : Hobnolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96826
Email : yannella@gmail.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List : Standard
Submission : There are tons of students that ride the A or 6 to Ala Moana.   Myself

included.  Living in the area, it would be a much faster commute from
UH Maona with the train.  Having to wait forever for the bus on Sunday
or Holidays really makes times from point A to B much longer.  During
daily rush hour, waiting for the A or ridding the A in traffic takes a really
long time.  Try it and see for yourself.  Please extend the rail to UH
Manoa at all costs!

Reply Requested :
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Yan-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of 
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation. 
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RECORD #60 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/16/2013
First Name : George
Last Name :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code :
Email :
Telephone : 389-5955
Add to Mailing List : None
Submission : He is supportive of the rail project and wanted clarification on the article

he read this morning regarding Susan Mollway.
Reply Requested :

Geo-1

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

Geo-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see the responses to the comments on 
Judge Mollway’s letter. 
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RECORD #68 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/22/2013
First Name :
Last Name :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code : 96816
Email : rosalie.paradises@gmail.com
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : please reconsider the rail as it currently is.  it will take away from the

beauty of the islands, and it will not serve the majority of people on the
island.  It will only go from a vacant piece of land to the Ala Moana
shopping center, not to the University of Hawaii.  The University of
Hawaii causes the most traffic, as we see that during the summer (UH is
out) traffic is light. 100% of people I talked to that live in Ewa Beach,
Mililani, Mililani Mauka, Waiane, Kapolei and Kunia will NOT ride the rail.
Have there been any studies on ridership?
Also, the rail route as it stands (which makes no sense unless you're a
developer with plans on TOD) goes through dense portions of town, how
many buildings will rail have to destroy in order to be built?  How many
views have to be blocked?  I don't think that rail will serve it's purpose of
transporting people in an efficient manner.  You will NOT get people to
give up their cars.  Rail will turn this city into a ghetto with the concrete
pillars, noise and black soot.  Please please go back to the drawing
board!

Reply Requested : Email
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Ano-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Ridership was addressed in the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)] issued in June 2010. Please 
see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f). 
 
 

Ano-2 Visual impacts and displacements were addressed in the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 2010. 
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RECORD #20 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/11/2013
First Name :
Last Name :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code : 96797
Email :
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : I totally support the rail to UH-Manoa.  Anyone who lives from Central to

West Oahu knows that when there is no UH in session, the traffic drops
dramatically!  Who goes to the Ala Moana Center between 6:30-8:30,
when traffic is the heaviest out west side???  I'm not saying that the rail
shouldn't go to ala moana.  I'm saying that whatever the route, it should
go to UH Manoa.

Reply Requested :

Ano1-1
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Ano1-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Please see Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of 
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation. 
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RECORD #34 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/15/2013
First Name :
Last Name :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code : 96706
Email : Haunanig@hawaiiantel.net
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : First let me start by saying that I live in Ewa and drive to town M- F by

myself.  I need my car because before, during and after work I travel
away from my office for business and or personal appointments.  I have
noticed through the years that when UH Manoa is on break, traffic flow
from the west side is lighter.

Now, about the "project" or the alternative route via Beretania under
ground tunnel.  In my opinion this entire rail project was ill conceived so
its not surprising that execution of the plan has hit numerous roadblocks.
A full environmental impact study of the entire route should have been
performed before the project started.  If we can't build a rail that meets
the needs of the communities affected and has the capability of going
from the west side of Honolulu to UH Manoa without harming or
otherwise impacting the environment or historical sites, or creating risk
to public safety - - then don't do it at all.  Find another way to solve the
problem.  The problem is heavy traffic from the west side - right?  So
adding an extension from the H1 with toll bridge over Ford Island to west
lock, more express busses from the west side to/from UH Manoa and
west UH campus, adding a second level freeway over H1 (toll way) or
for use with with smart cars, reverse zipper on H1 going west etc. etc.
have all been thoroughly vetted?  If so, please publish results of those
studies.  I think the latter initiative is already underway.

Reply Requested : Email
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Ano2-1 The entire Project was evaluated in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 

Corridor Project Final EIS/4(f) issued in June 2010. 
 
 
 

Ano2-2 Project alternatives were addressed in the Final EIS/4(f). Please see 
Common Response 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
regarding extension to UH M�noa. 
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RECORD #54 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/20/2013
First Name :
Last Name :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : HI
Zip Code : 96817
Email :
Telephone :
Add to Mailing List :
Submission : I see a big failure in this project, waste of money, people still will use

cars, it is more convenient to ride the car and go around than go to the
station and ride a rail and get to wherever they go, besides as most
project in Hawaii it will drag for years (there is not enough money for
that) and it is a big burden for us living in state of Hawaii… please stop
the rail project and repair roads instead and also make bus system
better.

Reply Requested :
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Ano3-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.  
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Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation

Public Hearing for the 

Draft Supplemental EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation

July 9, 2013

Neal S. Blaisdell Center
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MR. MORIOKA: Good evening, and thank you

very much for coming tonight. My name is Brennon

Morioka, and I'm the deputy executive director for the

Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation or HART.

I will be serving as the hearings officer for 

tonight's public meeting or public hearing for the

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Honolulu

Rail Transit Project. Just to make things a little 

simpler for me, I will refer to this document as the

draft SEIS.

The purpose for this public meeting

tonight is to provide all of you, the public, an

opportunity to comment on the draft SEIS. This

document was completed to comply with an order of the

Federal District Court for the Federal Transit 

Administration, or FTA, and the City and County of 

Honolulu to conduct additional analysis on three

specific issues regarding the FTA's compliance with a

federal law known as Section 4(f) of the Department of 

Transportation Act.

Section 4(f) applies to approvals of

federally funded transportation projects that use park

and recreation sites or that use historic sites listed

on or eligible for listing on the National Register of 
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Historic Places.

Specifically, the district court's order

requires FTA and the city to do three specific things:

One, supplement the final EIS regarding whether the

Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative is a prudent and 

feasible budget alternative under Section 4(f),

conduct additional analysis of whether the project

would use Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park under

Section 4(f), and, three, complete the identification

of traditional cultural properties and complete a

Section 4(f) analysis for any TCPs identified as

eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 

Historic Places.

It's important to note that the district

court did not invalidate the final EIS or the FTA's

approval of the project and that the district court

rejected the plaintiff's claims brought under the

National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA, and the 

National Historic Preservation Act. The draft SEIS

addresses the first two actions that the district

court required, which are the Beretania Tunnel 

Alternative and the Mother Waldron Park. We are here

this evening to record your comments on the draft

SEIS.

In addition to the draft SEIS, the FTA
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and the city are completing an identification of

previously unidentified above ground traditional

cultural properties, or TCPs. These studies were

distributed previously and made available to the

public for review and comment and held public

meetings. These reports are available on the project

website at www.honolulutransit.org for those of you 

who are interested. The FTA and HART are coordinating

with the State Historic Preservation Division on the

final reports to document the findings. The

investigation identified no additional eligible TCPs

that would be adversely affected by the project.

So just to summarize the SEIS issues in

terms of some of the findings for the two things that

we were supposed to look at, evaluation of the 

Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative, the Beretania

Street Tunnel Alternative would connect to the

Dillingham Boulevard alignment Ewa of Kaaahi Street, 

where it would transition from an aerial alignment to

a 5,980-foot tunnel. The tunnel would cross under the

OR&L property, A`ala Park and Nu`uanu Stream before

continuing under Beretania Street past Punchbowl 

Street.

It would then transition to an aerial

section in the vicinity of the Fasi Municipal Building
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Parking structure, and the aerial structure would

cross Alapai Street and transition to King Street

through the Alapai Transit Center. It would then

follow King Street to University Avenue and turn

mauka, crossing over the H-1 to the lower campus of

the University of Hawaii at Manoa.

The draft analysis of the Beretania

Street Tunnel Alternative found that it's not a 

prudent alternative because of its extraordinary cost,

Section 4(f) impacts, and other factors such as

long-term construction impacts. It is not considered

an avoidance alternative because it uses historic

sites subject to Section 4(f).

Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park is a

3.4-acre urban park bounded by Coral, Halekauwila,

Cooke and Pohukaina Streets. Mother Waldron

Playground is a remnant of a playground that was built

by the Works Progress Administration in 1937 and the

park has undergone several modifications over the

years, including substantial modifications to the

mauka portion of the park for the realignment of

Halekauwila Street and the expansion of the park in

the Ewa and Koko Head directions.

Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park was

evaluated for constructive use of the project impact
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on park activities, features and attributes that

qualify the park for Section 4(f) protection. No

direct use of the park property is proposed, and the

park's activities, features and attributes that 

qualify for protection pursuant to Section 4(f)

include both its recreational use and the park's

historic attributes that include the Art Deco 

restrooms, remaining portions of the Ewa boundary wall 

and benches, and the layout of the makai portion of

the playground. The draft analysis found that the

project does not substantially impair any of the

park's activities, features or attributes.

So I'm sure many of you are here to

provide testimony tonight and provide comment, which

is our purpose here, to collect your comments.

Today's testimony can be made in multiple ways. You

can give oral testimony here in the public hearing

room up here at the microphone. If you do not wish to

speak in public, you may provide your testimony

directly to the court reporter after the hearing.

Written testimony may be left today at the comment

table in the project information room next door. And

after the hearing, written comments can also be

provided directly to HART or the FTA at the addresses

provided or on the project website at
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www.honolulutransit.org. Please remember that all

comments must be emailed and/or postmarked to HART or

FTA by July 22nd, 2013.

Just as a reminder for tonight's topic,

it is the Draft Supplemental EIS Section 4(f) 

Evaluation. If you do have comments related to other

topics other than those, please feel free to talk

directly to one of our individuals -- one of our HART

staff or contact us through the website and we will

follow up with you directly and separately.

For tonight's hearing, if you wish to

comment verbally, please fill out a registration card

at the registration table just outside the table.

Some of you have already done so. Any individual may

appear and speak for him- or herself, or, if duly

authorized, for any local civic group or organization,

club or association.

Speakers should give their name and

addresses. If representing a group, this information

should also be provided for that group. Speakers must 

limit their statements to three minutes and we will 

have a timer up here so that you can see how much time

you have left. All statements should be directed to

me as the hearing officer and must be related to the

Draft Supplemental EIS Section 4(f) Evaluation.
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Each testifier must speak at the floor 

microphone and we will call the testifiers up in order

of registration. Please ensure that you are in this

public hearing room at the time your name is called.

A court reporter will be transcribing these

proceedings and the hearing is specifically to record

your comments. If you have questions, please feel

free. Our HART staff is available in the public

information room next door to help you with your

questions.

It is now 4:39, so at this time I'd like

to begin with the public testimony, and the first

testifier is T.K. Chun of Honolulu.

MR. CHUN: My name is T.K. Chun. I'm a

retired engineer. I live in Pacific Heights area. I

support the rail transit system. I vote for it.

Now, about this draft EIS, I have -- I 

want to submit my writing on this, but before that, I

want to point this out. On this draft EIS, you have

this project to Ala Moana Shopping Center and you have

it to UH Manoa. You compare the two costs. You look

like you comparing apples with oranges. One is to Ala

Moana Shopping Center and one is to UH Manoa, which in

your table 9 it says that the project is 5.12 billion

dollars and the other one is 6.06. I think this is

Chu-1

Chu-2

Chu-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.

Chu-2 Please see Common Responses 1 and 2 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
[EIS/4(f)].
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faulty. You cannot compare the two project like that.

Anyway, I'm going to read my statement.

As you noted in your new draft report that you

concluded that tunneling under Beretania Street would

be feasible, but far too costly as an alternate. I

disagree. The purpose of our transit project was

clearly stated in the latest Draft Supplemental EIS is

to connect Kapolei to UH Manoa campus. Why would you

want to choose that route through our beautiful

waterfront with ugly elevated structure and much less

transit ridership to Ala Moana Shopping Center. This

defeat the original purpose.

I previously testified and urged that our

authority to adopt a transit route tunneling through

downtown Honolulu in 2009. You dismiss it because it

will cost much more. A good viable transit system

should not be determined on cost alone. I believe the

alternative tunneling under Beretania Street should be

chosen now, even though the better alternative is

tunnel through Hotel or King Street. Seattle is 

currently using the world's biggest tunneling machine,

Bertha, 57-feet diameter tunneling through Seattle

waterfront. Their tunnel will create three traffic

lanes, top and bottom in the tunnel, replacing the

ugly waterfront's elevated structure. State --

Chu-3

Chu-4

Chu-3 Please see Common Response 5 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

Chu-4 The 19-percent ($960 million) increase in project costs (YOE) for the 
Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative compared to the Project, as detailed in 
Section 3.5.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f), would be greater than all 
available funding sources and would exceed contingencies. Selection of 
the Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative would prevent the Honolulu Rail 
Transit Project from advancing. Additional information has also been 
added in Section 3.5.1 and Section 3.5.4 of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/4(f) to consider a shortened Beretania Street Tunnel Alternative, but 
the data added in Table 3 also shows that the shortened alternative would 
perform poorly in meeting the Purpose and Need and the cost would still 
exceed available funds (Table 9). Please see Common Response 6 in 
Section 5.2.4 of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding Least Overall 
Harm.
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(Timer sounds.)

MR. CHUN: That's it.

MR. MORIOKA: If you want to make some

wrap-up comments.

MR. CHUN:  Well, okay. I'll read the

last statement. The rail transit is the most

expensive infrastructure project for our state. It is

imperative that we do a sustainable project for our

city and do it right. I strongly believe a good and

efficient rail system is the way to go. If we are

going to build a viable rail transit system, it has to

connect our population center, not through our

waterfront. Going underground through downtown will

minimize disruption to our street service business and

a contractor can work day and night. Building a good

mass transit system will enhance -- it will enhance

our quality of life here in our island state. Let's

build a viable transit system for Honolulu.

My name is T.K. Chun. I live at 2646 B

Haili Road, Honolulu.

MR. MORIOKA: Next to testify is Mike Lee

from Ewa Beach.

MR. LEE: Aloha. My name is Michael

Kumukauoha Lee. I'm a native Hawaiian cultural

practitioner. And talking specifically about thisLee-1

Chu-5

Chu-5 As discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS/4(f), the 
construction period for the Beretania Tunnel Alternative would last 
approximately two years longer, and would affect a larger area, than 
construction of the project. 

Lee-1  The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project.
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project, there is HRS, Hawaii Revised Statutes, 

Chapter 6D, 1 through 13, protecting karsts, caves and

underwater ground features. Also that's the Article

11, Section 7 of the state constitution protecting

groundwater. And also Article 12 of the state

constitution, Section 7, Hawaii cultural rights.

One of the things we have to put on the

table is our fishery.  In our Hawaiian cultural

practice, a basic food source is the limu or algae

that is created by these underwater caves that bring

in freshwater like aqueduct. Pahukaina or Pohukaina,

like Pohukaina Street next to Mother Waldron, is named

because there is Pahukaina underneath. These features

subsurface need to be identified. They need to be

protected because of the big pylons if you choose the

feature of having the above-ground stations with the

hundred-foot pylons. Multiple levels of these

underground aqueduct feed the food foundation for our 

fisheries, which is a Hawaiian cultural resource and a 

public trust resource, all mandated and protected

under the law.

Also, the Clean Water Act is the big dog

running here. They have to be identified. They have

to be tested, whether it's freshwater, moving water.

We know for a fact that the Kawaihau stream -- spring 

Lee-2

Lee-2  Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 
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was actually where the Advertiser building was in

historical documents. We know it crossed from where

the Iolani Palace was the traditional burial ground at

Pahukaina of our iwi kupuna.

So in finding of fact with what the

historical documents say subsurface, you also have to

take it as a TCP as well, because that was our

traditional cultural practices beneath there and 

putting iwi kupuna or shells above the water. So

we're going to put in testimony before the 22nd

highlighting the specifics areas found in documents,

the newspapers and also sites of Hawaii and the

catalogue of placements in Hawaii.

But we need to put that on the table,

whether it's the alternative site in Beretania going

exclusively underground 25 feet to 40 feet or using

the big pylons. All of those things need to be

tested. The geotech reports need to be made public,

and all the testimonies that we put in also should be

on your website for public access and transparency.

Thank you.

MR. MORIOKA:  Thank you, Mr. Lee.

Next will be Mr. Glenn Omelda from Ewa

Beach.

MR. OMELDA: Aloha. Thank you,
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Mr. Chair.  I want to -- if you don't mind, my name is 

Glenn Omelda. I'm currently the president of the Ewa

Beach Community Association, plus I'm a board member

of the Kanehili Cultural Hui in Ewa.

I wish to talk on two issues tonight.

One is what's happening in the Ewa moku, and the other

one is the present EIS which has been laid on the

table. I agree with you, the tunnel should never be

built. Number one, because the near shore and the

flora and the fauna depends on the mauka -- on the

mauka waters that feed into the near shore to have a 

balanced ecosystem. If you disrupt the estuaries,

underground estuaries, then you block the water, the

nutrients that come from the mauka side, you disrupt

it from going into the ocean. So with that in mind, I 

agree that the tunnel should never have been built.

The other one is the Mother Waldron Park.

That too is a recreational site, and I think that the

same conditions that applies to the tunnel should also

apply to the park.  So with that, I think the

underground and the near -- the nearness of the

pillars that would disrupt the water from -- and of

course the karsts that are underground, so I feel that

that should be taken into consideration.

Let me talk briefly about the Ewa, the

Ome-1

Ome-2

Ome-1  Please see Common Response 10 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f). 

Ome-2 Please see Common Response 7 in Section 5.2.4 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park. The 
Project also would not affect groundwater flow near the park. 
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first leg of the rail. Ewa is known -- you talk to

federal agency, you talk about state, you talk about

county, when Barbers Point moved out, the military

moved out, that Kalaeloa area, Ewa moku area was

considered, among others, culturally sensitive. And

the TCPs, the resources and the assets should be

protected.

Now, we're talking about trails, we're

talking about the wahi pana, you know, sacred stories

and sacred places. We're talking about all these

things.  We're talking about the karsts underground.

We're talking about the water that flowed mauka into

the ocean, and the near shore, the flora and the

fauna. Right now Ewa Beach, the reefs are dying. Ewa

Beach used to be the limu capital of the world. It's

not anymore. We used to have 200 different species of

limu. Now we've got less than ten.

So something has got to be done, and I 

think that the rail is in a good position where they

should be consulted to the people, especially to the

groups in the Ewa region so that we can come to an

agreement that all of these things, the TCPs, the

resources and the assets should be protected.

Thank you.

MR. MORIOKA:  Thank you, Mr. Omelda.
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Next up is Khistina Dejean, sorry if I'm 

not pronouncing it correctly, from Honolulu. Could

you spell your name, please.

MS. DEJEAN: K-H-I-S-T-I-N-A, last name

D-E-J-E-A-N, Khistina Dejean. 

MR. MORIOKA: I'm sorry.

MS. DEJEAN: I wish to give my testimony

today.

MR. MORIOKA: Yes.

MS. DEJEAN: I just finished running for

mayor of Honolulu, Hawaii, and then they kept it on

the down play that I wouldn't be heard, but I'm going

to be heard now, as I was heard in 2010 running for

mayor and governor in the special election.

As I approach running for governor in 

2014, I am against the rails because you have Hawaiian

heritage, you have Ewa Beach testifying and there's a

problem. I've been here as a missionary for eight

years, 18 years total as a missionary, and I still

focus on people first.

There's issues that I'm still seeing

that's not addressed. When you say that you're doing

these studies to provide the energy and what you're

going to do once the rails are placed, that's not

adequate. You have to have studies placed first

DeJ-1 DeJ-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. Comments on general topics about the Project were 
addressed in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation issued in June 
2010 addressed issues relating to water quality and displacement of 
people and businesses. Please see Common Response 4 in Section 5.2.4 
of the Final Supplemental EIS/4(f) regarding Traditional Cultural 
Properties.
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before finishing your project, which means that when

I'm walking Dillingham and I'm seeing wires wrapped

around the poles, you're not fully doing your homework

and in which I am still saying no rails.

The Women of League Voters, my project 

is -- let me backtrack. My project is missionaries of

color, and we are not going to just sit back and let

the Hawaiian heritage have to suffer because you want

a new toy. That is going to stop life. This is an

island which is surrounded by water and we should make

sure human life is addressed first. As I walked here,

Beretania issues, the people are still living there on

the street, which means you just don't bypass human

life. This money that's supposedly already in place

for the rails, as I win the race 2014, all plans can

come to halt.

Things must be addressed appropriately on

paper, played out for everyone, not just in certain

areas that you're having this committee meeting. This

should be a big, large meeting for everybody. Cameras

should have been here, just like they were for the

debate, to make sure everybody is a part of this

so-called testimony, because I will give my testimony

as we're doing on Olelo. You're not addressing

everybody. Everyone is not saying what they truly
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feel. I didn't vote for the rails, as like I told

Carlisle, lied on me, when I ran for 2012 race, I

didn't vote for the rails. I'm against it. I'm

against it now, I'll be against it 2014 when I will

win the governor's race against Mr. Abercrombie, I'm

against it, and we must do something and have a bigger

committee meeting and not just this, quote/unquote,

good old boy, closed in committee meeting of one

section. Because I assure you, had everyone known

about it, the Blaisdell building should have been

filled up like the debate.

This is not going to work. I am opposed

to it. I am doing my part when the league of voters

said in 2010 -- I hear the clock.

MR. MORIOKA: Could you make some wrap-up

comments.

MS. DEJEAN: I will wrap up.

But the women league of voters placed

this issue in court and when the first vote came for

the rail, because many of us, like I said, I didn't

vote for it, there is supposed to be a tally. There's

supposed to be a recount for really who wanted the

rails, and surely you could have this one section, but

I guarantee when you I get in 2014 you won't have 

everything that you ask for because it's not approved
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by Khistina and it's not approved by a lot of

Hawaiians, Ewa Beach, and it will be something

different.

MR. MORIOKA:  Thank you very much.

Next up is Cindy McMillan from Honolulu.

MS. McMILLAN: My name is Cindy McMillan.

I'm here representing the Pacific Resource 

Partnership, which I'll just refer to as PRP. We're

located in downtown Honolulu.

Pacific Resource Partnership is a

consortium of labor and management. We have the

Hawaii Regional Council of Carpenters on the labor

side and over 200 general contractors who are

signatory to the union.

We strongly support the rail project. We

believe that the draft SEIS shows that the Beretania

Street alternative is not a prudent alternative. It

will be too costly. It will have additional impacts

to historic sites, and it will have additional impacts

on the neighborhood and to traffic. We believe that

the draft SEIS has shown that there will not be a

significant impact on Mother Waldron in terms of a

negative impact. We do believe that the planned

development in that area will in fact bring more

people to that park to enjoy it in a place of

McM-1 McM-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project and acknowledge the support for the Project. 
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recreation, as it is meant to be.

We are again fully in support of the

project and we can't wait to see it happen. I speak

both as a PRP representative, as a downtown resident,

bus rider and future transit passenger.

MR. MORIOKA: Thank you very much.

Next to testify is Dr. Jim Anthony from

Ka`a`awa.

DR. ANTHONY: You got a chair that I can

sit down? I feel uncomfortable standing up. I mean,

you're sitting down, so you don't mind if I sit down 

and address you.

MR. MORIOKA: Absolutely, go ahead.

DR. ANTHONY: I'm -- for the record, I'm

Jim Anthony.

MR. MORIOKA: Maybe hold -- 

DR. ANTHONY: You want me to speak into

this?

MR. MORIOKA: Yes, thank you.

DR. ANTHONY: Oh, my God. For the

record, I'm Jim Anthony, and I'm kind to this project.

A year ago I had some very serious doubts, and I asked

HART's administrative staff a lot of tough questions.

I didn't get answers to all of them that completely

satisfied me, but I thought that there were good
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grounds for coming around to the idea that this was a

good project. So I'm a supporter of rail and I think

it's important for me to disclose that.

We're here this afternoon not to talk

about whether we support rail or not. If you take

that position, you're a bit late. What we're here to

discuss this evening, this afternoon, is the

supplemental EIS that grew out of the decision of 

Judge Tashima, who was from the Ninth Circuit Court to 

hear this case because local judges at the local

section of the federal courts were forced to recuse

themselves. And so we're here to discuss what it is

in the supplemental EIS, it's a NEPA EIS, and I'm in

the fortunate position of having reviewed, in my

relatively active lifetime, about 30 or 40 of these

EISs.

This one, I think, on balance ought to be

supported by an intelligent and caring community.

We're here to talk about the supplemental EIS.

There's going to be a court hearing next month, and,

you know, the lawyers will get there and they'll do

their thing and they'll argue this before Ninth

Circuit and then the chips will fall where they may.

So the substantive point that I want to

emphasize is that I think on balance this is a goodAnt-1

Ant-1 The FTA and HART appreciate the commenter’s interest in the Honolulu 
Rail Transit Project. 
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supplemental EIS. I don't think it's perfect, but I

think it's a good -- it's a well-written document.

It's not going to be a classic in its field, but it's

going to be okay.

Lastly, but kind of importantly, I'd like

to commend HART. I have lots of stringent criticisms

about HART, but this is not the afternoon to voice

stringent criticisms. I want to commend them on the

range of languages in which this public notification

of this afternoon's proceedings have been announced.

That sounded like the train coming.

MR. MORIOKA:  Yes. If you could make

some closing comments.

DR. ANTHONY: I'll conclude in 30

seconds.

I think it's to the credit of HART that

you have the announcement made in Tagalog and Ilocano

and Spanish and Vietnamese and Samoan and Chuukese and

Japanese and Chinese and in Korean. I think that's a

good thing. We are a multiracial community. It is

only the accidental colonial history that I'm talking

to you in English this evening. I could be talking to 

you in Belgian or in French or in German if we had

been colonized by people from those countries.  So 

this is a good thing and I commend them for it.
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The last point I want to make is that 

throughout this enormously complex and politically

contentious issue that has divided people across many

sectors of our society, HART has been very, very

conscientious of its cultural sensitivity, of its

responsibility to respect local Hawaiian culture, and

I want to underscore that. I think it's a good thing,

and I think particular note should be made of it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your

patience.

MR. MORIOKA: Thank you very much,

Mr. Anthony.

DR. ANTHONY: You're not going to ask me

any questions?

MR. MORIOKA: Absolutely not.

So is there anyone else present to --

willing to or wanting to provide testimony on the

Draft Supplemental EIS and the Section 4(f)

Evaluation?

If you haven't registered, please state

your full name and address for the record.

MR. SLATER: Cliff Slater, chair of the

Honolulu Traffic.com. I just wanted to bring to

everyone's attention the recent filing of an amicus

brief, a brief on behalf of Honolulu Traffic, et al.

Sla-1 Sla-1 As noted in Section 1.1 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation [EIS/4(f)], the Supplemental EIS/4(f) 
was prepared to address the Judgment and Partial Injunction Order of the 
United States District Court for the District of Hawai‘i in Honolulu-
Traffic.com et al. vs. Federal Transit Administration et al.
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in the federal lawsuit by the National Trust for 

Historic Preservation.

For those who are not familiar with it,

it is the organization created by Congress to further

historic preservation policies of the United States,

and one of whose board members is the, by 

congressional requirement, is the attorney general.

And they say: The failure of the Federal Transit 

Administration to comply with Section 4(f) of the

Transportation Act with this -- with respect to this 

massive elevated rail project which will cut through

the historic core of Honolulu and will adversely

effect numerous historic properties and districts

along its 20-mile length.

The document itself, and it's up on

Honolulu Traffic.com, and you can read it, it's quite

a lengthy document, but it goes into all the details

of the environmental harm that this project will do,

and that, of course, will be for consideration by the

appellate court.

Thank you.

MR. MORIOKA: Thank you, Mr. Slater.

Is there anyone else present who would

like to provide testimony?

Okay. For those of you who do want to
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share some of your thoughts but do not wish to speak

in public, you may provide verbal testimony for the 

record directly to our court reporter after we close.

Written statements or literature related to the Draft

Supplemental EIS Section 4(f) Evaluation may still be

submitted at the table, at the comment table next door

or mailed and postmarked by July 22nd, 2013 to HART or

FTA or submitted online at our web page at

www.honolulutransit.org by 11:59 p.m., Hawaii Standard

Time, on July 22nd, 2013. These statements will be

made part of the official record and responded to in

the Final Supplemental EIS Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Please ensure that a legible name and address is

available for the record. This will enable the

project to provide you with a CD copy of the Final

Supplemental EIS.

So with nobody else interested in

providing testimony, I will conclude this hearing at

5:03 p.m. Thank you very much. Aloha.

(The proceedings adjourned at 5:03 p.m.)
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C E R T I F I C A T E

I, Jessica R. Perry, Certified Shorthand Reporter 

for the State of Hawaii, hereby certify that the 

proceedings were taken down by me in machine shorthand 

and was thereafter reduced to typewritten form under 

my supervision; that the foregoing represents to the 

best of my ability, a true and right transcript of the 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter.

I further certify that I am not attorney for any of 

the parties hereto, nor in any way concerned with the 

cause.

DATED this 19th day of July, 2013, in Honolulu, 

Hawaii.

_________________________

Jessica R. Perry, RPR, CSR No. 404
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