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Meetingwith FederalTransitAdministrati (FTA)

Brief Historical RecapofTransit Project
• August8, 2006: StateAirports deputydirectorBrian H. Sekiguchi,informstheCity that

theairportalignmenthaspotentialproblems.DeputydirectorSekiguchi’sletter,along
with subsequentcommunicationsfrom theHawaii StateDepartmentof Transportation
(HDOT), wasnot providedby theadministrationto theCouncil. To view theseseven
correspondences(from August8, 2006to November3, 2009),pleasevisit:
http://hawaii.gov/dot/railtransit.

• February20, 2007: MayorMufi Hannemannmetwith SaltLakeNeighborhoodBoard
members,residentsandcommunityleadersin his officeandpromisedthathe would
supporttherail transitalignmentline alongSaltLakeBoulevard.Heshookhandswith
everyonepresentatthemeetingandgavehis firm commitment.

• February27, 2007: TheCounciladoptedResolution07-39 FD1 (C)which approvedthe
Minimum OperableSegment(MOS) for Honolulu’sfixed guidewaysystemasthe
portionoftheLocally-PreferredAlternative(LPA) from EastKapoleito Ala Moana
Centervia SaltLakeBoulevard.

• November4, 2008:Votersin the GeneralElectionapprovedasteelwheelon steelrail
transitsystemfor Oahu.Many voters,particularlythoseresidingin theSaltLake,
Aliamanu, FosterVillage andHalawacommunities,votedin favor ofrail transit
believingthatthe20-mileMOS from EastKapoleito Ala MoanawouldbealongSalt
LakeBoulevard.

• November6, 2008:Two daysafterthe GeneralElection,CouncilmembersToddApo and
CharlesDjouhelda joint pressconferenceto announcetheCouncil’ssupportfor therail
systemto go throughthe airportinsteadofSaltLake.
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• November13,2008: CouncilmembersApo andDjou co-introducedResolution08-261 to
amendtheMOS from SaltLakeBoulevardto the airport.

• January28, 2009:During thedebateon Resolution08-261, membersoftheSaltLake
communityandI pleadedto themayorfor his supportandremindedhim ofhis earlier
commitment.Despiteourbestefforts,Resolution08-261 wasadoptedby theCounciland
theMOS amendedto theairport.

Althoughdisappointedin thelackofsupportaspromisedby MayorHannemann,theSalt
Lakecommunitiesmovedon andabidedby theCouncil’sdecision.Now overayearlater
from thepassageofResolution08-261, we areseveralmonthsremovedfrom thecity’s
original deadlineofDecember2009to breakgroundon thetransitproject.Furtherconcerns
havebeenraisedby stateofficials, foremostofwhich includedtheapprovalof theFinal EIS
by GovernorLingle, thefinancialplanfortheprojectandtheProgrammaticAgreement
(PA). Dueto conflictingstatementsfrom Hawaii Gov. LindaLingle andMayorHannemann,
theCouncil decidedit wasbestto heardirectlyfrom theFederalTransitAdministration
(FTA) on thematter.Thus,Resolution10-23CD1 FD1 wasapprovedon February2, 2010to
authorizetheformationofapermittedinteractiongroup(PIG) to investigatetransportation
mattersthat relateto official Councilbusiness.

BasedonchairToddApo’s memodatedMarch 1, 2010, PIGmembersformulatedquestions
whichwerecompiledandprovidedto theFTA in advance,to allowthemto prepareforthe
meeting.Attachedherewitharethe questionsthatI submitted(seeAttachmentA) to Chair
Apo, alongwith acompiledlist questionsfrom all PIG members(seeAttachmentB). Please
notethatPIGmembers’questionson theairportissuewerevery limited, sincethe
Hannemannadministrationfailed to discloseHDOT’s concernsregardingtheairport
alignment.

Resultsof Meetingwith FTA Officials
On March9, 2010fourHonolulucouncilmembers—includingchairToddApo, Ann
Kobayashi,IkaikaAndersonandmyself—metwith FTA administratorPeterRogoff,Jim
Ryanand otherFTA staff.

Herearemy findingsasfollows:
• The FTA won’t give specialtreatment to anyjurisdiction that appliesfor federal
funds for transit. Everyonewill be treated the sameway. Thus, theairport route, until
resolved,is unlikely to receivespecialtreatment as hopedfor by the administration.
• The governor has every right to reviewthe Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) basednot only on federal guidelinesbut also statelaws governingenvironmental
review. The FTA stressedto councilmembersthat without the governor’s approval, the
project cannot proceed.
• A main sticking point on theFinal EIS is that the transit alignment is encroaching
too closeto the runway protection zone.FTA officials also stressedthat the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) will not sign off on theFinal EIS until the airport issue
is resolved.
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• To resolvethe encroachmenton the runway protection zone,the FTA statedthe
following alternatives:

1. Move thealignmentto themaukasideof theviaduct.
2. Movethealignmentontothemedianoftheviaduct.
3. Extendthe affectedrunway(s)to theoppositedirection(makai) sothat it would

no longerencroachon therunwayprotectionzone.
• Basedon the FTA’s statements,the following mayneedto be done:

o AmendingthealignmentmayrequireasupplementalEIS to determinethe
impactsandotherconsiderations.

o SinceHonolulu InternationalAirport is underthestate’scontrol,anyextensionof
therunwayneedsstateapproval.Thestatemaynot agreeto any extensionuntil an
EIS is completedandapprovedby HDOT. WithouttheState’sapproval,theCity
will beforcedto look at otheralternatives.

• Other issuesdiscussedat the meeting:
o Theburialgroundsissuestill needsto be addressedandtheProgrammatic

Agreementsigned.
o CouncilmemberAnnKobayashipointedout thataCity ordinanceaffecting

maukalmakaiviewplanesalsoneedsto be addressed.
o TheFTA statedthatridershipwill beacrucial factorin thesuccessofHonolulu’s

transitprojectandis reviewingtheviability and accuracyofridershipprojections
providedin theDraft EIS.

o Thereare alsoconcernsby theFTA regardinghowrobustGE taxcollectionswill
be in determiningtheviability oftheproject’soverall financingplan.FTA
officials said that theycannot bank on an extensionof theGE tax collection
beyond2022 or an increasein the GE tax from half a percent to a full
percent.FTA statedthattheywill haveto rely on thecurrentfinancialplan
presentedby theCity.

o Thefollowing arestill neededto be satisfied,asidefrom theFinal EIS
• TheRecord ofDecision(ROD)
• Final Design
• Full Funding Grant Agreement(FFGA) betweenthe City and FTA.

No constructionshallbe doneuntil theFFGA is signed,exceptfor
portionsoftheprojectto be constructedafterreceivingaLetterofNo
Prejudice(LONP). TheCity canonly work on portionsoftheprojectas
spelledout in theLONP.

• As for the authorization for a bond float ($917million in FY 2009 and a proposed
$1.5 billion this year, or a total of $2.417billion), theFTA statedthat it will analyzethe
viability oftheCity’s financial plan, which will include the bond floats’ debt service.

Basedon a memoI sent to the mayor datedJune 5, 2009 (seeattachmentC), here are
scenariosfor interestpayment only on both bond floats:

o The projected interest paymentsfor the $917million bond float could range
from a low of about $37million a year to a high of $55 million a year, basedon a
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4 percentto 6 percent interest. After 10 years, theseamounts would be $370
million and $550 million, respectively.

o For the larger $1.5 billion bond float, the interestwould be about $60 million a
year or $600million in 10 years basedon a 4 percent interest rate. The amount
would rise to $90 milliOn a year, or $900million in 10 years,basedon a 6 percent
interest rate.

o If you add the interest paymentsofthe2009 bond float togetherwith this year’s
proposed$1.5 billion bond float, in 10 years at a 4 percent interest rate, the
amount of interest paid would be $970million. In 10 years at a 6 percentinterest
rate, the amount rises to $1.45billion.

BenefitsofMeetingWith FTA
This trip wasvery importantfor theCouncilbecausewehearddirectlyfrom FTA officials on
thestatusofthetransitproject.It wasarudeawakeningandaneye-opener,especiallysince
weuncoveredseveralimportantdetailsthattheCouncilwaspreviouslyunawareof. For
instance,theCouncil wasunawareof theconcernsby theFTA andFAA involving the
runwayprotectionzone.Had wenot met personallywith the FTA, wewould not have
realized the seriousnessof their concerns.

In light of the importanceof this trip, I amconcernedwith CouncilmemberCharlesDjou’s
political adsthatcriticizethis trip asawasteoftaxpayermoney.I find his adsandstatements
asincorrectandshort-sighted.I stronglybelievethatthenominalexpensesincurredby the
fourcouncilmembersto meetwith theFTA is moneywell spent,especiallywhencompared
with theestimated$5.3 billion pricetagof thetransitproject. In fact,wesavedtaxpayers’
moneyby coincidingourMarch9th FTA meetingwith theNationalAssociationofCounties
(NAC0) 2010LegislativeConference,heldMarch6-10,alsoin Washington,DC. I will be
submittinga separatereporton theNACo conference,sinceI amamemberofNACo’s
BoardofDirectorsaswell asamemberofNACo’sTransportationSteeringCommittee.

Conclusion
SincetheFTA clearlystatedthatGov. Lingle haseveryrightto reviewtherail transitproject,
I would suggestto MayorHannemannto bepatient,cordial andto extendanolive branch,
sincethegovernoratthis timeis holdingall thecards,soto speak.Herconsent,asconfirmed
by FTA, will determinewhetherornot thetransitprojectwill proceed.

In aletterto theeditordatedMarch24, 2010 in theHonoluluAdvertiser(seeAttachmentD),
DTS directorWayneYoshiokaadmittedthatthe City conductedanairspaceanalysisofthe
rail routeandLagoonDrive stationandprovidedit to theHawaii Departmentof
Transportation(HDOT) in May 2008. However,theconsultantandthe administrationfailed
to provideacopy to councilmembers.

It seemsthattheconsultantandtheadministrationknewin May2008or evenearlier(see
attachmentE) ofpossibleconcernsinvolving theairportalignmentandrunwayprotection
zone,yetfailedto informthegeneralpublic andtheCouncilduring atleasttwo key
instances:
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1. Before theNovember4, 2008election in which votersapproved a steelwheelon
steelrail transit systemfor Oahu.

2. During thedebateoverResolution08-261to amendthe MOS from Salt Lake
Boulevard to the airport.

By notdisclosingtheairportissueprior to theNovember2008election,wemayhavefurther
erodedpublic confidencein theproject,which is badlyneededfor thesuccessof rail. In the
sametoken,hadtheCouncil beenfully informed,perhapswewouldhaveremained
committedto the SaltLakeBoulevardalignment,which couldhave:

• Preventeddelaysin the issuanceoftheFinalEIS,
• Enabledgroundbreakingfor theprojectto proceedin December2009asscheduled,
• Savedtaxpayers$220million, plus additionalcostsfor alternativesolutionsto the

encroachmentoftheairportrunwayprotectionzone.

In hindsight,it seemsasthoughthedecisionto switchthealignmentandlackoftransparency
by DTSmaycomebackto hauntboththeCouncil andtheHannemannadministration,
particularlyif theairportrunwayprotectionzoneissuegoesunresolvedin thecoming
months.

Thenthereis the$100million-plus thattheCity paidits consultantsto conducttheAA,
DEIS andpreliminaryengineering.Theseconsultantswerepaidtopdollarby Oahu’s
taxpayersfor theirexperienceandexpertiseandshouldhavebeenawareofthetransitline’s
encroachmentupontheairport’srunwayprotectionzone.Havingknownof theairportissue
earlierasreportedby themedia,not evenamentionoftheairportalignmentproblemswas
includedin theDEIS.

It may be in the public’s best interest for the Council or City Auditor to investigate
whether the consultantand theadministration willingly and knowingly withheld crucial
information regarding thetransit alignment’s encroachmentupon the runway
protection zone,thereby causinga delay in the approval of theFinal EIS and added
coststo theoverall project.

In closing,however,I mustcommendMayorHannemannforpublicly statingat arecent“Go
Mufi Go” rallythathewon’trunfor governoruntil theCity’s budgetandthetransitproject
arebothresolved.I truly hopethathewill keephis wordthis time, unlike his earlierpromise
to theSaltLakecommunityto supportthe SaltLakeBoulevardalignmentandto widenthe
boulevardconcurrentlywith thetransitproject.Theswitchto theairportalignmentnotonly
delayedthetransitproject,butalsothe long-awaitedprojectto widenSaltLakeBoulevard,
which lost$30 million in constructionfunds.This wideningprojectis yet anotherbroken
promiseby the City to SaltLakeresidentswho havewaited32 yearsand countingfor this
projectto becompleted.



Questionsfor FederalTransit Administration
by RomyM. Cachola

March 4, 2010

Full Funding Grant Agreement(FFGA)/ Financial Plan
1. How muchmoneyhasbeenallottedby thefederalgovernmentin its 2009-2010

budgetfor transitprojectsnationwide?

2. Basedon thelasttwo federalgovernmentbudgetcycles,whathasbeenthe
maximumorhighestamountgivento atransitproject?

3. How manycities ormunicipalitieshaveappliedfor aFull FundingGrant
Agreement(FFGA)?WheredoesHonolulu rankin the list of
cities/municipalitiesthatareapplyingfor federaltransportationdollars?

4. Is it necessaryto haveaFull FundingGrantAgreement(FFGA) to guarantee
thetotal amountoffederalfundsfor theHonolulurail project?

a. Is theFTA’s commitmentof$1.55 billion to theHonoluluRail Projecta
guaranteedamount?Or is theamountstill subjectto thesigningofthe
FFGA?

b. If webreakgroundon thetransitprojectbeforesecuringanFFGA, will
Honolulu still beguaranteedthe$1.55 billion commitmentfrom theFTA?

c. Areyouawareofany transitprojectsin which constructionbeganprior to
thesigningofan FFGA?

d. Is it advisableto obtain anFFGAprior to startingconstruction?

5. How canHonolulupreventcost-overrunsanddelaysasexperiencedby theTren
UrbanoProjectin PuertoRico?

a. Will anFFGAhelpreducecostoverruns?If so,do you advisebeginning
constructiononly aftertheFFGA hasbeensigned?

b. If Honolulubeginsconstructionon therail projectbut downtheline it is
stalledor stoppeddueto fundingshortages,will thefederalgovernment
requireHonoluluto meettheshortfalland/orreturnthefederaldollarsthat
havealreadybeenprovidedfor theproject?

6. Basedon thefinancialplansubmittedto you by theCity, is it possibleto construct
theentireprojectwithout:
a) Havingto floatapproximately$1 billion in bonds?
b) Increasingthehalf percentGET collectionfrom ahalf percentto 1 percentup
to theYear 2022
c) ExtendingthehalfpercentGETcollectionbeyondtheYear 2022?

Anyoneor a combinationofthe3 wouldfurther overburdenour taxpayers.Options
B and C will be debatedby theStateLegislature,whereintheoutcomeis beyondthe
City ‘s control.

ATTACHMENT A
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byRomyM Cachola
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7. Therearemeritsto usinga singlemastercontractorfor thefinancingand
constructionofan entirerail transitproject.

a. Whataretheadvantagesanddisadvantagesofthis concept?
b. Whatcities/municipalitieshaveutilized asinglemastercontractor?
c. Underasinglemastercontractor,canlocal contractorsbe allowedto bid

and/orsubcontractsegmentsof theproject?
d. Do you recommendthatweuseasinglemastercontractorfor the

HonoluluTransitProject?If so, why?

Programmatic Agreement (PA):
1. Duringpublic testimonyon Resolution09-306, theO’ahuIslandBurial Council

Chairsaidtherewasasignificantdivide betweentheCity’s andtheOIBC’s
perspectivesregardinghowto “bestprotectiwi kupuna(Hawaiianburial
grounds).”Hasthis beenresolved?HastheProgrammaticAgreement(PA) been
signedby the four signatories?

2. Weretheresubstantialchangesto thePA?If so,doesthePA haveto comeback
beforetheCouncil?

Concernsby FAA:
1. It wasbroughtto my attentionthattheFAA is concernedwith thetransit

alignment’simpacton HonoluluInternationalAirport—to thepointthatoneor
morerunwaysmayneedto be relocated.

a. Is this possiblerunwayrelocationdueto securityreasons?
b. Whichrunway(s)would needto be relocated?.
c. What would be theestimatedcostof relocatingtherunway(s)?
d. Who will shouldertherelocationcosts—theCity, stateor federal

government?
e. To whatextentwill theStateDOT haveasayin thehandlingof arunway

relocation?Will Stateapprovalor concurrenceberequiredbefore
addressingthepotentialrunway(s)removal?Will achangein the
alignmentaddresstheconcernsoftheFTA andthe StateDOT?Will state
concurrenceaswell asachangein thealignmentto addresstherunway
issuedelaythetransitproject?If so,in whatway?

Ridership:
Inmy commentsto theDraft EIS, I questionedtheaccuracyoftheCity’s projected
daily ridershipof 95,310passengersfor theairportalignment.As you know, ridership
is crucial to thesuccessof theproject.If thenumbersprovidedin theDEIS don’t
match,Oahutaxpayerswill beplacedin afinancialbind.

Duringmy independentresearchthatI conducted,I discoveredthatthereare:
1. Approximately12,500civilian employeeswith freeon-baseparkingat

HickamandPearlHarbor.Mostmilitary personneleitherlive on baseor
within ashortdriving distance.

ATTACHMENT A
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2. About727 stateand15,000privatesectoremployeesattheairport.
3. Over7,000parkingstallsattheairport,including thenew1,800stall parking

structurefor employeesandlocalsto use.
4. Over7 million annualvisitorsto Hawaii. 71 percentofpassengersgo through

Honolulu InternationalAirport, with theremaining29 percentgoingto the
neighborislands.Asianvisitors, themajority of whomareJapanese,total
approximately2 million. Theyarriveearlyin themorningand aretakenvia
busesto briefingsor toursbeforecheckingin at theirhotelsin theafternoon.

Furthermore,SanFrancisco’sBART systemis hard-pressedto meetits projected
ridershipof 17,800—despitehaving34,000airportworkersandhighervisitor arrivals
thanHonolulu.BecausetheDraft EIS providedlittle informationasto theprojected
95,310ridership,I askedfor abreakdownasto howtheamountwas determined.To
date,I haveyetto receivearesponsefrom theCity administration.

Is theFTA awareofthis concernthatI raised?Is theFTA willing to look into it?
How importantis ridershipandhow doesridershipaffectthe levelof federalfunding
fortheproject?

- end-
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Honolulu High Capacity Mass Transit Project
Questionsto the FederalTransit Authority

March 8, 2010

1. How doesthe FTA examine the impact on rail on residenceand
businessesalong the route?

2. Whatis theF~Aroleandrequirements in examiningtechnologies?
a. A review ofcompetingtechnologies.
b. Costibenefitandimpact analysisfor all potential technologies.
c. Justification for selectedtechnologies— relative to alternatives

3. What happensto federalmoneysused if the entire project isn’t constructed?
Assumingthemoneysare properly usedfor any portion constructed,is there a
scenariowhere themoneyswould haveto be paid back?

4. Explain the timelinerelativeto EIS, ROD, FFGA and Congressionalappropriation.
Assumingno local delay,what’s a reasonabletimeframe for completingtheFFGA.

5. Commenton theEIS disclosurethat H-i traffic will be greaterin 2030 than today,even
with therail project. Dow doesthis factor Into YFA’s view ofHonolulu project. Is this
still in the FinalEIS?

6. Environmental organizationsin Hawaii opposetheelevatedsystem. How doestheFTA
evaluatethesecommentsand doesthis createissuesfor Honolulu determining that an
elevatedsystemis the preferred alternative.

7. FederalBudgetQuestions:
a. How much moneyhasbeenallottedby the federal governmentin its 2009-2010

budget for transitprojectsnationwide?
b. Basedon the last two federal governmentbudgetcycles,what hasbeenthemaximum

or highest amountgiven to a transitproject?
V c. How many citiesor municipalities haveapplied for a Full Funding Grant Agreement

(FFGA)? WheredoesHonolulu rank in the list of cities/municipalities that are
applying forfederaltransportationdollars?

8. is it necessarytohavea Full Funding GrantAgreement(FFGA) to guaranteethe total
amount offederal fundsfor the Honolulu rail project?

a. Is theFINs commitmentof$1.55billion to theHonoluluRail Projectsubjectto the
signingofthe FFGA?

b. Canconstructionbegin before the FFGA? If so,what are the implications?
c. Are thereexamplesof transitprojectsinitiating constructionpriorto the FFGA?

~ d. Is it advisableto obtainan FFGA prior to starting construction?

ATTACHMENT B



9. How doestheVIA processand oversighthelp/require projects to dealwith potential
cost-overrunsand delaysaswehaveseenin other projects (i.eTren Urbano Project in
Puerto Rico)?How doesthefederal processdealwith thesituation?

!.0~Basedon Honolulu’s financial plan, is it possibleto construct theentire project without:
a. Approximately $1 billion in bonds?
b. IncreasingGETcollectionfrom a0.5%to 1.0%?
c. ExtendingtheGETcollectionbeyondtheYear2022?

11 Mastercontractorfor theentirerail transitproject
a. WhataretheadvantagesanddisadvantagesOf thisconcept?
b. Whatcities/municipalitieshaveutilized asinglemastercontractor?
c. Canlocal contractorsbe allowedto bid and/orsubcontractsegmentsoftheproject?
d. DoesFTA opine/recommenduseofamastercontractorfor theHonolulu?

12.What is the statusofProgrammaticAgreement(‘PA”)?
a. DoestheFTA addressdifferingopinionson howto bestprotectiwi?
b. Do you know if therehavebeen anychangesto thePA sinceit wasapprovedby the

City Council?

13. What is thestatusoftheFAA concernsand what’sVIA role in that process?
a. Is thepossiblerunwayrelocationdueto securityreasons?
b. Whichrunway(s)would needto be relocated?
c. Whatwould be theestimatedcostofrelocatingtherunway(s)?

Vd. Who will shouldertherelocationcosts?
.4. Whatis StateDOT role in runwayrelocation?

f. Will achangein thealignmentaddresstheFAA concerns?

14.What is FTA’s view of Honolulu’s ridershipestimates?
a. WasHonolulu’sanalysisdoneconsistentlywith “normal” calculations?
b. DoesETA haveconcernswith Honolulu’sridershipestimates?

~ How importantareridershipcalculationsto FTA’s view oftheproject?
/cC Will ridershipnumbersbe requiredto be updatedasHonolulu movesthroughfinal

engineeringandto andFFGA?

15. Is there any FTA mechanismto allow for the Honolulu City Council to be notified
whenevertheFTA receivesdocumentsofsignificancefrom Honolulu’s DTS?

16. What are examplesofelementsthat what would trigger required revisionsto theEIS?
I.e. route change,financial change,technologychangemetc.

a. Are electivemodificationstreated differently than those requireddueto engineering
orconstructionobstacles?

b. Historically,hasanyprojectalteredits alignmentand/orselectedtechnologywhile
approvalof theproject’sEElSwaspending?If so,whatwastheimpacton the
project’stimeline andeligibility forFederalfunding?
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c. Whataresomeexamplesofelectivechangesthatwould likely jeopardizeor
significantly delay a FFGA for Honolulu’s project?

d. Commenton how changingaportionofoursystemto an at-gradesystemwould
impacttheprojectscheduleandthetimeine for an FFGA award?

17. Commenton Honolulu’s financial plan and how It will be updated and modified aswe
move through theprocessfrom theEIS to FinalDesigntoFFGA. What arethemajor
concernsraisedbyVIA.

18.DoestheVIA haveapositionon theState’sproposal to undertake its own “third
party” review oftheproject’s finances— aspresentedin theFEIS?

a. WhatwouldtheETA do with a conflicting finding by the State’sreview?
b. How doesFTAview anyotherfinancialreviewby theprojectsponsororaffiliates

(e.g. theStateofHawaii)
c. Is thereany benefitto Honolulu undertakingits own third-partyfinancialreview?
d. Wouldadelayin theState’sapprovaloftheEElSbe of anyimmediateconcernto the

FTA? Would sucha delayjeopardizeor significantly delayan FFGA?

ATTACHMENT B
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ROMY M. CACHOLA
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(808)550-6738(fax)
e-mail: reachola~honolulu.gov

June5, 2009

Memorandum

To: TheHonorableMufi Hannemann,Mayor

From: CouncilmemberRomy M. Cachola

Subject: Fundingfor rail transitproject! ProposedFD 1 forBill 16 (2009)

Recentmediareportsaboutthedire stateofour economyhavepromptedmeto again
voicemy concernsover fundingfor therail project.

Justa few yearsago,youradministrationandrail consultantsinitially submittedaprice
tagof$3.7billion (includingFTA funds)for the20-mile Minimum OperableSegment
(MOS).Theyalsostatedfor the recordduringpreviouscommitteeandCouncil
meetingsthat $3.7 billion will be enoughto build theMOS. In today’sdollars,wenow
need$5.4billion, ratherthan$3.7billion, to completetheproject.

I believethat to date,ourtransitfunding will be shortby about$2.02billion asfollows:
$ 1.7 billion (thedifferencebetween$5.4 billion and$3.7 billion)

+ 220 million (addedcostto amendMOS from SaltLakeBoulevardto airport)
+ 100 milhioh (addedcostfor right-of-wayacquisitionasreportedby themedia)

= $2.02billion totalestimatedshortage

In addition,theCity may find itselfdeeperin thered dueto the following
developments:

I. Thehalf percentGET collectioncontinuesto belower thanwhatwas
projected.From January2007 to April 2009(thefirst 28 months),GETcollections
wereshortby about$70-75million. GETcollectionswill continueto lagfor the
nexttwo years,basedon futureprojectionsby theStateCouncil on Revenuesand
othereconomists.

ATTACHMENT C
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2. The79 positions in theCity’s rail transit division will be funded using thehalf
percent GET increase.This translatesto approximately$83 million overthe
remaining13 yearGET collectionperiod(2010-2022),not countingfuturesalary
increasesandbenefits.The$83 million will furtherreducetheamountofGET
revenuescollected.

3. Theadministration’sproposalto float$917million in GeneralObligation
(GO) bonds. It is beingmadeunderthepremisethat it is only short-term
borrowingfor cashflow purposesandthat thedebtservicewill bepaid for by the
halfpercentincreasein theGET. This bondfloat translatesto an addedcostof
about$37 million to $55 million per yearin interestonly, dependingon aninterest
rateof4 to 6 percent.

4. Costsfor O&M. Whenthe first segmentfrom EastKapoleito Waipahuis
completed,theexpectedshortfall in ridershiprevenueswill beafurtherdrawonthe
halfpercentGETcollection.Any O&M costspaidusingGET fundswill further
reducethehalfpercenttax collection.

In view oftheaforementionedstatementsandfor thesuccessoftherail project,I
respectfullysuggestthefollowing:

• SinceGETcollectionsarelagging shortof projections,pleaserefine and
submit a revisedfinancial plan for the rail transit systemto the Council
and especiallythepublic, for thesakeoftransparencyandaccountability.We
oweit to ourtaxpayersto behonestandto tell themupfrontthat transit funding
will fall shortandthatrevenueassumptionsandprojectionshavechanged.All
oftheseshouldbe donesoonin orderto still gainthe confidenceandsupportof
thetaxpayingpublic forthe rail project.

• Deletefor now funding in the City’s current operating budget for the
proposed79 positions in therail transit division. Funding thesepositions
will be afurtherdrawon GET collections.Also,we haveprofessional
consultantson boardwho arealreadydoingthework that thenewpositionsare
calling for—positionssuchasinformationalofficers,secretaries,engineers,
plannersandothers.Furthermore,thepublic is expectingtheadministrationand
theCouncil to fiscally-tightentheCity’s belt duringthesetougheconomic
times.

• Deletefor nowthe authorization ofthe $917million in GO bonds.There
shouldbe no needto floatbondsnow.With $349.3million in GETrevenuesfor
thefirst 28 months,with fourmorecollectionyearsto go andwith FTA New
Startsfunds,wearewell on ourway to collectingtheamountneededfor
constructionandoperationofthefirst segmentwhich is scheduledfor
completionin 2013.Delayingthis bond floatWILL NOT affect construction
jobs, sinceconstructionofthefirst segmentwill proceedandstill boostthe
economy.

• Considerapplying for a Full Funding Grant Agreement(FFGA). Most, if
not all, municipalitiesand/orcities with big transitprojectssuchasHonolulu,
haveappliedfor anFFGAprior to construction.Currently,thereareat least20
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municipalitiesand/orcitiesaheadofusthathaveappliedfor anFFGA. Also,
the$1.4 billion thathasbeenreportedastheFTA’s sharefor ourproject is just
an estimateuntil wehaveappliedfor andsecuredanFFGA.

Thebenefitsofan FFGAarethat it:
o Definestheprojectscope
o Establishesafirm datefor projectcompletion
o Providesamechanismfor designatingfundsfor futureyears
o Leadsto thedevelopmentofaccuratecostestimates
o Permitstheuseofstateand local funding for earlyprojectactivities

withoutjeopardizingfuture federalfunding for thoseactivities
o Mostimportantly, it determinestheamountoffundingwewill receive

from theFTA for thisproject.

An FFGA will also resultin betterpredictabilityandtransparencyandpreventcost
overrunsanddelays.

I hopemy concernsandsuggestionswill merit yourandtheCouncil’s understanding
andconcurrence.Taxpayersarealreadycopingwith the lossoftheirhomesandjobs.
Manymorefaceworkerfurloughs,increasedtaxes,reducedbenefitsandare
understandablyapprehensiveaboutthe futuregiventhedire stateof oureconomy.

Speakingoftheeconomy,theCity’s andState’sbudgetshortfallstotalhundredsof
millions ofdollars—whichis small comparedto thebillion dollar deficit taxpayers
may inherit for therail transitproject.I hateto imaginewhat it would be like for
taxpayerswhentheGETcollectionendsin 2022andthereis still asubstantialdebt
serviceleft to pay.

It is for thesereasonsandforthebestinterestofour taxpayersthat I haveintroduced
an FDI to Bill 16. Fortherecord,I amafirm believerin anefficientmasstransit
system—butnotattheexpenseof overburdeningour city andtaxpayers.

In closing,I’m alsoraisingtheseconcernsnowso that futuremayorsand
councilmembers,aswell ascurrentandfuturegenerationsoftaxpayers,will not look
backandblamethis Council or thecurrentadministrationfor thefinancialpredicament
we will find ourselvesin.

cc: All Councilmembers
All NeighborhoodBoards
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Airport transit station
CITY, FAA IN CONTACT ABOUT RUNWAY ZONE

The March 20 article ‘Rail problem flagged in ‘09” paints an inaccurate picture of the city’s
communications with federal airport officials and the state Department of Transportation about the
airport’s runway protection zone for the rail route and Lagoon Drive station.

We have been in regular communication for several years with the Federal Aviation Administration and
HDOT about Honolulu International Airport, the rail route and station.

In fact, the city did an airspace analysis of the rail route and Lagoon Drive station and provided it to
HDOT in May 2008 and the FAA in mid-2009. Our analysis was based on the Airport Layout Plan, an
official document that describes the airport’s existing and future physical characteristics. The Airport
Layout Plan showed a substantially smaller runway protection zone then that is now required.

Neither the FAA nor HDOT at the time commented about conflicts with the runway protection zone in our
airspace study. The issue was actually brought up by a Federal Transit Administration consultant. When
we were made aware of this in mid-2009, we moved promptly to work with the agencies to address it.
HDOT Director Brennon Morioka agreed with the city’s proposed solution in a letter dated Nov. 3, 2009.

In addition, it is far too early to file the Form 7460 with the FAA because the rail system’s final design
details are still being developed. Design details will not be completed near the airport for several years.

The FAA requires the form to be submitted at least 30 days prior to construction. Needless to say, we
intend to follow all FAA instructions and submit the form in advance of rail construction.

Additionally, this form is not required before completing the environmental impact statement for the rail
system.

Finally, we are troubled by Gov. Lingle’s comments in the article. She states that the FAA will not sign off
on our mitigation plan for the airport. To be clear, the governor was not at any meeting between the city,
HDOT and the FAA when this matter was discussed.

Furthermore, Mayor Hannemann and FTA Administrator Peter Rogoff are in constant communication.
The mayor and administrator, with support from their technical and professional teams, are working on a
timely resolution to this issue that all parties can agree on soon.

Wayne Y. Yoshioka I Director, Department of Transportation Services, City and County of Honolulu
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Honolulu rail planners knew of
airport issues in 2006, state says

By Sean Hao

Advertiser Staff Writer

The city’s proposed rail-transit project needs to be
conducted with “a higher level of transparency,”
the state Department of Transportation said
yesterday as it made public all its correspondence
on the issue.

“There is a lot of misinformation out there about
the Honolulu rail-transit project and the public
deserves to know all the facts,” said Brennon
Morioka, state DOT director. LEARN MORE:

The state’s release of five letters to the city and
The state’s letters to the city

two other documents was partially driven by
are available at

statements from city officials that the rail line’s ..www.hawaui.gov/dot/railtransitencroachment on airspace at the Honolulu

International Airport was not brought to the
attention of the city until mid-2009, Morioka said.

The airport encroachment issue must be resolved before the start of construction
on the $5.3 billion, 20-mile elevated rail line from East Kapolel to Ala Moana. The
issue with the airport could have been addressed by the city sooner, Morioka
said.

“In 2006, our first letter indicated that they should be aware of runway issues in
the Lagoon Drive area, so we have continually offered our assistance and
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willingness to meet with the city on numerous occasions ,“ he said. “There has
been more than ample time for these issues to be addressed in the timeframe
that the city had hoped to go out to bid and start construction.

“To date, the (project’s environmental impact statement) ... has not addressed
those concerns.”

Under current plans, the elevated train track and a station near the intersection of
Aolele Street and Lagoon Drive would be at least four stories tall and about 1,300
feet from airport runways, Morioka said. That encroaches on a runway airspace
buffer designed to keep buildings and other obstructions from affecting airplane
operations.

City director of transportation services Wayne Yoshioka said yesterday, “The city
appreciates the posting of seven letters regarding the Honolulu rail-transit project
by the state DOT. As director Morioka correctly points out, the letters show the
collaboration and cooperation that has existed for several years now between the
city and the state regarding this all-important, voter-approved project. The city
has worked to address the state’s concerns.”

Yoshioka said in a written statement that at a meeting last week the state, federal
officials and city discussed “technical issues” that need to be resolved regarding
the airport.

“Since that meeting, several discussions have taken place between the city and
the (Federal Transit Administration) ... about the plan that should help resolve the
runway protection zone issue expeditiously,” he said.

‘PLEASE BE AWARE’

City Council members have criticized city transportation officials for not disclosing
the extent of the airport problem sooner, and for not allowing council
representatives to attend last week’s meeting.
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The city recently said the airspace concerns arose last summer and were the
result of changes in federal aviation rules. The FAA has said there were no rule
changes affecting the project.

The documents released by the state yesterday show that the airport runway
concerns were first raised in an Aug. 9, 2006, letter, when then-DOT director
Rodney Haraga told the city that the agency supported plans to build a station
near Aolele Street and Lagoon Drive.

“In addition, please be aware of height restrictions, especially at the area near
Lagoon Drive which is the runway approach area for runway 4R and 4L,” Haraga
wrote in a letter to the city Department of Transportation Services.

Another letter to the city dated July 20 of last year warned that the city’s draft of
its final environmental impact statement for the train did not resolve the airport
concerns.

“There are several operational and engineering issues that still have not been

addressed,” Morioka wrote in a letter to Yoshioka.

COST UNCLEAR

In a letter to The Advertiser this week, Yoshioka said the city conducted an
airspace analysis of the route, which was given to the state Department of
Transportation in May 2008 and the Federal Aviation Administration in mid-2009.

However, Morioka said the state has not been provided with such a study.
According to the state DOT, the city based its initial analysis of the impacts of rail
on an outdated airport layout plan. That plan was drafted in the mid-I990s and
had not been updated to reflect a 1994 change in runway protection zones.

The airport issue could be resolved by moving the train route farther from the
airport or moving two runways. The city has said it prefers that the runways be
moved. The city would be responsible for paying the costs of relocating the
runways. Just how much that could cost has not been disclosed.
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