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Note to Reader: 
The financial scenarios included in this Recovery Plan were specifically requested by 
the United States Federal Transit Administration (FTA), which has been closely 
monitoring the State of Hawaii Legislature's actions related to the possibility of 
extending the General Excise and Use Tax surcharge that currently funds the 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project's local share.  Consequently, the financial scenarios 
contained in this Recovery Plan are not intended to presume or assume any final 
actions by the Hawaii Legislature, the concurrence of Governor Ige with whatever 
those final actions might be, or to further presume the legislative prerogatives of the 
City Council and the Mayor of the City and County of Honolulu with respect to 
enacting an ordinance pursuant to any state statutory authority that may be 
provided by the Hawaii Legislature and Governor Ige. The FTA has required that this 
Recovery Plan be submitted by April 30, 2017, in advance of any final action by the 
state legislature and before any consideration by the Governor, Honolulu City 
Council, or the Mayor.  Once final action by the state legislature, the Governor, the 
Honolulu City Council, and the Mayor is known with respect to any extension of the 
GET surcharge or can be reasonably anticipated based on their actions, the FTA has 
invited Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation to supplement this Recovery 
Plan based on the reality of the funding ultimately available to the Project. 
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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

On December 19, 2012, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of 
Honolulu (City) formalized a partnership by signing a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) 
for the Honolulu Rail Transit Project (HRTP or Project).  The Honolulu Authority for Rapid 
Transportation (HART) is the semi-autonomous public transit authority responsible for the 
planning, construction, and expansion of the fixed guideway transit system for the Project.  
The HRTP is a 20-mile fixed guideway rail system with 21 stations extending from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center.  By 2030, nearly 70% of Oahu's population and more than 
80% of the island's jobs will be located along the 20-mile rail corridor, with stations at key 
commuter and visitor destinations such as the Honolulu International Airport, Joint Base 
Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and downtown Honolulu. The initial General Excise and Use Tax (GET) 
surcharge was intended to provide a 70% local share (30% federal share), which is one of 
the highest local share overmatches in the FTA New Starts Program. 

The Project has faced numerous challenges since its inception that have resulted in cost 
increases and schedule delays.  Project planning and cost estimates were developed in the 
midst of a recession and were hampered by a number of events that were beyond the 
anticipation of the original parties.  At the same time, there were well-intended decisions to 
award various Project construction contracts to stimulate local job creation prior to 
completing all third-party agreements, contractor interface requirements and, in some 
cases, applicable designs. Consequently, these early contract awards had subsequent cost 
and schedule impacts that have contributed to the need for this Recovery Plan. 

In addition, delays associated with Notice to Proceed (NTP), the Archaeological Inventory 
Study (AIS), and Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs)—which suspended construction 
activities on the West Oahu/Farrington Highway Guideway (WOFH), Kamehameha Highway 
Guideway (KHG), and Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF) contracts—had a large impact 
on project costs totaling $172 million, including escalation.  Moreover, the lawsuit delays 
pushed construction activities into the recovery years following the recession, which had a 
cascading impact on schedule and, in turn, had even further cost impacts on the Project. 
Finally, an equally harmful and even longer-term cost impact, also beyond the control of the 
Project sponsor, is the fact that Honolulu became the most expensive city for construction 
in the United States for the years 2012 through 2016, according to the Rider Levett Bucknall 
National Construction Cost Index.  While the execution of some early contracts in hindsight 
was unfortunate and had substantive cost impacts, there were also many cost impacts that 
could not have been anticipated. 

Despite these challenges, HART, the City, and the Mayor's Office are committed to 
construct and deliver the Project as described in the FFGA—20 miles with 21 stations.  This 
commitment is clearly dependent on whether the Project will have access to sufficient local 
funds to cover the gap between the revised estimated cost to complete the Project and 
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available funding.  HART is in the process of developing a financial plan to provide the 
additional needed funds which clearly requires the support of the State of Hawaii 
Legislature, the Governor of the State of Hawaii, the Honolulu City Council, and the Mayor. 
While the legislative process is not yet complete and the Project cannot presume the 
outcome of the legislative and executive actions of the State of Hawaii and the City, this 
Recovery Plan demonstrates that HART has diligently developed and put in place 
management structures, controls, and procedures that are as important to the recovery of 
this Project as are the needed additional funds.    

This Recovery Plan details the organization's core competencies and the development and 
implementation of critical project management, risk management, and cost and schedule 
controls that are essential to the recovery of this Project.  HART is also proactively 
evaluating additional opportunities to reduce project cost and revising future contract 
language and requirements based on knowledge gained from having prepared, awarded, 
and managed prior alternative delivery transit contracts.  Cost and schedule controls will be 
increasingly important as the Project moves into Honolulu's dense urban core. 

1.2 Management Capacity and Capabilities 

HART is confident that it can successfully deliver the Project with its experienced key 
personnel and core competencies.  As detailed in Section 3.2.3 of this Recovery Plan, HART 
now has in place a core group of individuals who have the qualifications and experience to 
complete a major transportation project of this scope and complexity. A continuing 
challenge for the Project has been hiring and maintaining experienced rail transit and 
construction managers.  Given the fact that this is Honolulu's first rail transit construction 
project, its remote location 2,400 miles from the U.S. mainland, and the fact that it is one of 
the most expensive cities in the United States in which to live, hiring and retaining 
experienced personnel has been a challenge. Section 3, "Management Capacity and 
Capabilities," outlines the steps HART is taking to immediately address open senior 
management positions and describes longer-term efforts to mentor Hawaii-based 
personnel to the skills and experience needed to assume leadership roles. 

The HART Interim Executive Director and CEO, Krishniah Murthy, reinforced his 
commitment to cost control and containment by consolidating Procurement, Contract 
Administration, and Construction Claims into a single division that reports directly to him, 
which allows him to effectively monitor Project cost and schedule.  The Contract Change 
Procedure has been streamlined to provide a system of checks and balances, define 
timelines for resolution, deliver briefings to the HART Board, and ensure a budget allocation 
in advance of the change process.  A Project Change Control Board was also established to 
allow senior management to independently analyze change orders from a programmatic 
level and to analyze potential secondary impacts to Project cost and schedule.  The revised 
Change Order Procedure will be formally presented to the HART Board for review and 
adoption. 
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HART understands the importance of project controls, which has been noted as a specific 
area of concern by the FTA and the recent American Public Transportation Association 
(APTA) peer review.  Project Controls has worked to re-baseline the Project schedule and 
budget and to develop a trend analysis for the early detection of cost overruns, schedule 
impacts, and project risk.  Stronger communication and coordination with stakeholders has 
made the Master Project Integrated Schedule (MPIS) a more robust tool to manage the 
Project at all levels. 

In 2016, HART increased its focus on risk by implementing a formal risk modeling program 
that uses a rigorous bottom-up analysis and cross-departmental input to establish 
confidence in Project cost and schedule.  The recently established Risk Management 
Committee meets monthly to review the health of the Project as it relates to contingency 
drawdown curves and risk exposure.  These discussions enable executive managers to more 
closely monitor project risk items and allow risk owners to apply mitigations to prevent cost 
and schedule impacts.  

The HART Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Division is dedicated to containing costs and 
maintaining scheduled system openings by ensuring a seamless transition from capital 
construction and commissioning to passenger service.  The HART O&M Division meets 
regularly with the City Department of Transportation Services (DTS) leadership to actively 
work on a roadmap to revenue service.  During this phase of the Project, the HART O&M 
Division remains focused on organizational development and planning, ensuring system 
operability and maintainability, and evaluating and communicating operations and 
maintenance cost implications. 

1.3 Cost Reductions and Containment 

HART has implemented cost containment and cost reduction measures including revising 
contract requirements and packaging strategies, implementing value engineering, 
evaluating soft costs (such as consultants), and proactively evaluating the costs and benefits 
of an interim opening.  HART has also adopted recommendations from the recent APTA 
Peer Review and plans to hold a follow-on Peer Review by the summer of 2017 focused on 
technical competency of its core group, interactions with utility companies, and contractual 
negotiations and administration.  

HART and the Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. (HECO) have collaborated to address a 
significant cost risk associated with the guideway structure impinging on safety clearance 
areas for HECO's electric transmission and distribution lines.  Although there are still 
negotiations underway to fully manage this risk, HART and HECO have identified alternative 
service maintenance vehicles to address the working clearance needed between HART's rail 
guideway and HECO utilities and associated steel and wood poles.  HECO granted HART 
variances to their original clearance requirements in certain areas, allowing the Project to 
avoid costly overhead and underground utility relocations.  The Airport Section Guideway 
and Station Group Contract (AGS) will use a combination of alternate service vehicles, 
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increased Navy easements, and redesigned (re-framed) pole arms to avoid undergrounding 
the nine-pole 138 kilovolt (kV) system fronting Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam.  Addressing 
these issues thus far has resulted in saving the Project approximately $138 million in 
potential Project cost. The City Center Section Guideway and Station Group (CCGS) design 
team is in the review process with HECO to underground all of HECO's utility lines along 
Dillingham Boulevard.  These efforts, along with the revised Risk Management and Project 
Controls structures and actions, are intended to contain cost and schedule growth 
associated with this specific risk. 

1.4 Completion of the FFGA Scope (Plan A) 

Using the project management techniques, risk analysis, cost containment, and project 
controls described in this Recovery Plan, HART has developed an updated Project Cost of 
$8.165 billion and an updated Revenue Service Date of December 2025. HART believes that 
this cost estimate and schedule are realistic and achievable. HART is committed to 
completing the original FFGA scope in accordance within this cost and schedule. HART 
acknowledges that the federal funding commitment for the Project is capped under the 
FFGA and that the additional funds needed to complete the FFGA scope must be provided 
from non-federal sources. 

Pending actions by the Hawaii State Legislature, the Governor, the Honolulu City Council, 
and the Mayor, the completion of the Project to Ala Moana Center—the original scope of 
the FFGA—is the preferred alternative. 

As the discussion of the "build to budget" Plan B in Section 7 makes clear, terminating the 
Project at the Downtown Station results in the elimination of seven stations, has virtually no 
contingency allocation, cuts Project ridership by as much as 60%, and will require significant 
Project delays in order to complete (and potentially litigate) a required Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement.  In addition, HART will have to evaluate and re-negotiate 
the scope of the Core Systems, Fare System, and Elevator and Escalator contracts, resulting 
in significant delay and contract cancellation claims that may offset much of the anticipated 
savings from an abbreviated system.  These analytics call into question whether Plan B 
would be a project of independent utility. 

While this Recovery Plan cannot at this writing state precisely how the entire $8.165 billion 
estimated cost to complete the Project (without financing costs) will be achieved, pending 
the necessary state and City legislation, the result of the analysis contained in this Recovery 
Plan is that Plan A—completion of the FFGA scope—is the only viable Project alternative 
from a financial, ridership, and operationally practical perspective.   

1.5 Conclusion 

The Project is 36% complete, based on the weighted value of progress of the individual 
construction and design contracts.  The Project is scheduled to open for passenger service 
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on December 31, 2025, and has a current construction cost estimate total of $8.165 billion 
inclusive of contingency, excluding finance costs. 

In addition to ongoing responsibilities and the actions stated in the Recovery Plan, HART's 
major upcoming milestones include procuring the CCGS Design-Build contract and HECO 
coordination.  The CCGS Design-Build contract is the last major contract to be procured and 
the critical path for the overall Project.  Utility relocation is a significant part of the CCGS 
Design-Build contract in Honolulu's urban core, and HART is proactively performing pre-
construction Subsurface Utility Engineering and geotechnical work.  These final contracts 
will benefit from lessons learned and value engineering (described in Section 4 of the 
Recovery Plan) as well as updates to Project Controls, particularly the robust MPIS and Risk 
Assessment. 

This Recovery Plan clearly demonstrates HART's confidence in and commitment to 
successfully completing the FFGA Scope, Plan A, by continuing to strengthen its core 
competencies and focus on cost containment and risk management.  The analysis of the 
"fallback project," Plan B, reveals many challenges, including the questionable independent 
utility of such a project.  Additionally Plan B has no contingency, which the FTA as a policy 
has not allowed on any rail transit construction project utilizing federal funds. 

This Recovery Plan lays out potential local funding needed to meet the current cost 
estimate and complete the Project, not including financing costs.  It also details a carefully 
developed and internally tested analysis of the Project's management capacity and 
capability, which has resulted in a management structure oriented toward swift 
implementation of project controls designed to manage identified risks. 
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2 Project Background 

2.1 Purpose of the Recovery Plan 

In this Recovery Plan, HART will demonstrate the following to the satisfaction of the FTA: 

1. HART has the management and technical capacity and capability to successfully 
complete the full scope of work of the Project defined in the FFGA. 

2. HART has developed a realistic and achievable updated Capital Cost Estimate for the 
completion of the Project.  

3. HART has developed a realistic and logical updated Project Schedule that will assure 
the full Project can be opened to Revenue Service by the revised Revenue Service 
Date of December 2025. 

4. The Grantee (City and County of Honolulu), working closely with HART, will identify 
dedicated sources of funding and provide the additional funding to make up the 
difference between the original FFGA Project Cost and the updated Capital Cost 
Estimate, through local financial resources that are stable, reliable, and committed 
to the Project. 

This Recovery Plan sets forth documentation in support of each element outlined above and 
provides an updated report on the status of the current Project.  Additionally, this Recovery 
Plan includes an updated Financial Plan with potential scenarios based on discussions with 
elected officials.  HART acknowledges the consideration for the primary source of additional 
funding, the extension of the current GET surcharge, is still under consideration in the State 
Legislature.  HART will submit a supplement to the Recovery Plan based on the outcome of 
State Legislative and subsequent City actions.  The process to finalize any legislation that 
would provide additional funding could potentially extend through October 2017, as 
described in Section 6.2 below. 

2.2 Project Description 

The HRTP is a 20-mile-long fixed guideway rail system featuring 21 stations that extends 
from East Kapolei on the west side of the island of Oahu to Ala Moana Center on the east 
side via Honolulu International Airport. The alignment is elevated, except for a 0.6-mile at-
grade portion at the Leeward Community College station. The system will be operated and 
maintained at the 43-acre Rail Operations Center (ROC, formerly known as the Maintenance 
and Storage Facility [MSF]) near Leeward Community College (LCC). The system also 
features fully automated, driverless trains; a fare vending system; and passenger screen 
gates. 
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Figure 2-1 HRTP System Overview 

 

2.3 Project History 

The Project was preceded by decades of rail planning dating back to 1967, which has led to 
the current Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project extending from East Kapolei to Ala Moana. Below is a chronology of key 
events in the Project's history: 

 July 2005:  The Hawaii State Legislature authorized—and in August 2005 the 
Honolulu City Council approved—a 0.5% GET surcharge to provide non-federal local 
funding for a new rail transit system. 

 August 2005:  The City Department of Transportation Services (DTS) initiated an 
Alternatives Analysis following the FTA Section 5309 New Starts Program (now 
known as the FTA Major Capital Investment Grant Program).  

 January 2007:  The City selected the LPA, steel-wheel on steel-rail, and began 
collecting the GET surcharge. The City then initiated work on the Project's 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and preliminary engineering for the system. 
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 February 2007:  The Honolulu City Council passed City Council Resolution 07-039 
approving the selection of the Minimum Operating Segment (MOS) from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center, via Salt Lake Boulevard. The MOS was subsequently 
amended to serve the Honolulu International Airport—deferring the Salt Lake 
portion of the alignment. 

 November 2009:  The City executed its first contract for the project, a Design-Build 
(DB) services contract with Kiewit Pacific Company for the West Oahu/Farrington 
Highway Guideway (WOFH).  

 June 2010:  The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Project was 
approved by the FTA, with publication of the FEIS on June 25, 2010. 

 November 2010:  Oahu voters approved a City Charter Amendment establishing 
HART, to create a semi-autonomous public transit authority responsible for the 
planning, construction, operation, maintenance, and expansion of the City's fixed 
guideway mass transit system. 

 January 2011:  A Section 106 Programmatic Agreement was signed. FTA issued its 
environmental Record of Decision (ROD) for the Project on January 18, 2011, 
providing pre-award authority for right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, utility relocation, 
and acquisition of rail vehicles. 

 December 19, 2012:  The City and the FTA signed an FFGA for a project consisting of 
20 miles and 21 stations, a total estimated project cost of $5.12 billion with a 
committed federal share (subject to annual congressional appropriations) of 
$1.55 billion, and a full system revenue service date of January 31, 2020. 

 January 2016:  A five-year extension to the GET was adopted and was anticipated to 
yield $1.2 billion in additional local funds to the Project. 

 June 2016:  On June 6, 2016, the FTA directed HART to submit a Recovery Plan by 
August 7, 2016, which demonstrates that HART is working to contain costs and 
minimize delays in schedule impact. In July 2016, FTA extended the deadline to 
submit the Recovery Plan to December 31, 2016. Subsequently, FTA further 
extended the deadline for the submission of this Recovery Plan to April 30, 2017. 

2.4 Major Project Issues 

The Project has been hampered by a number of events that were beyond the anticipation of 
the originating parties. These included issues related to the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA) involving three federal cooperating agencies that arose very late in 
the EIS process as the Project was obtaining final signoffs from these agencies (which 
affected the alignment of the Project near the airport), historic preservation issues at the 
slated Pearl Harbor Station, and a Native Hawaiian Programmatic Agreement matter.  Some 
early contracts also were awarded before final agreements had been reached with various 
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third parties such as the University of Hawaii (UH) and its associated campuses, the State of 
Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT), Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. (HECO) and 
other utilities, and other State and City agencies. 

In awarding some early contracts, the Project did not sufficiently account for the necessary 
integration and interface activities between the major contractors or have a fully integrated 
Master Project Schedule. While some early contract awards were well-intended decisions 
designed to stimulate local construction jobs in the wake of the "Great Recession" of 2009 
to 2011, when viewed in hindsight those decisions were mistakes on the part of HART that 
resulted in substantive cost and schedule impacts on the Project. Additionally, the single 
most costly impact to the Project, which was beyond the control of the Project sponsor as 
further described below, was the cessation of all construction activities for 13 months 
because of project litigation, which had a cascading effect on cost and schedule. 

Below is a summary of key issues and their impacts to the Project: 

 As a result of the NTP, AIS, and TCP delays, the Project incurred $172 million in delay 
costs on the two west-side guideway DB and the MSF DB contracts. 

 The AIS delay was a 13-month delay that overlapped with the NTP delays on the 
west-side guideway and MSF DB packages. 

 WOFH specifically incurred a total delay of 23.5 months and delay related costs in 
the amount to $107 million which includes construction escalation.  (Note:  These 
amounts reflect only the WOFH, KHG, and MSF contract delay costs.  It does not 
include soft costs [agency staff, rent, etc.] or legal costs that resulted from the 
delays.) 

 In January 2011 a lawsuit was filed in state court that challenged the City’s initiation 
of construction of the first section of the Project without completion of 
archaeological surveys and approval of the State Historic Preservation Division of all 
four project sections for the full 20 miles of the Project. The City’s action was 
consistent with long-standing practice in the state for large construction projects, as 
well as being consistent with federal regulations. 

 The initial ruling by the Oahu Circuit Court was in favor of the City and federal 
defendants, citing long standing construction practice in the state. The State’s 
Intermediate Court of Appeals upheld the lower court’s ruling on appeal. The case 
was then appealed to the Hawaii Supreme Court in 2012, which ruled in favor of the 
plaintiff by a vote of 9-0. This decision resulted in a cessation of all construction 
activities for nearly 13 months pending the completion of archaeological surveys for 
the entire project. 

 A second lawsuit was initiated in Federal District Court in May 2011, by plaintiffs 
claiming that there had been inadequate consideration of alternatives in the EIS with 
regard to NPEA and cultural and historical sites.  In November 2012, the court held 
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that only three of the multiple claims by the plaintiffs required further analysis. 
However, the court also imposed an injunction on further work on the City Center 
segment of the Project and froze further acquisition of real property in downtown. 
The City initiated a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to address 
all three issues in December 2012, which was completed and released in June 2013. 
Upon review of the SEIS by the District Court, the court dismissed all of the claims of 
the plaintiffs. 

 The plaintiffs then appealed the District Court decision to the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals. In February 2014, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the lower 
court’s decision, lifting the injunction and, with the prior resolution of the state 
court lawsuit, allowed the Project to resume construction. 

 In March 2011, the City selected the vendor for the vehicle/core systems Design-
Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM) Contract, Ansaldo Honolulu Joint Venture (AHJV). 
Protests by the two unsuccessful vendors resulted in a nine-month delay in awarding 
the AHJV contract, which in turn resulted in a $8.7 million settlement of delay claims 
by AHJV. These costs have grown further as a result of yet additional collective 
project delays.   

 As delays began to build as a result of these events, it became evident that the 
failure of the Project to sufficiently address the integration between the major 
contractors or have in place a fully integrated Master Project Schedule, as well as 
major assumptions for future contracts that would later prove to be incorrect, 
culminated in substantial negative consequences in the Project cost and schedule. 

 To compound this problem, the Project experienced extraordinary increases in the 
cost of construction following these delays, as well documented in the Ryder Levett 
Bucknall Comparative Cost Index of major United States cities from 2009 through 
2016 (Appendix E).  During the period of mid-2009 to 2011, when cost estimating for 
the FFGA was being completed, United States cities—including Honolulu—went 
through a relatively flat period of escalation in construction costs.  Beginning in 
2012, construction costs escalated significantly, with Honolulu’s construction costs 
escalating to the highest construction costs among major cities in the United States, 
maintaining that position for four years through the fourth quarter of 2016. 

 In March 2013, the Hawaii Electric Company, Inc. (HECO) stated that as a “rule of 
thumb” the minimum horizontal working clearances for their existing overhead lines 
were 50 feet for 138kV lines, 40 feet for 46kV lines, and 30 feet for 12kV lines.  
Based on recommendations from the Project's engineering and design consultants, 
action to address these specified clearances was deferred.  This decision continues 
to have significant cost and schedule ramifications on the Project.  

 In August 2014, the bids received for the construction of nine west-side rail stations 
exceeded budget estimates by more than 63%, or $100 million, signaling a major 
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change in the construction market and resulting in the cancellation of the station 
solicitation. 

 In the wake of the west-side rail station contract cancelation, a Project Risk Update 
presentation was made to the HART Board in November 2014, in which HART 
determined that the Project Cost would be $550 million to $700 million over the 
FFGA budget. Further, HART was faced with a persistent funding deficit stemming 
from overestimating the revenue yield from the GET surcharge and from a funding 
gap to replace $210 million in FTA Section 5307 funds (these funds were included in 
the FFGA Financial Plan, but then were required to be withdrawn from the Project's 
Financial Plan to assure those funds for use by TheBus), resulting in a total estimated 
budget gap of $910 million.  

 In January 2016, the City recommitted to the Project and announced its intention to 
seek an extension of the GET from the state legislature and the City Council to cover 
the funding gap, consistent with the FFGA assurances imposed on the City in the 
event of a funding shortfall. 

 In June 2015, the City and HART obtained approval of a five-year extension of the 
GET surcharge from the State Legislature. This five-year extension was anticipated to 
yield $1.2 billion in additional local funds to the Project, which increases the 
local/federal match ratio of the Project to a 75% local / 25% federal match. The 
Honolulu City Council adopted an ordinance to extend the GET surcharge for an 
additional 5 years to 2027 in January 2016. 

 In May 2016, HART received preliminary values for the Independent Cost Estimate 
(ICE) for the City Center Guideway and Stations DB package that indicated an 
estimated cost $719 million higher than anticipated (the preliminary ICE at 
$1.3 billion versus the FFGA budget of $581 million). With the projected funding 
shortfall for the Project, the procurement of the City Center Guideway and Stations 
DB package was suspended, which shifted the entire schedule out to the end of 
2024. 

 In June 2016, the FTA directed HART to submit a Recovery Plan; in developing its 
Recovery Plan, and in particular in addressing overall project management and 
management capacity and capability issues, HART has identified and made a good 
faith effort to act on the lessons learned in the prior stages of Project development. 
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3 Management Capacity and Capability 

The purpose of this section is to describe HART's organizational structure, including key 
personnel, and to demonstrate its management and technical capabilities to successfully 
complete the Project within the proposed budget and schedule. 

3.1 Overview 

The HART Project Management Plan (PMP) describes the overall management approach for 
the HRTP and has been extensively updated since Revision 5. The sixth revision focuses on 
management of the project during construction and addresses comments and 
recommendations by the FTA's Project Management Oversight Contractor (PMOC) on 
project management and control procedures. HART will submit the PMP by June 2017. 



Page 24 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

3.2 Project Staffing and Personnel 

Figure 3-1: Organizational Chart and Key Departmental Updates –  
Senior Management 
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Figure 3-2: Organizational Chart and Key Departmental Updates –  
Design and Construction Division 
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Figure 3-3: Organizational Chart and Key Departmental Updates –  
Procurement, Contracts, and Construction Claims Division 
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3.2.1 HART Board of Directors 

HART is governed by a 10-member board composed of the Director of the State Department 
of Transportation, the Director of the City Department of Transportation Services, and six 
volunteers from the community: three appointed by the Mayor, three by the City Council. 
The Director of the City Department of Planning and Permitting also serves as a non-voting 
member. The voting members appoint the tenth member to the board.  

The Board is the policy-making body of the authority and appoints and evaluates the HART 
Executive Director and CEO. The Board adopts HART's annual operating and capital budgets, 
adopts a six-year capital program, adopts rules and regulations, and carries out other duties 
as authorized by law. The Board's powers are primarily stated in the City Charter Section 
17-104.  

In November 2016, voters approved a charter amendment clarifying the responsibility of 
the HART Board to establish policies and regulations regarding the development of the rail 
system, the internal management and organization of HART, and the allocation of decision-
making authority between the Board and the agency's Executive Director and staff. In 
addition, the charter amendment additionally provides for the establishment of a rate 
commission and placed the operations and maintenance responsibilities for bus, paratransit, 
and rail with the DTS.  

The current composition of the HART Board of Directors is particularly well-suited to 
address the current needs of the HRTP. Members contribute their substantial knowledge 
and experience in varied disciplines, including government, policy, construction 
management, financing, labor relations, law, public planning, and transportation. Board 
members provide a significant level of policy guidance and support in furtherance of the 
Project's goals; most recently, members have devoted a substantial amount of time in 
advancing GET extension legislation, the Recovery Plan for the FTA, and the hiring of the 
Interim Executive Director and CEO, as well as the search for the permanent Executive 
Director and CEO. 

3.2.2 Executive Director and CEO Search 

The Board of Directors has engaged Karras Consulting, an executive search firm with 
25 years of experience recruiting in the public sector, to assist in its efforts in finding a 
permanent Executive Director and CEO.  Karras Consulting, in concert with the Board's 
Permitted Interaction Group and HART's Interim Executive Director and CEO, Krishniah 
Murthy, are working towards identifying HART's permanent Executive Director and CEO in 
late summer or early fall of 2017. Mr. Murthy, whose current contract runs through 
December 4, 2017, has committed to assist with the transition to the permanent Executive 
Director and CEO.  See Appendix F for the complete job posting for the HART Executive 
Director and CEO. 
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3.2.3 Qualifications of Key Personnel 

HART understands the critical nature of consistency as it relates to project management and 
the success of the Project. This understanding has led HART to establish the following core 
group of individuals who have extensive transit and construction experience and the values 
required to successfully complete a project of this magnitude: 

 Krishniah Murthy, Interim Executive Director and CEO:  Mr. Murthy has over 
45 years of professional experience in rail transit programs. In his last assignment 
before his retirement, Mr. Murthy was the Executive Director of Transit Project 
Delivery for the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
from 2007 to 2014. At the end of his tenure, the program had approximately 
$9 billion of projects in various stages from concept to construction. Prior to his MTA 
engagement, Mr. Murthy had 35 years of transit project design and construction 
experience working on various U.S. and international projects including Atlanta, 
Dallas-Fort Worth, Phoenix, San Diego, Los Angeles, New Delhi, and London. 

 Brennon Morioka, Deputy Executive Director:  Dr. Morioka is not only a 
professional engineer, but has a Ph.D. in civil engineering. He has been the Deputy 
Executive Director of HART for the past four years and is an integral part of the 
agency's interface with the Hawaii State Legislature, Governor, Mayor, and City 
Council. He was previously the Director of HDOT, where he directly oversaw an 
annual budget of $2 billion for HDOT's capital and operating and maintenance 
programs for all of Hawaii's state highways, airports, and commercial harbors. 
Dr. Morioka has also served as Executive Vice President of Shioi Construction and as 
Vice President and Hawaii Area Manager of CH2M. His local construction knowledge 
and experience, relationships with government agencies, and business ties have 
proven invaluable to the Project. 

 C. S. Carnaggio, Project Director:  Mr. Carnaggio has 35 years of experience in 
design and construction in the transportation industry, with the last 18 years of his 
career being exclusively in transit. He brings a unique combination of experience at 
both federal and regional transit agencies, having served for four years at FTA as the 
Director of Engineering and 14 years delivering capital projects for regional transit 
agencies such as WMATA and MTA in Baltimore. Having delivered major projects 
very similar to the HRTP, Mr. Carnaggio's leadership experience and transit 
knowledge provides HART with the assurance that sound delivery decisions are 
made. 

 Robert Yu, Chief Financial Officer:  Mr. Yu has over 25 years of experience in the 
public transportation industry. Prior to joining HART in March 2017, he served as 
Senior Vice President and Deputy General Manager for Oahu Transit Services, Inc. 
(OTS), the operator and manager of Honolulu's bus and handi-van system, from 
2009 to 2017 and Vice President of Finance and Administration from 1992 to 2009. 
Before his career in public transportation, Mr. Yu held various financial and audit 
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positions at Chevron USA and Grant Thornton CPAs in San Francisco and Hawaiian 
Electric Industries in Honolulu. He is a Certified Public Accountant. 

 Nicole Chapman, Director of Procurement, Contracts, and Construction Claims:  
Ms. Chapman has been with HART for four years and has over 20 years' experience 
in procurement and contracts, including serving as procurement and contracts legal 
counsel for the City and County of Honolulu and the City and County of San 
Francisco. Prior to working in the government sector, she worked for a defense 
litigation law firm and served as in-house counsel in the Bay Area and Hong Kong.  
Ms. Chapman's local knowledge of laws relating to construction contract 
procurement and interpretation of agreement language adds to HART's ability to 
manage contracts. 

 Lynn Harmon, Director of Project Controls:  Ms. Harmon has over 25 years of 
industry experience  working for some of the largest public sector clients as well as 
Blue Chip private sector companies. She has experience in providing cost 
engineering, estimating, scheduling, change management, risk management, 
progress reporting, and contracts administration throughout the life-cycle of both 
traditional and complex Design-Build projects.  Ms. Harmon's varied experience 
includes transit projects across the Middle East and Los Angeles Metro Heavy Rail 
Subway Systems, Light Rail Systems, and Metrolink Commuter Rail System. She is 
currently a Treasurer on the Women in Transportation Hawaii Chapter.  

 Abbey Seth Mayer, Director of Planning, Permitting, and Right of Way:  Mr. Mayer 
has approximately 15 years of experience leading planning organizations in the state 
of Hawai'i, including serving as the State Planning Director from 2008 to 2011. For 
the last 6 years, he served as the president and founder of Mayer & Associates 
Consulting, Inc., a Honolulu-based consulting firm participating in a wide variety of 
projects, including private developments, government planning initiatives, 
government-financed affordable housing developments, and large-scale alternative 
energy projects.  Mr. Mayer's local knowledge and expertise concerning the 
programmatic requirements has earned the confidence of FTA and PMOC. 

 Stuart Jackes, Director of Operations and Maintenance:  Mr. Jackes brings 37 years 
of experience in automated rail transit operations and maintenance, policy, 
planning, regulation, economics and logistics, much of it with SkyTrain in British 
Columbia. He has been involved with a number of system expansion projects and 
was the Project Operations Manager on the TransLink Evergreen Line Rapid Transit 
Project and brings a career of extensive knowledge of automated rail transit to the 
HART project. Mr. Jackes' hands-on experience in fully automated transit operations 
well serves the need for details critical to the operation and safety of the HRTP. 

 Ralph McKinney, Chief Safety and Security Officer:  Mr. McKinney has 19 years of 
experience in safety certification in the transit industry. He is a technical expert on 
programs, regulation, and compliance with FTA, FRA, TSA, USDOT SSO, and APTA 



Page 30 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

policies and standards. Mr. McKinney's experience also includes acting as a liaison 
with State and Federal agencies regarding safety and security certification at the 
Chicago Transit Authority and the Utah Transit Authority.  

 Justin Garrod, Deputy Director of Core Systems:  Mr. Garrod, who serves as the 
Core Systems team lead, has 18 years of experience as a project manager and a 
Senior Systems Engineering Manager, managing Systems Engineering Projects 
similar to the HRTP including such system elements as Signaling, TPSS, 
Communications, SCADA, and Fire Detection Systems. This includes 12 years of 
experience managing rail vehicle procurements from design through qualification 
testing, manufacturing, on-site testing, and commissioning, warranty and ongoing 
operations at Sound Transit. 

 Kai Nani Kraut, West Area Construction Manager:  Ms. Kraut is a licensed engineer 
and a certified construction manager who brings relevant knowledge and experience 
from working directly for the City and County of Honolulu as the former Deputy 
Director of Transportation Services and previously for FHWA Hawai'i Division as the 
Utility Liaison and Transportation Engineer for Oahu, Maui, and American Samoa. In 
her over 23 years of experience, Ms. Kraut has represented the federal, state, and 
city governments and understands the requirements of federally funded 
construction projects. Within the last 15 years in Hawaii, she has participated in 
some of the largest transportation projects in the state and several ARRA transit 
projects with the City. She understands the stakeholders' needs and policies and is 
able to navigate them to aid a project's success.  

 John Moore, Acting East Area Construction Manager:  Mr. Moore has over 46 years 
of experience in management, design, and construction of major public and private 
works projects, including transit. As a licensed contractor in Florida, he was the 
qualifier for Stone and Webster and later for URS. Mr. Moore was also recognized by 
the courts in Dade County Florida as an expert witness in Construction. For the past 
six years with HART, he has had various responsibilities, including being the Deputy 
Resident Engineer for the KHG contract; leading the completion of the AIS trenching; 
being the lead in resolving the delay and escalation claims received from Kiewit for 
the MSF, WOFH, and KHG contracts; being the Project Manager for the On-Call 
Contractor and the Elevator and Escalator contracts; and is currently the Interim 
Construction Manager for the Airport and City Center portions of the system, 
including the remaining twelve stations.  

3.2.4 Staffing Strategy and Approach 

HART continues to actively recruit through its website, industry periodicals at the national 
level, and local media, as well as outreach to local agencies and engineering firms. HART has 
successfully recruited highly qualified individuals to fill the Chief Financial Officer and the 
Deputy Director of Procurement positions, with the full support of the Office of the Mayor. 
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HART is currently interviewing candidates to fill the following key vacancies: Director of 
Design and Construction, Safety Certification Manager, and the recently vacated East Area 
Construction Manager and Risk Manager positions. HART anticipates filling these key 
positions within the next several months.  Recent meetings with the Office of the Mayor 
and the City's Department of Human Resources to establish a plan that provides stability for 
essential Project personnel have been encouraging. 

HART's hiring and retention issues are not specific to rail construction personnel but have 
occurred at all levels of staffing and in all division of HART, including the administrative 
offices which do not require any form of rail or even construction experience. HART is also 
committed to employee retention by developing a succession plan focused on career 
progression, preparation for leadership roles, retaining institutional knowledge, and fair 
compensation for local staff. In addition, HART has taken the first steps to create an 
employee-friendly working environment with minimal stress and a corporate policy of 
positive communication and staff support. 

3.3 HART Process and Procedure Changes 

The following section describes changes to HART's processes and procedures which have 
been implemented to control costs, maintain schedule, and provide credibility in reporting 
moving forward. 

3.3.1 Management of Current Contracts 

3.3.1.1 History of HART Change Procedure 

HART's Change Management program attempts to minimize the financial impact of Contract 
Change Orders to the Project. While Change Orders are not completely avoidable, proper 
policies and procedures can minimize their number and severity. HART has engaged the 
services of Mr. Henry Fuks, who was a Los Angeles County MTA construction manager for 
over 2 decades and has vast experience in managing large-scale projects with similar 
challenges.  In April 2015, HART established a Contract Administration Division in an effort 
to streamline and bring uniformity to the contract change process. Additionally, HART 
recognized challenges that had not been addressed by the initial Contract Change 
Procedure and revised it accordingly. The following key areas were addressed: 

 Revision 1 (August 2015): 

 The role of Contract Managers, who would review merit determination and 
negotiation strategy memos, was established. 

 Contract Managers were given the responsibility to prepare the Change Order 
documents to streamline and bring uniformity to the process. 

 Contract Administration implemented a "single Change Order file" process, 
which included checklists of all required documents.  
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 A Time Impact Analysis (TIA) narrative was required as part of the supporting 
documentation for a Change Order. 

 The Project Manager was required to obtain funding and funding availability in 
advance of proceeding with a change, rather than at the end of the process, 
when presenting the change for approval.  

 Revision 2 (September 2016): 

 Language was added to expressly state that HART does not allow "parceling" or 
piecemealing changes to avoid Board approval. (Note: This language was 
included in an abundance of caution and to demonstrate that HART was not in 
the business of implementing changes in this manner.) 

3.3.1.2 Implementation of Further Improvements 

In January 2017, the Interim Executive Director and CEO rolled out a change to the HART 
organizational chart, whereby Procurement, Contract Administration, and Construction 
Claims were gathered under one division and the Director of Procurement, Contracts, and 
Construction Claims would report directly to the Executive Director and CEO. This change 
was made to institutionalize checks and balances for change orders by having reviews 
conducted by an entity independent from the Project Management team.  

HART is currently in the process of evaluating and revising the Contract Change Procedure. 
In the interim, on March 2, 2017, the Project Director and the Director of Procurement, 
Contracts, and Construction Claims collectively rolled out an interim procedure requiring 
the Director of Procurement, Contracts, and Construction Claims and the Director of Project 
Controls to approve merit determination of all changes going forward.  

The following areas are being evaluated for Revision 3: 

 Implementing a Project Change Control Board for all contract changes over 
$100,000. This will provide management an opportunity to review the change from 
a programmatic perspective for changes greater than $100,000. (All changes equal 
to or greater than $1,000,000 will continue to be subject to HART Board approval, as 
a continued check and balance.) 

 Establishing time procedures with timelines for resolution at each phase of the 
process. 

 Providing clearer direction to the field team on the use of unilateral change orders. 

 Requiring a schedule network, in addition to the TIA narrative. The network is 
defined as the sequence of new activities that are proposed to be added to the 
existing schedule, which identifies the predecessors to the new activities and 
demonstrates the impacts to successor activities. This will allow for a more effective 
evaluation of the impact to the baseline activity. 
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Revision 3 of the Contract Change Procedure is scheduled to be rolled out in late April 2017. 
With these improvements, the HART Procurement, Contracts, and Construction Claims 
Division will provide stronger leadership in the change management process and work 
closely with the field team by providing training and support to ensure that contractors are 
performing in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications of the contract; 
that documentation sufficient to detail the history of the changes are included during the 
change process; and that the change order process, including the newly-established 
timelines for the change process, is rigorously followed. 

3.3.2 Project Controls 

3.3.2.1 Project Controls Overview 

Project Controls includes the data gathering and analytical processes used to predict, 
understand, and manage the cost and schedule outcomes of a project. For any major transit 
project, effective Project Controls are a critical element of successful project cost and 
schedule management. 

In 2013 the Project's General Engineering Contractor, who provided significant schedule and 
cost estimating support for HART, was replaced which created a vacuum in knowledge that 
has taken time to fill. To address these issues, and to provide more robust and effective 
project controls system, HART has obtained the services of a specialty firm, namely Nexus 
Consulting and Management Services, Inc., to evaluate the HART Project Controls processes 
and provide a system assessment to explore what is currently in use and to assist in the 
implementation of any changes that are deemed appropriate to enhance effectiveness and 
efficiency, to provide a more robust system solution to manage the project.  

HART has several specific software systems that are presently being used to manage the 
Project and relies primarily on Oracle's Contract Management System (CMS).  CMS was 
made the Project’s central data repository and reporting system to manage the flow of 
project documents, control project cost, and provide reports.  HART staff has experienced 
some high-level issues with CMS that are currently being evaluated for system and process 
improvements, as discussed below: 

 CMS and the City's accounting system are not connected, and staff members 
manually enter financial information into both systems.  Manually entered data is 
prone to error and takes longer to process because of duplication of effort in 
entering the same information into multiple databases. 

 Bottlenecks exist in document processing because of limitations in the electronic 
sequential review process.  Duplication of effort occurs as project staff are required 
to enter review comments manually on hardcopies and simultaneously electronically 
in the system. 

 Using multiple databases requires manual reconciliation to detect manual data entry 
errors, variances, and other inconsistencies between various systems.   
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 Drafting monthly reports requires the HART Project Controls Division to rely on 
different reports from various systems and manual input from other divisions every 
month.  HART currently has no single complete repository of project data for report 
generation. 

 The current interface could be more user-friendly, intuitive, and simpler to use.   

In response to the issues highlighted above, the HART Project Controls Division is 
committed to the following: simplifying and making business processes more efficient; 
centralizing the focus of information on analysis, reporting, and communication; and 
providing a full-integrated project system.   

The HART Project Controls Division will be considering recommendations from an upcoming 
Condition Assessment Report of the CMS system in the second quarter of 2017, which is 
expected to address the present state of the software system; describe how enhancements 
can make the HART systems fully-integrated by addressing interface issues amongst the 
individual system platforms; identify a phased development and implementation approach 
along with an associated timeline; and demonstrate how enhancements will simplify 
reporting and the workflow process—initiation, updating, and approvals—at the various 
management levels. 

The HART Project Controls Division is implementing process changes in the way it gathers 
and processes information and the standardization of reports.  These reports by design are 
intended to assist managers in identifying any potential schedule issues and cost risks, to 
aid their focus of addressing and mitigating potential schedule delays early, easing potential 
cost overruns, and foster a goal-driven communication within management.  

3.3.2.2 Trends 

The Project has undergone major scope revisions and approved changes yielding significant 
cost and schedule impacts. In dealing with this and potential cost escalations, the HART 
Project Controls Division performs rigorous and continuous predictive analysis in key areas 
of where costs can be reduced or schedule delays can be mitigated. 

Both the schedule and budget are undergoing a re-baseline. Once established, forecasting 
cost and schedule variances to the re-baseline will be documented through a new trend 
report process. The trend analysis will allow for and document early detection of potential 
cost overruns, schedule slippages, and project risks associated with individual contracts or 
interface elements of the Project. The HART Project Controls Division monitors the 
approved project budget and documents potential variances throughout the life of the 
Project. The HART Project Controls Division is also tracking any changes to the original 
project scope of work which result in an increase to the Project's approved budget, as they 
can only be submitted for approval by the Board after a committed funding source has been 
established. 
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3.3.2.3 Contingency 

Contingency is shown as a line item in the Project budget and is derived from the bottom-
up risk assessment as described in Section 3.3.3 below. HART manages and updates all risks 
that may affect completion of the Project within the approved budget and schedule on a 
monthly basis and re-runs the network model each quarter.  

3.3.2.4 Master Project Integrated Schedule (MPIS) 

The Project Master Integrated Schedule is the chief program management tool that ties 
information for all elements of the Project together and provides the necessary assistance 
in the planning and management of a complex execution plan for the Project. It is 
developed with a supporting basis and assumption report and is comprised of a hierarchy of 
program tasks and benchmark interim milestones, through both an Interim and System-
wide Revenue Services Date (RSD). 

Over the past several months, the HART Project Controls Division has undertaken a new 
course in enhancing the MPIS by shifting the focus back to using the schedule as the central 
point of communication in analyzing progress and reporting metrics to both a field level and 
executive management level. In its reviews of the present state of the MPIS, the HART 
Project Controls Division identified critical areas of deficiency that were preventing the 
MPIS from being able to be used as a tool to meet this focus: 

 There was a lack of consistency in the use of activity coding, calendars, and Work 
Breakdown Structure (WBS) coding. 

 The schedule updating procedures needed to be revised. 

 There was a lack of owner-specific and third-party interface information in the MPIS 
(such as inclusion of Regulatory Agency approvals, inspections, certifications, and 
other utility activities—such as utility relocation and HECO power and activation 
activities). 

 There was a disconnect of inter-project logic ties of Major Milestones and Critical 
Access Milestones (CAMs) to schedule activities. 

 There was an unclear Critical Path at a Program Level. 

 Total Float values were inconsistent and excessive, requiring a review of logic ties (as 
they may be missing successor tie[s]). 

 Constraints, specifically hard constraints, were being used throughout the MPIS to 
hold a date in the system. This presented an issue, in that it would override the 
sequencing logic used for forecasting and accurate reporting of any potential 
forecasted delays. 

 Integration of testing activities from the feeder schedule was missing in MPIS. 
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 Safety and Security activities are not updated or accurate in the MPIS. 

 There was a lack of detail for upcoming planned work (information for the east-side 
segment shown at a planning level). 

 There was a lack of standardized schedule reports and look-aheads of the MPIS 
information. 

In the past, the construction portion of the MPIS schedule was updated by uploading the 
received contractor progressed schedule directly into the MPIS. This was recognized as a 
concern that was quickly rectified. Presently, monthly updates are validated through the 
Resident Engineer, Inspector, and Project Manager.  

The HART Project Controls Division has prioritized its effort on performing the following 
initial Quality Control checks and validations: 

 Activity coding and WBS coding  

 Total float values  

 Use of constraints  

The Division is presently revising affected activities to correct or eliminate them as 
appropriate. Many of the adjustments incorporated into the MPIS over the past month 
from the time of this writing are the biggest contributing factors to establishing an 
integrated schedule. It is important to note that additional work is necessary with respect to 
the WBS coding effort and detailing of the east-side segment of work, which is expected to 
be an ongoing work in progress.  

In addition, the HART Project Controls Division recognized a general deficiency in how it was 
interacting with the Project's internal groups. Project Controls has initiated a stronger 
communication and coordination effort with the HART Division Directors that has resulted 
in an enhancement of the detail and integrity of the schedule information, specifically for 
interface, turnover of activities and milestones, levels of detail information within the 
schedule, and accurate logic ties. A majority of logic detail has been incorporated in the 
MPIS leading up to the Interim RSD, but it is expected to be further defined for the 
complete system-wide RSD especially for the Eastside segments, as detailed information 
from Testing, Safety and Security, and other portions of work is incorporated. Information is 
presently at a summary level in these areas, but additional details from these sections are 
anticipated to be completed by the third quarter of 2017. 

In parallel to this work effort, the HART Project Controls Division is reviewing and realigning 
its scheduling procedures and methods; Time Impact Analysis objectives and recommended 
methods; and standardized report formats and layouts that include an analysis section for 
the schedule information (for visibility and consistency). Project Control's objectives 
continue to be re-aligned to implement industry standards, especially in schedule-level 
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reporting presentations that will be aimed at the project, senior, and executive 
management levels for their respective review and oversight.  

This realignment in Project Controls' processes is also leading into the development of a 
new internal Monthly Schedule Report, with sections feeding into the published Monthly 
Project Status Report, as appropriate. These reports are expected to show more detailed 
layout options; a Critical Path and Analysis section; a Look-ahead Schedule; a Major 
Milestone and Critical Access Milestone Schedule and Analysis section; Third-Party Turnover 
and Interfaces section; a ROW section; a Core Systems, Testing, and Analysis section; and an 
Area of Concern section—to identify present and potential issues. This is expected to be 
implemented by the end of the second quarter of 2017. 

Project Controls' goal is to make the MPIS and system reports available as a centralized tool 
for communication and presentation of current Project status and critical activities; analysis 
of any variances; identification of issues or concerns, mitigations, or recommendations; and 
workaround plans. 

3.3.3 Risk Management Program 

The HART Risk Management Program helps to establish confidence in the HRTP cost and 
schedule projections. The Risk Program includes the identification, categorization, and 
assessment of risks and opportunities (R&O) related to each individual contract. A network 
risk model uses a bottom-up risk assessment to define cost and schedule R&O impacts for 
each contract to other contracts, and to the Project as a whole. In 2016 HART increased its 
focus on risk with the implementation of formal risk modeling efforts that include rigorous 
analysis and cross-departmental meetings to determine mitigation strategies. Quantifying 
the cost and schedule R&O impacts will assist the Project team in decision-making and risk 
management. HART has also developed a monitor and control process that generates 
reports to assist the Risk Manager and Project Managers in tracking contingency funds. 

The weaknesses in the west-side DB contracts, including contract language and 
requirements as described below, are identified as risks for AGS and CCGS and are top 
mitigation priorities.  The Risk Management Program process flowchart is depicted in the 
following figures: 
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Figure 3-1: Field Office Risk Management Flowchart 
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Figure 3-2: Risk Manager and Project Controls Flowchart 
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Figure 3-3: Risk Management Reports and Committee Flowchart 
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The Project is currently monitoring 215 active risks and 15 pending change orders and has 
closed 90 risks since June 2016. The following is a list of the top three risks, which account 
for $250 million, or 38% of the total risk profile: 

 Re-baselining the Core Systems Schedule to meet a Final Overall Baseline Schedule, 
extending the RSD from January 2022 to December 2025  

 Working with HECO to relocate the overhead utilities on the west side to 
underground locations 

 Re-baselining the Core Systems Schedule to meet an Interim Baseline Schedule, 
extending the RSD from January 2017 to December 2021 

The following is a list of the top three schedule risk factors, which have the potential to 
impact the project by approximately 30 months: 

 Misidentified or unidentified utilities which might occur in remaining west-side 
efforts or east-side contracts 

 HDOT or DTS requirements for conformance with their standards  

 ROW acquisition for City Center 

A more comprehensive listing of the cost and schedule risk factors is included in Appendix D. 
This excerpt from the Risk Tractability Log shows how each risk factor includes a detailed 
description, a pre-response estimate, a post-response estimate, and the individual risk 
owners. It also shows the overall risk and potential recommended mitigation for the 
program. 

3.3.4 Operations and Maintenance Roadmap 

The HART O&M Division is dedicated to containing costs and maintaining scheduled 
openings by ensuring a seamless transition from capital construction and commissioning to 
operation and maintenance of the system. The approval of the 2016 Charter Amendment 4 
to the Revised Charter of the City and County of Honolulu 1973 (2000 edition), as amended, 
places operations and maintenance responsibilities for rail with DTS. The HART O&M  
Division meets regularly with DTS leadership to actively work on a roadmap to revenue 
service. HART and DTS also discuss DTS's branding initiatives for the rail system and fare 
system card. In addition, leadership of HART, DTS, and OTS meet on a monthly basis to 
develop planning for intermodal (bus-rail) service integration and Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) to improve system connectivity needs in relation to current design and 
construction. 

The HART O&M Division is also working toward a seamless transition by leading the O&M 
organizational and procedural development, including its continued commitment to hiring 
and training local staff and fostering its ongoing relationship with the Leeward Community 
College Workforce Development program.  A proactive approach to O&M staffing will allow 
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HART to build institutional knowledge and dedicate adequate resources to develop the 
policies, procedures, and programs, such as the Transit Asset Management Program, 
needed to ensure HART's success during the transition to and start of system operation. 

The HART O&M Division will also continue to assist with ensuring operational readiness and 
cost containment by evaluating and communicating operations and maintenance 
implications to Project decision-makers and stakeholders and facilitating operational and 
safety policy discussions. The HART O&M Division reviews Project documents, capital 
construction, Memoranda of Understanding, and third-party agreements to ensure 
operability and maintainability and provides additional Project oversight and consultation to 
Project teams. The HART O&M Division is also committed to maintain system assets in a 
State of Good Repair and provide analytics to prioritize maintenance activities.  The HART 
O&M Division also provides oversight of the Core Systems Contractor's O&M mobilization 
progress.  

In order to assist the City in identifying funding sources, HART, in full coordination with DTS 
and OTS, put together preliminary cost estimates for the interim and full O&M service 
periods. 

3.3.5 Safety Oversight 

The HART Chief Safety and Security Officer leads the HART System Safety and Security 
Division and is responsible for managing all Project safety and security activities and 
ensuring all Project safety and security requirements are met. The HART Safety Team has 
recently completed the annual update of both the Safety and Security Management Plan 
and the Safety and Security Certification Plan. The updates to those plans reflect HART's 
commitment to taking a risk-based approach to mitigating hazards which helps ensure the 
safe and secure design, construction/installation, and operation of the system. These 
changes will provide more clarity on why an identified hazard should be introduced and 
tracked to closure. The changes will also provide clearly defined steps for mitigation, 
verification, and acceptance that the hazard has been reduced to its lowest acceptable level 
of risk. Starting April 2017, the HART System Safety and Security Division will provide 
quarterly updates to the HART Board of Directors. The updates will include the status of 
safety and security certification, a brief summary on important safety and security issues, 
and activities that may impact the Project schedule and budget. The HART Safety Team will 
continue to effectively and efficiently manage its resources in support of HART's ultimate 
goal of delivering a safe and reliable public transportation system to the citizens and visitors 
of the Honolulu area. 

As mandated by Title 49 of the United States Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 633 
and Title 29 CFR Sections 1910 and 1926, HART is responsible for ensuring its employees are 
provided with a safe work environment. Contractors are also responsible for providing their 
employees, subcontractors, and visitors with a safe and healthy work environment. The 
federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration measures a safe work environment 
by comparing the number of recordable incidents to the total hours worked.  HART's 
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current incident rate of 0.76 is five times lower than the State of Hawaii average of 3.8 and 
nearly six times lower than the national average of 4.5. This low incident rate allows HART 
to take advantage of premium savings in the Owner-controlled Insurance Program, pay 
lower claim amounts, and maintain the Project schedule and budget. 

As Safety Certification is critical to the success of the project, the HART Safety Team works 
closely with HDOT, who has the approval authority for entry into passenger service, and all 
of the Project teams to track and verify all safety related requirements. Regular meetings 
are held with HDOT to keep it informed of all safety activities in progress. The HART System 
Safety and Security Division will, upon completion, deliver a fully certified system to the 
HART O&M Division and DTS to begin Revenue Service Operations. 

3.3.6 Decision-making Matrix 

In 2015, the PMOC urged HART to develop and utilize a Decision-making Matrix to help to 
make the necessary decisions to move the Project forward while identifying potential issues, 
anticipating the deadlines for decisions on the issues, and executing mitigation actions to 
resolve the issues.  In 2016, HART initiated a robust Risk Management Program in which 
Project Managers became fully involved, and it has been a successful tool in making 
appropriate project decisions.  (The Risk Management Program is described in more detail 
in Section 3.3.3 above.)  During that time, the Decision-making Matrix became less of a 
priority and went unused. HART is now re-instituting the Decision-making Matrix and will 
continue to use it as a tool for everyday processes and for making presentations regarding 
status for the PMOC monthly update meeting.  An excerpt from the latest Decision-making 
Matrix is provided in Appendix C. 



Page 44 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Honolulu Rail Transit Project Page 45 of 249 

Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017  
 

4 Cost Reductions and Containment 

4.1 Methodology and Approach 

HART continues to apply the knowledge gained from having prepared, awarded, and 
managed eight multi-million, multi-year alternative delivery transit contracts to ongoing and 
future work. This will become increasingly important as the Project moves into Honolulu's 
dense urban core. HART's commitment to explore all cost containment and cost reduction 
measures are further described below. 

4.2 Value Engineering and Lessons Learned 

HART has consistently sought to apply lessons learned and the principles of value 
engineering to design and construction contracts to improve overall Project cost and 
schedule. Some of the areas analyzed by the Project teams include the following: 

 Developing a contract packaging strategy to lower costs by increasing competition. 

 Moving towards Design-Build procurement and re-packaging where appropriate to 
lower costs. 

 Revising contract language, in collaboration with various construction and 
procurement stakeholders, to provide clear direction and minimize disputes. 

 Removing non-essential design and construction elements to reduce cost. 

 Performing pre-construction Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) and geotechnical 
investigations. 

 Reviewing various Project financing options. 

 Allowing contractors more control over Maintenance of Traffic. 

 Utilizing precast and offsite fabrication to reduce cost and schedule. 

 Utilizing partnering to resolve construction issues in the field. 

 Utilizing a Dispute Review Board to minimize or avoid potential impacts and 
prolonged litigation. 

HART is exploring other opportunities for cost containment and cost reduction as detailed 
below. 

4.3 Soft Costs 

HART has undertaken a review of its consultants to address its soft costs and non-direct 
construction costs, as suggested by the PMOC. HART is taking steps to evaluate consultant 
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scope, performance, qualifications, and technical competencies.  HART will also need to 
systematically evaluate soft costs in all program areas. Upon completion of the soft cost 
evaluations, HART will bring recommendations to the Executive Director and CEO and the 
HART Board for adoption. 

4.4 Peer Reviews 

HART has held numerous peer reviews to strengthen the organization by receiving 
constructive and unbiased feedback from industry leaders. The recent APTA review 
provided insight with regards to technical management capacity and capability, contract 
administration and change order process, and claims management. HART has started 
implementing most of the suggestions from this latest review. HART is committed to hold a 
follow-on Peer Review focused on management and technical competency of the 
organization, interactions with utility companies, and contractual negotiations and 
administration by the summer of 2017. 

4.5 HECO Utility Relocation and Alternative Equipment 

The current system alignment has major impacts on multiple utilities, and HECO in 
particular has had the most influence on the Project cost and schedule.  HECO's self-
established clearance requirements conflicted with the construction and operation of the 
HART system.  HART and HECO were able to collaborate and identify alternative equipment 
(vehicles) to address working clearance concerns between HART's rail guideway and HECO's 
high-voltage 138kV transmission, 46kV sub-transmission, and 12kV distribution power lines 
and associated steel or wood poles. The necessary horizontal working clearances that HECO 
requires are 50 feet for 138kV power lines, 40 feet for 46kV power lines, and 30 feet for 
12kV power lines. Refer to Figure 4-1 below for a map showing the areas of concern. 



Honolulu Rail Transit Project Page 47 of 249 

Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017  
 

Figure 4-1: HECO Clearance Relocations 

 

HART has agreed to underground portions of HECO's utility lines, provide HECO funds to 
purchase the new alternative vehicles, and provide storage space for these vehicles.  
Because HECO has granted variances to their original clearance requirements in certain 
areas, the Project can avoid costly overhead and underground utility relocations and save 
an estimated $138 million.  The clearance solutions vary for each section of HART's 
alignment and are detailed in Appendix L. 

The AGS and CCGS contracts both have significant HECO utilities that need to be relocated 
underground.  AGS will use a combination of alternate service vehicles, increased Navy 
easements, and redesigned (re-framed) pole arms to avoid undergrounding the nine-pole 
138kV system fronting Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam.  The CCGS design team is in the 
review process with HECO to underground all of its utility lines along Dillingham Boulevard.  
HECO's facilities relocation and coordination with the Project DB contractors remain a high-
risk item. 
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4.6 Interim Opening 

HART, along with its stakeholders and partners, are currently evaluating the merits of a 
system interim opening prior to full project completion to the Ala Moana Center Station. An 
interim opening would be a tremendous opportunity to stress test the system and evaluate 
performance under reduced service levels and ridership conditions. As detailed below, 
there is absolutely no difference in the operational readiness and safety requirements for 
any type of passenger service. HART acknowledges that after several years of interim 
service, there would be a diminishing benefit in relation to O&M cost and ridership. Thus, 
the responsible parties must weigh the cost versus benefit as they decide on an interim 
opening date.  Irrespective of the decision to pursue an interim opening, HART intends to be 
ready to operate and maintain a system from East Kapolei to Aloha Stadium at the end of 
2020. 

4.7 Cost Containment and Cost Savings Evaluations 

The figures below identify potential cost saving opportunities for the Project. A complete 
list of cost reductions and cost containment items are shown in Appendix B.  
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Figure 4-2: Project Scope Change Cost Savings 
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Figure 4-3: Potential Cost Reductions 
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5 Fulfillment of FFGA Scope (Plan A) 

5.1 Project Progress and Current Status 

The System is scheduled to open for passenger service on December 31, 2025, with a total 
cost of $8.165 billion. The total cost includes contingency but does not include financing, 
which currently ranges from $0.8 billion to $1.8 billion pending the decision on the GET 
surcharge legislation. The Master Project Schedule shows 355 days of schedule contingency. 

The Project is currently 36.0% complete based on the weighted value progress of the 
individual construction and design contracts as of March 2017, which includes completion 
of the ROC and 10.75 miles of elevated guideway constructed from the East Kapolei Station 
site to just past the Aloha Stadium Station site. The Project team is working to transition to 
an earned value calculation based on construction progress and not based on weighted 
expenditure calculation of the individual design and construction contracts. 

5.2 Major Contract Status 

Major contracts that have been awarded and their percentage completion are as follows:  
West Oahu/Farrington Highway Guideway (97.1%); Kamehameha Highway Guideway 
(88.9%); Maintenance and Storage Facility (100%); Core Systems (43.0%); and Airport 
Section Guideway and Stations Group (5.0%). With the recent award of the AGS DB contract, 
HART currently has over $4.27 billion either completed or under contract, which includes 
15.9 of the 20.1 miles of guideway and 13 of the 21 stations.  The Project plans to procure 
the CCGS DB package and the Pearl Highlands Garage and Transit Center (PHGT) DB package 
in 2018, subject to Project funding. These two contracts are discussed in more detail in 
Section 5.4.1 below.  

The Core Systems Contractor scope includes the delivery of Vehicles, Signaling, Traction 
Electrification, Communications, Passenger Screen Gates, and a fully functioning Operations 
Control Center. The Communications System and the Passenger Screen Gate System are 
currently under development and are on track to meet the current Project schedule. The 
contractor has completed the base design development and is well into manufacturing and 
testing of all other subsystems. Train #1 (four-car consist) was delivered to the ROC in 
March 2016.  The first two cars of Train #2 arrived in Honolulu in April 2017, and the 
remaining two cars of Train #2 are scheduled to arrive in May 2017. Dynamic testing on the 
guideway is expected to begin in the summer of 2017. 
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Figure 5-1: Project Progress and Status 

 

5.3 Right-of-Way Update 

The original ROW plan under the FFGA included the identification of 223 total parcel 
acquisitions and 112 total relocations. For the west-side sections, the HART ROW Branch 
has obtained site access for all 48 required parcels and completed all 30 required 
relocations. HART continues to make steady progress in obtaining the required access and 
completing necessary relocations for the AGS and CCGS segments. 

Across all segments of the Project, HART's ROW scope of work has expanded considerably 
since its original conception in the FFGA. The Project will require the acquisition of 
approximately 500 easements, including 246 additional easements for utility relocations, 
and approximately 30 Temporary Construction Easements (TCEs). The HECO utility 
relocation and related easements are particularly complicated areas that are currently in 
work. Construction access is being negotiated for two parcels within AGS and 70 parcels 
within CCGS. Past experience has shown there can be strong resistance to ROW acquisitions, 
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and Project staff were instructed to proceed with eminent domain actions on those parcels 
considered to be problematic. 

5.4 Summary of Actions to Completion 

5.4.1 Major Contract Procurements 

The CCGS DB and the PHGT DB contract procurements are the last major contracts yet to be 
awarded. The CCGS contract is the critical path for the overall Project and is the last of the 
major contracts to be procured. The current schedule for CCGS is estimated to be 
65 months long, a significant amount of time for a 4.16-mile segment that is evidence of its 
complexity. Utility relocation is a significant part of the CCGS project in Honolulu's urban 
core, and HART is proactively performing pre-construction SUE and geotechnical work. 
These final contracts will also benefit from lessons learned and value engineering described 
in Section 4.2 above and updates to Project Controls, particularly the robust Project Master 
Schedule and Risk Assessment. 

The sequencing of the guideway construction, which is ultimately decided by the CCGS 
contractor, will drive the critical path to completion. HART is dedicated to working closely 
with this future partner to meet the Project's cost and schedule targets. 

5.4.2 HECO Coordination 

HECO indicated a need in the 2019 timeframe for a new dedicated 46kV substation to feed 
the ROC due to requirements in HECO Rule 13 for line extensions and substations. A 
location near the ROC is being considered, and initial planning is ongoing with HECO and 
LCC.  No other substations have been identified by HECO for the Project. 

HECO has also informed HART that HECO will not perform utility relocation construction 
services for the electrical facilities within the Airport and City Center sections, including the 
Dillingham Temporary Utilities section.  HECO had previously performed electrical utility 
relocation construction work for the western half of the Project at HART's request in order 
to help reduce and manage cost.  However, HECO has indicated that it will not be self-
performing any construction work for the remaining AGS and CCGS contracts.  According to 
HECO, this is a result of its resources having become stressed, which would affect its core 
mission. However, HECO will continue to perform the electrical design.  HART will procure 
the utility relocations construction services.  HART will explore alternative and available 
options to ensure that the current 2025 schedule is not affected. 

5.4.3 Casting Yard 

On April 19, 2017, the FTA provided conditional approval of HART's acquisition via license 
agreement of the precast concrete manufacturing yard, identified as Lot 31 of Kapolei 
Business Park West, Phase I. 
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HART finalized compliance with the FTA conditional approval on April 20, 2017. 

HART is now in the process of executing agreements to assume the current license and 
secure a new license for the casting yard through November 2022. HART intends to 
sublicense the casting yard to the AGS DB contractor, Shimmick/Traylor/Granite JV. 

The short-term agreement has been signed by both the contractor and the property owner 
and is with HART for final execution.   

5.5 Development of Acceptable Project Cost 

5.5.1 Introduction 

One of the most critical components of the HART Recovery Plan is the development of a 
realistic cost estimate for the completion of the full Project scope as set forth in the FFGA, 
referred to herein as the Estimate at Completion (EAC). In developing the EAC, HART has 
embraced FTA guidelines and procedures relating to risk assessment, cost mitigation, and 
estimates of capital cost, as well as cost estimating methodologies well accepted in the 
construction industry.  

In particular, in developing the EAC, HART conducted a process for the identification and 
categorization of risks (described in Appendix D) and developed the Primary and Secondary 
Mitigations (described in Appendix B). The Basis of Estimate (BOE) in Appendix G describes 
in detail the capital cost estimate methodology and assumptions used to develop the 
Project EAC.  

5.5.2 Cost Estimating Methodology 

For awarded construction contracts, the actual values of the contracts were used in 
developing the EAC. This includes the WOFH, KHG, AGS, and MSF Design-Build contracts; 
the West O'ahu Station Group (WOSG), Farrington Highway Station Group (FHSG), and 
Kamehameha Highway Station Group (KHSG) Design-Bid-Build contracts; and the Core 
Systems Contractor (CSC) Design-Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM) contract. All bid values 
were adjusted and sorted by the appropriate Standard Cost Category (SCC) for these 
estimates. An ICE and Validation Estimate were completed for the CCGS procurement. 

Additional data sources used for factoring the EAC included staffing projections; change 
orders in negotiations with contractors; merit changes under evaluation; known risks with 
potential cost or schedule impacts; and contingency to account for unknown site conditions, 
unresolved design or scope issues, market fluctuations, regulatory requirements, and 
schedule impacts. 
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5.5.3 Adequacy of Contingency  

One of the lessons learned by HART from the earlier stages of the Project is the critical 
importance of sufficient project contingency to address changing market conditions, the 
cost impact of schedule delays, and other project risk factors. The FTA places great 
importance on assuring that the project sponsor maintains adequate contingency levels for 
various stages of project development, as described in the FTA's Oversight Procedure 40c, 
Risk and Contingency Review, 11-12. Combining the FTA's guidance with the Risk 
Management Program described in Section 3.3.3 of this Recovery Plan, HART is confident in 
the current contingency of $1.1 billion (13%). 

5.5.4 Updated Cost Estimate  

Based on the methodologies described above, HART is confident in its development 
of the Project cost and contingency. The current Capital Cost Estimate is 
$8.165 billion, exclusive of financing costs, which includes $1.1 billion of allocated 
and unallocated contingency, all in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars. A summary of 
the estimated costs for the Project is provided in the table below: 

Table 5-1: Updated Cost Summary 

Contract Summary Status 
Estimate at 
Completion 

Active Contracts (includes allocated contingency) $4,129,313,000 

Unawarded Construction (includes allocated contingency) $1,928,548,000 

Staff and Consultants (includes allocated contingency) $1,286,632,000 

Completed Contracts $546,950,000 

Unallocated Contingency $273,641,000 

Total Capital Project (excludes finance costs) $8,165,084,000 

5.5.5 Range of Finance Costs 

The Project financing costs will be determined by the ultimate funding solution. Financing 
costs will vary based on when additional funding is received, the total amount of debt 
required, interest rates, and bond maturity. The Project financing is detailed in Section 6. 

5.6 Development of Acceptable Project Schedule 

HART's success in achieving the updated RSD will depend in large part on the continued use 
of the MPIS as a forecasting tool rather than a status reporting tool.  While this is a recent 
change in how the MPIS has been used, management attention will be needed in order to 
maintain this focus across the organization.  The HART Project Controls Division has reached 
out to the various HART Division Directors for information to populate the MPIS and how 
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their activities relate to procurement, design, and/or construction.  Diligent updating of this 
information is crucial to the success of the MPIS being a useful tool for managing the overall 
Project activities in order to best manage the Project as a whole rather than localized 
optimization of each contract. 

The MPIS includes activities from HART Division Directors for procurement, environmental 
actions, and safety and security as well as design, construction, and core systems contracts.  
There are major milestones among the construction and systems contracts that provide 
significant points of interface, referred to as Contractor Access Milestones (CAMs), that 
define access and cross-contract exchange of design, construction, and operational 
information.  Consideration was given to the constructability of utility relocations, 
foundations, columns, and guideway erection based on performance metrics, as well as the 
physical characteristics of the existing built environment.  Construction sequences were 
developed based on a reasonable and prudent approach to construction assuming a 
balance and flow of crews, crew sizes, and equipment and directional headings to optimize 
the schedule.  The selected contractor(s) may come up with equal or better schemes based 
on their preferred means and methods and existing operational experience as well as the 
availability of equipment and labor.  A more detailed description of Project schedule 
development is found in Section 3.3.2. 

5.7 Operations and Maintenance for Interim and Full Openings 

The Project's O&M Team is responsible for providing safe, secure, convenient, reliable, and 
clean service to the general public for the 20-mile rail system from East Kapolei Station to 
Ala Moana Center Station. The HART O&M Division is currently developing the policies, 
procedures, and staffing requirements to successfully operate and maintain the HRTP 
system as described above in Section 3.  The HART O&M Division will also manage the rail 
system's operations and maintenance contracts including the Core Systems Contractor, 
fare-collection system, and escalators and elevators. 

The O&M Team will be ready to operate and maintain the system from East Kapolei Station 
to Aloha Stadium Station for an interim opening in 2020.  The O&M Team must meet the 
same rigorous operational readiness standards and safety requirements for the interim 
opening as for any level of passenger service. Many of the major start-up costs will still 
apply to an interim passenger service. The FTA will also require a Transit Asset Management 
Plan and State of Good Repair reporting for revenue service, which does apply to an interim 
opening. 

The rail system will operate daily from 4 a.m. to midnight and arrive approximately every 
five minutes during peak travel hours. The O&M Team will adjust headways and operating 
strategies to reflect forecasted passenger demand. The O&M Team will also coordinate rail 
schedules with the City bus system and modify service to accommodate special events. The 
O&M security team will enforce system rules and ordinances, ensure safe travel for patrons, 
and deter fare evasion. O&M customer service teams will provide information and help to 
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the general public. The O&M Team will also provide fare collection, evaluate revenue 
generation, and explore TOD opportunities around the system. 
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6 Project Finance 

6.1 Description of GET Financing Resource 

6.1.1 Local GET Surcharge 

The local funding source for the Project is a dedicated one-half (0.5) percent county 
surcharge on the State of Hawaii's GET Surcharge. In 2005, the Hawaii State Legislature 
authorized counties to adopt a surcharge on the GET Surcharge of 0.5% for public 
transportation projects. On July 14, 2015, the Governor signed legislation that allows the 
City to extend the GET Surcharge from December 31, 2022, to December 31, 2027. 
Following the passage of legislation by the City Council, the Mayor signed into law 
Ordinance 16-1 on February 1, 2016, to extend the GET county surcharge.  

The following provides a summary of the net GET Surcharge revenues expected to be 
received by the City between Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 and FY 2028. It is important to note that 
given the changes in the global and U.S. economies, this projection will be reviewed and 
refined periodically over time, as more actual tax collection data are received and as the 
local, national, and global economic outlooks change. 

6.1.2 Timing of GET Surcharge Collections 

The annual GET Surcharge amounts are presented on a cash basis. This method accounts for 
the fact that HART does not receive its share of GET Surcharge revenues until the month 
after the end of each quarter. For example, revenue for April 1 through June 30, 2016, was 
remitted to HART in July 2016 by the state government. This delay should be noted when 
comparing GET Surcharge revenue as reported by the State to data presented in the HART 
Financial Plan. Additionally, the State of Hawaii Department of Taxation experiences delays 
in processing GET Surcharge returns, which can make quarterly year-over-year comparisons 
of historical GET Surcharge collections less meaningful.  

The HART Financial Plan submitted to the FTA in 2012 used the actual revenue remitted to 
HART by the State Department of Taxation for the 12-month period immediately preceding 
the release of the June 2012 Financial Plan. Subsequent to the submittal of the original 
Financial Plan, the State Department of Taxation informed HART that it had made an error 
and had remitted to HART $9 million more than it should have. Since the error was included 
in the base projection period, its effect is compounded over the term of the Financial Plan. 
HART now has reduced the original GET Surcharge revenue by $100 million to offset the 
impact of the remittance error. The budget, when adjusted for the remittance error, is 
approximately equal to actual receipts, and receipts through October 2016 are $1.4 billion 
(see Figure 6-2). 
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6.1.3 GET Surcharge Forecast Methodology  

The original Financial Plan assumes that GET Surcharge revenues will grow in line with the 
long-term historical growth experienced by statewide GET Surcharge revenues. The long-
term Compounded Annual Growth Rate in statewide GET Surcharge revenues (FY 1981 to 
FY 2010) of 5% has been used to forecast GET Surcharge revenues for FY 2012 to FY 2023.  

The growth rates assumed are subject to numerous risks and uncertainties, including the 
magnitude and timing of the economic recovery, future inflationary pressures, the strength 
of the U.S. dollar (especially relative to the East Asian currencies) and U.S. monetary policy. 
Due to these uncertainties, the combined growth rate in the updated financial plan lowers 
the annual revenue growth rate from 5% to 4.3%.  

The table below details the impact of the recession on the growth in GET Surcharge excise 
revenues. At the full impact of the "Great Recession," the worst economic downturn since 
1929, the compounded annual growth rate is 4.1%. However, the growth rate rebounds 
even after only removing one year of the "Great Recession," at 5.6% over the last 6 years.  

Table 6-1: Compound Annual GET Surcharge Growth Rate 

 

6.2 Status of GET Extension Legislation and Legislative Process and 
Schedule 

Following the opening of the Twenty-Ninth Legislative Session on January 18, 2017, twelve 
GET surcharge measures were introduced. As of April 2017, only one vehicle remains and is 
moving through the legislative process, namely Senate Bill 1183, Senate Draft 2, House 
Draft 2, Relating to Taxation (SB1183, SD2, HD2). While this measure has been revised four 
times since its introduction, the current draft SB1183, SD2, HD2 proposes the following, as it 
applies to Honolulu: 

 The surcharge on state tax is extended for 2 years from December 31, 2027, to 
December 31, 2029, if Honolulu adopts a county ordinance prior to January 1, 2018, 
to extend the surcharge. 

 If adopted by county ordinance, all surcharges collected by the State shall continue 
to be paid into the state treasury quarterly.  Out of the surcharge revenues, the 
State retains 1% (a reduction from 10%) for administrative costs. 
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 Surcharge revenues generated by Honolulu can be used for capital costs of a locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) for a mass transit project.  SB1183, SD2, HD2 deletes 
language related to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).   

 Revenues derived from the county surcharge could not be used for the following 
uses: 

 To build or repair public roads or highways, bicycle paths, or support public 
transportation systems already in existence prior to July 12, 2005; 

 For operating costs of the mass transit project; or  

 For administrative or operating costs, including personnel costs, of a rapid transit 
authority charged with the responsibility for constructing or operating the mass 
transit project, or both. 

 If there are any existing county ordinance that prohibit the use of county funds for 
the capital costs of the LPA or allow the expenditure of funds for costs other than 
the capital costs of the LPA, Honolulu must repeal those ordinances before 
December 31, 2017, and inform the State Director of Taxation of the repeal. 

 The "locally preferred alternative" is defined as the minimum operable segment of 
the locally preferred alternative for a mass transit project that the county rapid 
transportation authority is constructing under the FFGA with the FTA. 

 This measure takes effect upon approval.  The surcharge extension is authorized if 
all conditions are met by December 31, 2017. 

On April 11, 2017, SB1183, SD2, HD2 passed Third Reading in the House as amended, and 
must be returned to the Senate for final approval. On April 13, 2017, the Senate 
disapproved the House amendments as it is substantially different from the version the 
Senate approved on Third Reading.  

Following the Senate's disagreement with the bill, SB1183, SD2, HD2 moved into the 
conference committee process, and members or "conferees" of both chambers were 
appointed by the Senate President and the House Speaker. The task of the conferees is to 
reach a compromise and agree upon a version of the bill to be submitted to both houses of 
the Legislature for final approval and transmittal to the Governor.  

While conference committee hearings are open to the public, testimony will not be 
accepted, and more importantly, unrelated or new subject matter amendments are usually 
not inserted during these hearings. Conversely, subject matter previously discussed related 
to SB1183, SD2, HD2 may be discussed during conference as the conferees work to reach a 
compromise on this bill. Final action of the conferees must take place on or before April 28, 
2017 (Final Decking deadline). 

If this bill passes through both chambers of the Legislature, it will be presented to the 
Governor. With less than 10 days prior to adjournment on May 4, 2017, the Governor has 
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45 days after adjournment, or by July 11, 2017, to sign the bill into law. If the Governor does 
not sign or does not veto the bill by July 11, the bill becomes law without his signature. 
Should the Governor veto the bill, he must inform the Legislature by June 26, 2017, or the 
35th day after adjournment, and deliver the veto by July 11, 2017. If the bill is vetoed, it will 
not become law unless the Legislature successfully overrides the veto in a special session by 
a two-thirds vote in each chamber. The Legislature must convene in special session at or 
before noon on July 11, 2017, to override the Governor's veto. 

6.3 Revenue Projections 

Figure 6-1 summarizes actual and projected GET surcharge revenue (4.3% growth factor) 
described in Section 6.1.3 with the current 90%/10% surcharge split with the State of Hawaii.  
The Project is expected to collect approximately $4.8 billion from the start of the FFGA 
grant period in October 2009 through the current surcharge sunset date of December 31, 
2027.  The projection totals $5.2 billion from the inception of the surcharge on January 1, 
2007, through the current sunset date of December 31, 2027. 

Figure 6-1: Annual Net GET Surcharge Revenues, FY2007–FY2028, YOE $ Millions 
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6.4 The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 

The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program provides 
federal credit assistance for qualified projects of regional and national significance. The 
HRTP is clearly a project of regional significance and is arguably a project of national 
significance. TIFIA's fundamental goal is to leverage federal funds by attracting substantial 
private and other non-federal co-investment in critical improvements to the nation's 
surface transportation system. 

While the Project does not currently plan to utilize TIFIA credit assistance to fund or finance 
the 20-mile, 21-station MOS, as it could inject even further delay to the Project as the 
application to the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) is reviewed, it is 
possible that the Project may apply for a TIFIA loan or other available federal credit 
assistance under the program to assist in the financing and construction of the deferred 
Pearl Highlands Parking Garage and associated access ramp as the potential Public-Private 
Partnership (P-3) approach to that deferred project develops in the months ahead. 

6.5 Upcoming Supplement to Financial Plan 

As stated in Section 6.2, the State Legislature is continuing to discuss multiple funding 
scenarios for the Project. There has been no decision at this time (April 27, 2017). The 
Financial Plan will be amended and transmitted to the FTA after funding decisions are made.  

As a point of reference, the chart below was included in the "Draft Update of the Financial 
Plan for Full Funding Grant Agreement" (December 1, 2016) and details the current funding 
status of the Project. This chart shows that cash balance are sufficient through FY 2027. 
However, after the current sunset date (December 31, 2027), there are insufficient funds to 
pay debt service on the bonds (refer to Draft Updated Financial Plan, Table A-1, page 48). 
The Project budget is projected at $8.165 billion before financing costs, while projected 
resources to December 31, 2027, are approximately $6.8 billion. 
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Figure 6-2: Project Financing Requirements 

 
 

Appendix J provides discusses the financial impacts of potential scenarios currently being 
discussed by the State Legislature. 
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7 Plan B ("Fallback Project") 

7.1 Description of Plan B Scope, Budget, and Schedule 

"Plan B" is the build-to-budget option, describing the process the City will undertake to 
deliver a transit system with seeming independent utility within the Project's existing 
budget. Plan B necessitates the City to defer stations, defer other Project components, and 
only construct the alignment as far as the Downtown Station.  

Plan B consists of the design and construction of an 18-mile grade separated fixed rail 
system from a terminus at East Kapolei Station in the west towards an eastern terminus at 
Downtown Station, near the Aloha Tower.  

Plan B assumes a revenue service date of July 2025 with a total capital cost of $6.8 billion, 
which includes $84 million (1%) for contingency and $464 million in financing costs.  

 The Plan B Project includes 18 miles of grade-separated fixed rail alignment, 
14 stations, 80 rail vehicles, and a 43-acre Rail Operations Center. 

 The Plan B net project cost is approximately $6.8 billion compared to the FFGA's 
Estimated Net Project Cost of $5.122 billion and is detailed in the Basis of Cost 
(Exhibit G-2 of Appendix G). 



Page 66 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

Figure 7-1: Plan B Project Alignment 

 

7.2 Plan B Challenges and Issues 

The Plan B terminus at Downtown Station makes it necessary to defer the Pearl Highlands 
Station (parking garage, transit center, and H-2 off-ramp) along with the Kalihi, Kapalama, 
Iwilei, and Chinatown Stations. In addition, the Plan B terminus of Downtown Station 
unavoidably defers the Civic Center, Kaka'ako, and Ala Moana Center Stations.  

The City plans to add these Project components and stations back when funds are available 
in the future (at a date uncertain at this time). The current impact to the system is 
calculable and includes loss of ridership, loss of farebox revenues, community 
disengagement and disruption, negative impact to Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 
opportunities including affordable housing opportunities, and the need for additional 
bus/paratransit service in affected communities at a higher per-mile cost. (The impact to 
ridership is quantified and described in detail in Appendix K.) Plan B also makes no provision 
for legal actions which likely would be filed against the City, HART, and the Project, as 
described in Section 7.2.3.  
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7.2.1 Lack of Contingency 

At the urging of the FTA's PMOC, HART has conducted both a Basis of Cost Estimate and a 
Basis of Schedule (refer to Exhibits G-2 and H-2 of Appendices G and H, respectively). These 
studies show that Plan B would have an estimated cost at completion of $6.8 billion 
including contingency and finance cost. However, Plan B would have only an approximately 
1% contingency ($84 million), and even this $84 million is not additional contingency for the 
Project but rather is allocated in the already awarded contracts. Consequently, there are no 
contingency funds available for the City Center section of the system from the Middle Street 
Station to the Downtown Station, although the estimated cost at completion does include 
$465 million for finance costs as previously estimated. 

We recognize that the FTA will not allow the Project to continue without a 12% to 15% total 
contingency amount available to Plan B. However, there are simply no funds left over or 
available in this current budget to make the Plan B option viable. The only other source of 
substantive cost reductions would be to eliminate additional stations, which are already 
under contract and will be subject to contractor claims should those stations be eliminated, 
and this would not be sufficient to supply the necessary level of contingency that the FTA is 
likely to require, nor deliver a transit system with independent utility. 

7.2.2 Operational and Functional Issues of Downtown Station Terminus 

HART will review the design of operations into Downtown Station since it was not designed 
to serve as a terminus station.  There may be impacts to both the optimum headways 
achievable and limitations to the required levels of service provided by the system.  More 
details can be found in Appendix M.   

Figure 7-2: Operating Pattern into a Downtown Station Terminus 
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The area around Downtown Station—Honolulu harbor, in particular the piers and land 
adjacent to Aloha Tower—is the only realistic location for a bus transit center, but the State 
of Hawaii, who owns this land, has other development plans for the area and is not willing 
to make this area available for a bus or other surface transportation transfer facility.  
Moreover, placing a bus transfer at the land adjacent to Aloha Tower is likely to create 
significant traffic congestion at the foot of downtown, which will also be significantly 
exacerbated by the 6,000 to 12,000 cruise ship passengers that need to be accommodated 
on days when cruise ships are in port and/or are ending or beginning cruises (as Honolulu is 
often the destination port or origination port for many cruise ships in the region).  The State 
has made it clear that they have their own master plan for a development in this area.  

7.2.3 Litigation Risks and Environmental Risks 

It is important to note that no environmental, ridership, or engineering analyses of an 
eastern terminus of the Project at the Downtown Station as described in Plan B have been 
conducted. Of concern are the environmental, air quality, pedestrian and rider safety, and 
traffic congestion impacts associated with establishing a surface transportation (TheBus and 
TheHandi-Van) transfer facility for riders to continue their journeys to and from other major 
employment centers in the city.  

These are the very impacts that Congress sought to address when the NEPA was enacted, so 
that government action and the needs of people living near such projects could be balanced. 
Consequently, it is very possible that plaintiffs could challenge an eastern terminus of the 
Project at the Downtown Station (and the elimination of other stations) as being in violation 
of the NEPA because there has been no environmental analysis of this alternative. If such a 
challenge were successful in federal court, a delay would be incurred while a SEIS and a new 
ROD are prepared, as well as likely appeals to the Ninth Circuit.  

The ridership impact of ending the Project at the Downtown Station could amount to a 
possible reduction of as much as 50% of the system ridership. Courts have taken cognizance 
of ridership reductions of significantly less impact, such as the Maryland Purple Line case 
still pending in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia, where the court 
saw total ridership variations of 1.6% to 3.2% as requiring further environmental analysis by 
the FTA and a resulting delay in construction (refer to Appendix K). Regardless of the 
outcome of the Purple Line case and whether an SEIS is required for year 2030 or 2040 
ridership variations, the litigation has resulted in almost all work on that project being 
suspended thus far for 8 1/2 months.  

In a separate case, project delays associated with a Ninth Circuit lawsuit involving Los 
Angeles Metro resulted in the suspension of work on the Lower Flower Segment of the 
Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project for 17 months. The litigation (among other 
claims) surrounded tunneling methods which affected plaintiffs that owned, or previously 
owned, certain real property near the planned subway route. The plaintiffs alleged 
numerous violations of the NEPA with respect to properly assessing the various impacts 
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including the Los Angeles Metro's mode of tunneling through the area in question.  The 
District Court, citing the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, stated that: 

In deciding whether a supplemental EIS is required, a court should consider each of 
the following issues: (i) whether the modified portion is a primary or secondary 
aspect of the overall project; (ii) whether the modifications are minor; and (iii) 
whether the modification will have environmental impacts that the agency has not 
yet considered. 

In applying these findings to the tunneling portion of the claims of the plaintiffs to the 
Lower Flower Segment, the District Court held that the FTA and Los Angeles Metro violated 
the NEPA because their FEIS failed to evaluate the impact that sequential excavation mining 
and open-face tunneling alternatives would have on the plaintiffs. On September 12, 2014, 
the court issued a Remedy Order, which: (1) ordered the FTA to further evaluate the 
sequential excavation mining and open-face tunneling alternatives; (2) partially vacated the 
ROD with respect to the FTA's approval of the cut-and-cover construction in the Financial 
District; and (3) issued an injunction enjoining cut-and-cover construction of the Lower 
Flower Segment between September 12, 2014, and February 5, 2016 (roughly 17 months).1  
The Ninth Circuit later upheld the District Court's decision in December 2016 but did not 
stay the injunction during the appeal.  

Given these precedents, any projected savings projected from a Downtown Station 
terminus of the Project under Plan B could be substantially offset by potential litigation 
costs, the costs of construction delays and project cost escalation, as well as likely material 
financing cost increases associated with any delays.  

There are estimates that producing a new SEIS for the Project will take 12 to 18 months to 
complete, followed by appropriate review by the PMOC, the FTA, and the federal Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ). Thus, a delay of as much as two years is reasonable to assume 
just for the completion of these additional SEIS reviews. Based on past experience on the 
Project and the case law described above, it is expected that the chances for further 
litigation are quite high. While the potential for injunctive relief for potential plaintiffs is 
unknowable at this time, the delay impacts associated just with the SEIS and the SEIS review 
by the FTA and CEQ are likely to be significantly compounded by the filing of expected 
litigation. And if an SEIS and revised ROD are prepared, it is also quite likely that plaintiffs 
would bring an action in federal court challenging the technical and substantive sufficiency 
of those environmental documents under the NEPA. 

7.2.4 SEIS and Modifications to the Programmatic Agreements 

There will need to be further environmental analysis of Plan B that will require the 
undertaking of a SEIS, additional ridership studies and, quite likely, the issuance of a revised 

                                                       
 
1 Today's IV, Inc., et al. v. FTA, 2014 WL 3827489 (C.D. Cal. 2014) 
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ROD, as outlined above in Section 7.2.3. A combination of relevant FTA regulations and case 
law decisions make clear that such documentation will be required and that the extent of 
the Project modifications under Plan B are so sweeping that the time to undertake, analyze, 
and approve the SEIS will be as much as 18 months to two years. 

Finally, the reduction in ridership and the reduction in Project benefits of Plan B are 
dramatic, as detailed below in Section 7.2.5. Plan B would engender a reduction in Project 
ridership in a range of 35% to as much as 62%. A project that may have as few as 40,000 
passengers per day to a high of only 76,000 passengers per day would fall dramatically short 
of the transportation system envisioned by the City and supported by the FTA and may not 
be considered a project of true independent utility in the final analysis.  

7.2.5 Reduced Ridership and Project Benefits 

Over a third of all HRTP passengers are expected to arrive at a station via feeder bus; 
therefore, the overall system ridership is sensitive to the underlying connecting bus route 
structure. Since Plan B eliminates stations in densely populated neighborhoods where riders 
will predominately walk to or from the rail system, this alternative alignment has a 
significant impact on the overall performance of an integrated rail-bus transit system in 
meeting overall mobility needs. 

In order to evaluate the potential impacts of the Plan B alternative on system ridership and 
mobility benefits, HART modeled two scenarios with varying levels of feeder bus services. 
The low scenario included an existing baseline (2012) bus network without changes to peak-
period commuter express and regional routes—thus preserving one-seat rides for some 
customers. The high scenario included the same supporting bus network as in the FEIS, 
which includes a comprehensive restructuring of regional and express routes to integrate 
with rail.  

Both high and low scenarios included three new feeder bus routes to connect the 
Downtown Station with Ala Moana Center, Waikiki, and the University of Hawaii, in order to 
replace the capacity provided by Plan A. While neither of these scenarios represented an 
optimized feeder bus network, they generally reflect the range of ridership outcomes that 
could be expected. 

The Plan B scenarios were modeled using an updated regional travel demand modeling 
system. The TransCAD 6.1 model has been adopted by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (OahuMPO) and incorporates updated population and land use forecasts, as 
well as new travel behavior survey data and state-of-the-art forecasting methodologies. The 
new model uses the same platform developed for the regional transportation plan and also 
produces results which are consistent with the range of forecasts which have been 
produced for the Project to date.  
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Table 8-1: Comparison of Plans A and B, Total Rail Boardings, Year 2030 

Scenario 
Total Daily 
Rail Boardings 

Change Relative to Plan A 

Number Percent 
Plan A 121,615 – – 

Plan B – Low Scenario 49,230 (72,385) -60% 

Plan B – High Scenario 76,280 (45,335) -37% 

 

Most of the differences between the Plan B low and high scenarios were primarily due to 
changes in travel patterns associated with feeder bus usage. Plan B increases the 
importance of the feeder buses relative to Plan A, since it eliminates stations in the urban 
core which serve key employment and residential areas. Under Plan A, for example, 
approximately 40% of all eastbound trips (approximately 9,000 daily riders) between 6 a.m. 
and 9 a.m. are heading beyond downtown either on foot or via connecting bus. Under 
Plan B, these riders would either switch to buses or automobiles to make their trips. The 
Plan B alternatives also reduce the overall demand for park-and-ride, since the combined 
downtown rail-bus system is less effective at serving travel demand than Plan A. Overall, 
approximately 45% of the rail riders under Plan B would originate their trip on a bus—up 
from approximately 35% under Plan A.  

7.3 Conclusion 

Based upon the analysis of the Plan B scope, budget, and schedule; its lack of any 
appreciable contingency; its substantive operational and functional deficiencies at its 
proposed Downtown Station terminus; the need for a SEIS and the associated litigation risk 
resulting from the issuance of the SEIS and the potential modification to the ROD; and the 
reduced ridership and project benefits; Plan B entails substantive negative impacts and does 

not support the concept of a "system of independent utility" within FTA guidelines.  While we 
are grateful to the FTA for urging HART to examine the possibility of building the project to 
budget and understand the reason for proposing the Downtown Station as the east-side 
terminus, it is clear that Plan B is not the preferred alternative based on this analysis.  
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Appendix A: Project Maps 

Exhibit A-1: HRTP Full Alignment 
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Exhibit A-2: Project Progress and Status 
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Exhibit A-3: Plan B Alignment – Overview 
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Exhibit A-4: Plan B Alignment – Detail 
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Exhibit A-5: HECO Working Clearances and Relocations 
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Appendix B: Primary and Secondary Mitigation Measures 

Exhibit B-1: Cost Constraints 

 



Page 80 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Honolulu Rail Transit Project Page 81 of 249 

Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017  
 

Appendix C: Decision-making Matrix 

Exhibit C-1: Excerpt from Decision-making Matrix 
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Appendix D: Program Risks 

Exhibit D-1: Excerpt from Risk Tractability Log 
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Appendix E: Ryder Levett Bucknall USA Quarterly Construction 
Cost Report, Fourth Quarter 2016 
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Appendix G: Basis of Cost Estimate 

Exhibit G-1: Plan A (Preferred Project) 
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Appendix I: Plan A Ridership Forecasts 
 

I-1 Four-Car Trains 

Project ridership forecasts were updated in 2013 when HART switched the operating plans 
from a mixed fleet operation to fixed, four-car trainsets running at slightly longer headways. 
At that time, the travel demand forecasting model parameters were also updated to better 
differentiate rail from traditional bus services. These new model parameters accounted for 
factors such as reliability, passenger amenities, increased seating, and schedule-free 
services.1  At the time of the FFGA, analysts estimated that 114,400 daily passengers would 
use the rail transit system in 2030.2   

Using the four-car methodology, approximately 119,600 daily passengers were expected to 
use the system, or an increase of approximately 5% relative to the FFGA forecast. Overall, 
these forecasts remained consistent with the range of ridership estimates included in the 
technical studies that were part of the FEIS.  

I-2 Regional Model Update 

In 2016, HART began using the latest Oahu MPO travel demand forecasting model. This new 
tour-based model uses the TransCAD 6.1 software platform and is faster and more robust 
than the previous MINUTP model. The geographic information systems-based model 
incorporates updates to long-range population and land use forecasts from the City and 
County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting, as well as travel behavior data 
from 2012 surveys of households, visitors, and transit riders. The new model also updates 
the committed short-range highway and transit projects included in the regional 
transportation plan which are likely to be completed by 2030. The new model retains the 
supporting bus network described in the Project's FEIS, although ferry routes and associated 
feeder buses (eliminated in 2009) were removed from the model.  

A comparison of the FFGA, Four-Car Model, and Updated Project Model (Oahu MPO) 
ridership forecasts by means of station access are shown in Exhibit I-1. The new model 
forecasts approximately 121,600 rail passengers per day in 2030. This is approximately 2% 
higher than the four-car model forecast and 6% higher than the FFGA forecast. The new 
forecasts predict that approximately 55% of rail passengers (67,300 passengers) will walk to 
a station—an increase from 28% in the previous forecasts. The share of rail passengers 
connecting from a feeder bus decreases from 60% in the previous forecast down to 36% 
(44,100 daily passengers). Formal park-and-ride demand decreases from approximately 7% 
of all rail trips down to approximately 5% of all trips. 

                                                       
 
1 The new model parameters are called non-included attributes. 
2 Based on an end-to-end running time of 44.3 minutes, a peak headway of 2.4 minutes, and an off-peak headway of 4.7 minutes. 
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Exhibit I-2 shows the boarding and alighting patterns for the 22,600 east-bound rail 
passengers during the A.M. Peak Period (6 a.m. to 9 a.m.) by station mode of access. 
Approximately 66% of the east-bound passengers board the rail system west of the Aloha 
Stadium Station. In addition, approximately 40% of the alightings occurs at stations east of 
Downtown Honolulu (about 9,000 alightings). Exhibit I-3 shows the 8,900 west-bound 
boardings and alightings. Approximately half of the west-bound boardings occur east of the 
Downtown Station (4,400 boardings). 

Exhibit I-1 Comparison of HRTP Ridership Forecasts, Daily Rail System Boardings, 
2030 

Forecast (Date) 

Means of Station Access 

Walk/ 
Bike Bus Drop Off Parking Total 

FFGA Forecast (2/2012) 28,850 61,370 9,240 14,890 114,350 

Four-Car Model (8/2013) 33,420 71,320 5,580 9,270 119,590 

Updated Model (1/2017) 67,320 44,090 3,300 6,910 121,620 

 

Exhibit I-2 East-bound Rail Boardings/Alightings, A.M. Peak Period (6 a.m.–
9 a.m.), 2030 
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Exhibit I-3 West-bound Rail System Boardings/Alightings, A.M. Peak Period 
(6 a.m.–9 a.m.), 2030 
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Appendix J: Financial Projections 

J-1 Financing of the Project 

The following sections describe the financial impacts of balancing the requirements of the 
Project relative to various GET surcharge sunset dates and the percentage GET revenue 
splits with the State of Hawaii.  

J-1.1 Debt Financing Required 

The chart below illustrates that costs incurred during the majority of the construction 
period (through FY 2026) are substantially higher than the combined GET surcharge and the 
federal grant revenue. Debt proceeds will be required to bridge this gap during the 
construction period.  

Exhibit J-1: Project Financing Requirements 

 
 

J-1.2 Debt Financing Structure 

The Project will use both short-term revolving Tax Exempt Commercial Paper (TECP) and 
long-term General Obligation (GO) bonds to finance the Project. The City has authorized up 
to a maximum outstanding amount of $350 million in TECP. Currently, there is $60 million 
of TECP outstanding. The commercial paper will be converted to long term GO bonds 
annually during construction. After construction, the GET surcharge revenue will be used to 
pay annual debt service on the long-term bonds secured during the construction period. 
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J-1.3 Financial Projections 

As of this time, the State Legislature is continuing to discuss funding for the Project. There 
has been no decision (refer to the discussion on the status of the GET legislation in 
Section 6.2). The following details Senate Bill 1183, Senate Draft 2, House Draft 2 (Bill 1183), 
the vehicle moving through the legislative process, as well as 10-year GET extensions under 
an 80%/20% split and a 90%/10% split with the State. 

J-1.3.1 Bill 1183 

The current bill as of April 2017 contains the following parameters:  extension of the GET 
surcharge revenue for two years to December 31, 2029, with the State retaining 1% of the 
revenue (rather than the current 10%) starting on January 1, 2018. The projections 
contained in this section assume the following: GET surcharge revenues growing at 4.3% to 
December 31, 2027; 3% GET growth rate thereafter; interest rate ranging from 3% to 4.0%; 
and all debt paid off by the GET sunset date.  

The following charts compare resources and uses for the Project. The green dashed line 
represents resources to the project including the federal grants, debt proceeds, and the GET 
surcharge. After constructions, the green dashed line represents GET surcharge revenues. 
The multicolored bars represent Project costs and debt service payments.   

Under the current version of Bill 1183, GET revenues would grow from approximately 
$4.8 billion to $5.8 billion. However, because construction continues up to the Revenue 
Service Date in December 2025, there is a short time period to repay the debt. As Exhibit J-2 
demonstrates, the annual GET surcharge revenue is insufficient to meet the higher debt 
service payments (principal and interest) after construction. This scenario results in a total 
deficit of $1.4 billion under the assumptions stated above. If the assumptions are "stressed" 
by lowering the revenue growth rate to 3.0% starting in FY 2018 through the sunset date 
and adding other costs, the total deficit would nearly double. To address the projected 
deficit of $1.4 billion, the City would need to infuse approximately $100 million per year 
starting in FY 2018 to pay off the debt obligations. 
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Exhibit J-2: Project Funding under Bill 1183 ($ in millions) 

 

 

J-1.3.2 Ten-year Extension with an 80%/20% Split 

Exhibit J-3 summarizes a 10-year GET surcharge extension that increases the State retention 
to 20% effective in FY 2018 (July 1, 2017). Under this scenario, GET revenues would increase 
from $4.8 billion to $8.1 billion. Debt proceeds of approximately $4.0 billion would be 
required at a financing cost of $1.6 billion. This scenario is projected to have 8 years of 
ending-year deficits starting in FY 2030. The City would need to offset these annual 
shortfalls by other revenue sources averaging approximately $35 million per year.  If the 
projections is "stressed" utilizing the same factors as above, the other revenue source 
funding would increase to approximately $170 million per year. 

Exhibit J-3: Funding at 80%/20% GET Split to 12/31/2037 ($ in millions) 
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J-1.3.3 Ten-year Extension with a 90%/10% Split 

Exhibit J-4 summarizes a 10-year GET surcharge extension that keeps the existing State 
retention at 10%. Under this scenario, GET revenues would increase from $4.8 billion to 
$8.9 billion. Debt proceeds of approximately $3.5 billion would be required at a financing 
cost of $1.4 billion. There are no years after construction in in which debt payments are in 
excess of GET surcharge revenues. However, after construction from FY 2027 to FY 2033, 
the GET revenue is only slightly more than the projected debt service payments. This 
scenario has only limited ability to meet deviations from the economy or fluctuations in 
processing returns by the State during this post-construction period. After FY 2033, the 
annual GET revenues continue to grow and are safely above the annual debt service 
payments. 

If the projections are "stressed" under the same stress assumptions as in the above 
examples, this "stressed" scenario is projected to have 11 years of annual deficits starting in 
FY 2028. The City would need to offset these annual shortfalls by other revenue sources 
averaging approximately $90 million per year, if GET revenue grows at 3% and other costs 
are increased. 

Exhibit J-4: Funding at 90%/10% GET Split to 12/31/2037 ($ in millions) 

 

J-2 Network Operating Plan 

Under the full 20-mile alignment, total transportation system operation and maintenance 
costs would total approximately $524 million in FY 2026 including rail, bus, and Handi-Van 
operations. On November 8, 2016, voters approved an amendment to the City Charter 
(Amendment 4) to transfer the responsibility for operations and maintenance to the City’s 
Department of Transportation Services and set up a Fare Commission to recommend 
changes to the public transit fare structure.  This charter change is effective July 1, 2017. 
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Under Plan B, there will be an approximate 40% reduction in rail ridership decreasing from 
121,000 riders per day to approximately 76,000 riders per day. This loss in rail ridership 
would place greater demands and costs on bus transportation as riders would use buses to 
reach areas where rail stations were eliminated. Increased bus costs would also be incurred 
to transport rail passengers to and from the Aloha Tower Station. It is estimated that any 
reduction in rail costs associated with the shorter rail route would be offset by higher bus 
costs to service the shorter rail alignment.  

Total fare revenue would drop by at least $11 million under Plan B relative to the full 
20-mile alignment due to the decrease in system-wide ridership. This decrease in revenue 
would therefore need to be offset by higher fare rates and a higher subsidy level than under 
the full 20-mile alignment.  
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Appendix K: Plan B Required SEIS and Associated Litigation Risk 

For the reasons described herein, Plan B—which would change the eastern terminus of the 
Project from the Ala Moana Center Station to the Downtown Station—will require, at a 
minimum, a SEIS and/or likely a revised ROD on the Project. Undertaking a SEIS and/or the 
resulting change to the ROD will most certainly be required if the change of the Project's 
eastern terminus to the Downtown Station is to be accomplished within the $6.8 billion 
budget currently projected to be available to the Project. The issuance of a SEIS and and/or 
a change to the ROD—which almost certainly will follow, given the extent of changes to the 
Project if Plan B is adopted—will be the last or final agency action on the Project, clearly 
subjecting these revised environmental documents to judicial review.  

HART's ROM analysis in June 2016 of what has become Plan B identified that at least seven 
stations—Kalihi, Kapalama, Iwilei, Chinatown, Civic Center, Kaka'ako, and Ala Moana 
Center—would need to be eliminated in order to reach the Downtown Station within the 
projected $6.8 billion currently available for the Project. More importantly, however, the 
elimination of these stations is projected to reduce ridership on the system by as much as 
one-half, ranging from a 35% reduction in ridership to as much as a 62% reduction in 
ridership—potentially as many as 72,000 riders per day by 2030 of the Project's projected 
ridership—which calls into question whether this shortened project would meet the FTA 
requirement that the Project have independent utility. 

However, even if all of the stations were built between the western terminus at East Kapolei 
and the Downtown Station, the elimination of the Civic Center, Kaka'ako and Ala Moana 
Center Stations would still trigger an environmental review of some sort and a potential 
modification of the ROD on the Project, as the elimination of these three stations alone 
would potentially effect nearly 25% of the projected system ridership (just with respect to 
these three stations). The elimination of these stations undercuts the basis for the ROD, 
namely:  improvements to corridor mobility; support for transit development, especially in 
the Kaka'ako neighborhood; and meeting the transit equity assumptions in the FEIS. 

More importantly, however, there are significant physical changes required at ground level 
to address the logistics of tens of thousands of passengers on a daily basis originating or 
terminating their rail transit trips at the Downtown Station. The siting of a TheBus and 
TheHandi-Van transfer facility and the associated environmental impacts of passenger and 
pedestrian safety, marshalling of buses, and increased traffic congestion in the Downtown 
Station vicinity will all need to be analyzed and memorialized in some written manner. 
Regardless of the form the memorialization may take—either an SEIS or some other 
document—it will constitute a new final agency action which opens that action to judicial 
review. 
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Although the NEPA lacks a citizen-suit provision, a plaintiff may seek judicial review of any 
final agency action pursuant to the NEPA under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA).3 To 
meet the APA standing requirement, the plaintiff must simply be "adversely affected or 
aggrieved ... within the meaning of a relevant statute" by some final agency action.4 Thus, 
any citizen need only show that he or she is "adversely affected or aggrieved ... within the 
meaning of [the NEPA] statute"—a very low bar for standing to sue. 

K-1 Background 

The Project is described in the ROD by the FTA as "consist[ing] of the 20 mile elevated 
guideway with 21 stations and supporting facilities."5 The relevant portion of the ROD for 
the purposes of this analysis states: "East of Middle Street the guideway will follow 
Dillingham Boulevard to the vicinity of Ka'aahi Street and then turn east to connect to 
Nimitz Highway near Iwilei Road. The guideway will follow Nimitz Highway east to 
Halekauwila Street, and then proceed along Halekauwila Street past Ward Avenue, where it 
will transition to Queen Street. The guideway will cross from Waimanu Street to Kona Street 
in the vicinity of Pensacola Street. The guideway will run above Kona Street to Ala Moana 
Center."6 

As a starting point, changing the eastern terminus of the Project to something other than 
Ala Moana Center will require an evaluation of the environmental and ridership 
assumptions assumed in the FEIS that undergirds the ROD. Additionally, the Project's ROD 
identifies the Project as a 20-mile, 21-station project with a specified terminus at Ala Moana 
Center. While terminating the Project at the Downtown Station has been preliminarily 
determined by the FTA to be considered a project that would provide independent utility 
(as required under the NEPA and related FTA regulations to assure that projects will result 
in a useable transportation facility and will be a reasonable expenditure of federal funds 
even if no additional improvements in the area are made), that has been only a working 
hypothesis and not a final determination by the FTA. 

Moreover, while terminating the Project at the Downtown Station may meet the 
requirements of a project of independent utility, the impacts on ridership and broader 
environment impacts will need to be evaluated in either a SEIS or other evaluations short of 
an SEIS that still may be time consuming. In either event, an SEIS could also require a 
revised ROD. Regardless of which course is chosen related to a new terminus location, any 
additional environmental analysis will be a final or last act of government and thus subject 
to judicial review. 

                                                       
 
3 Administrative Procedure Act, Pub. L. No. 79–404, 60 Stat. 237.  
4 Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation, 497 U.S. 871, 883 (1990). 
5 Record of Decision on the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project in Metropolitan Honolulu, Hawaii by the Federal Transit 
Administration, 6, January 18, 2011.  
6 Id. at 7. 
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K-2 Relevant Regulations 

Title 23 CFR Section 771.130 speaks specifically to instances when SEISs are required. The 
regulation states that an EIS shall be supplemented whenever the Administration 
determines that:  

(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant environmental 
impacts that were not evaluated in the EIS; or  

(2) New information or circumstances relevant to the environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant 
environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS.7 

Terminating the Project at the Downtown Station was never analyzed in the Project's EIS. 

Section 771.130 continues, however, to indicate there may be circumstances where a 
supplemental EIS is not necessary, as follows: 

(b) However, a supplemental EIS will not be necessary where:  

(1) Changes to the proposed action, new information, or new circumstances 
resulting in a lessening of adverse environmental impacts evaluated in the 
EIS without causing other environmental impacts that are significant and 
were not evaluated in the EIS; or  

(2) The Administration decides to approve an alternative fully evaluated and 
approved final EIS, but not identified as the preferred alternative in such case 
a revised ROD shall be prepared and circulated in accordance with 
§771.127(b). (emphasis added)8 

The eastern terminus of the Project at the Downtown Station meets neither of these 
conditions described immediately above, as there has been no analysis of how riders 
terminating their trips at the Downtown Station (perhaps as many as 20,000 to 30,000 
riders per day) would transfer to other surface transportation alternatives to continue their 
trips to the city's major employment locations along Kapiolani Boulevard adjacent to the 
Civic Center Station, Ala Moana Center, and beyond to Waikiki. On the other hand, transfers 
to TheBus and to TheHandi-Van at Ala Moana Center Station were analyzed extensively in 
the Project's FEIS. 

FTA regulations also specifically identify circumstances when a SEIS may be necessary for 
major new fixed guideway capital projects. Specifically, FTA regulations state the following: 

(e) A supplemental draft EIS may be necessary for major new fixed guideway capital 
projects proposed for FTA funding if there is substantial change in the level of detail 

                                                       
 
7 23 CFR § 771.130(a). 
8 23 CFR § 771.130(b). 



Page 236 of 249 Honolulu Rail Transit Project 

 Recovery Plan – April 28, 2017 
 

 

on the project impacts during project planning and development. The supplemental 
will address site-specific impacts and refined cost estimates that have been 
developed since the original draft EIS. It would appear that a change to a city 
terminus to the Downtown. 

(f) In some cases, the supplemental EIS may be required to address issues of limited 
scope such as the extent of proposed mitigation or the evaluation of location and 
design variations for a limited portion of the overall project. Where this is the case, 
the preparation of a supplemental EIS shall not necessarily: 

(1) Prevent the granting of new approvals; 

(2) Require the withdrawal of previous approvals; or  

(3) Require the suspension of project activities for any activity not directly 
affected by the supplement. If the changes in question are of such magnitude 
to require reassessment of the entire action, or more than a limited portion 
of the overall action, the Administration shall suspend any activities which 
would have an adverse environmental impact or limited choice of reasonable 
alternatives until the supplemental EIS is completed.9 

It would appear that a change in the Project's terminus to the Downtown Station would 
meet the requirements of Subsection (e) cited above, given that there will be extensive site-
specific impacts at the Downtown Station such as the construction of a stub Y track to 
reverse the trains' direction at that location as well as the pedestrian safety, parking, traffic 
congestion, and air quality impacts that result from creating a bus transfer facility 
somewhere adjacent to the Downtown Station (which may not physically be possible). 
Other physical impacts at ground level also will need to be analyzed since possibly as many 
as three times the number or transit users than estimated in the FEIS will embark and 
disembark at that station. Of greatest importance, however, is an environmental evaluation 
of how the rail transit users will transfer from and to TheBus, TheHandi-Van, and other 
surface transportation modes to complete their journeys. There is no such analysis of these 
issues in the FEIS or the Project's ROD. In the most recent meetings with the FTA about Plan 
B and the potential to terminate the Project at the Downtown Station, it has been 
acknowledged that a SEIS is almost surely to be required should Plan B be pursued. 

K-3 Impact on Ridership 

There are precedents under which rail transit projects funded, in part, by FTA grants that 
have been subject to extensive litigation and delays because of claims that the projects 
failed to satisfy their NEPA obligations. 

                                                       
 
9 23 CFR § 771.130(e) & (f). 
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If a determination is made to pursue Plan B, three stations in the original scope of the 
project—Civic Center, Kaka'ako, and Ala Moana Center Stations—would be eliminated, at a 
minimum. As a result of this further analysis of Plan B, it has been determined that at least 
the Kalihi, Kapalama, Iwilei, and Chinatown Stations also would have to be eliminated—and 
depending on available resources and the need to fund contingencies for this segment, 
other stations may also need to be eliminated. The elimination of additional stations 
beyond those four, however, would result in potential contractor claims that would 
minimizing the funding yield from their elimination and might just simply raise costs. The 
total projected ridership impact to the three stations that are certain to be eliminated, 
measured in daily boardings, amounts to nearly 29,000 riders or nearly 25% of the total 
system ridership projected in the Project's EIS. The ridership impact on the elimination of 
the additional four identified stations under Plan B reduces ridership by as much as one-half 
or more, as more fully described above.  

K-4 Relevant Case Law Precedents 

In March 2014, the FTA issued a ROD approving the Purple Line Project, a 16.2-mile light rail 
project in Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, Maryland, which was dependent on 
a billion-dollar federal grant. Environmental interests filed a lawsuit (Friends of the Capital 
Crescent Trail, et al. Plaintiffs, v. Federal Transit Administration, et al. v. State of Maryland) 
in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia against the FTA, the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the USDOT, and the United States Department of the 
Interior. The state of Maryland intervened as a defendant.  

In the original complaint, the plaintiffs challenged the FTA's ROD and related approvals by 
the FWS under the APA and raised multiple claims under the NEPA, the Federal Transit Act, 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
alleging that the defendants failed to comply with the relevant statutes and regulations, 
including that: 

1. The defendants violated the NEPA by refusing to prepare a SEIS in spite of changes 
to the project, its circumstances, and new information.  

2. The defendants violated the core requirements of the NEPA by failing to fully and 
fairly assess the impacts of the project and alternatives to it and failing to document 
properly how the project would comply with applicable laws. 

3. The defendants violated the substantive obligations imposed by the Highway Act 
and other statutes and regulations governing transportation projects. 

The plaintiffs later added to their suit the ridership and safety issues raised by the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), considering that both ends of 
the Purple Line would connect with WMATA stations as additional reasons why the project 
should be blocked. Specifically, the plaintiffs asserted that the Purple Line ridership 
numbers were inflated and should be revised downward based on WMATA ridership 
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reductions of 6% on weekdays and 12% on weekends (2015 versus 2016 statistics) due to 
system safety concerns and system reliability concerns associated with deferred 
maintenance of the WMATA system. It is important to note that WMATA generated 
boardings are projected to be only 27% of all boardings on the Purple Line, or as expressed 
as a whole, 1.6% to 3.24% of the total Purple Line ridership—a very small ridership variation, 
of which the court nonetheless took cognizance.  

On August 3, 2016, the District Court entered partial summary judgment in favor of the 
plaintiffs, holding that:  

1. The FTA's decision to disregard ridership and safety issues was arbitrary and 
capricious in violation of the APA. 

2. The FTA would need to prepare a SEIS on ridership and safety issues. 

3. Vacatur of FTA's ROD for the Purple Line was the appropriate remedy for the FTA 
and MTA's failure to consider WMATA ridership and safety issues. 

Consequently, the FTA and MTA were charged with the preparation of a SEIS. However, on 
November 22, 2016, on motions filed by the FTA and MTA, the District Court cited 
"persuasive" case law in the District of Columbia Circuit that the proper course of action 
would be to require the FTA to determine whether a SEIS was required by NEPA regulations. 
The District Court explained in the amended order that should the FTA determine that a 
SEIS is not required, it then would return to the issue of whether a SEIS is legally required by 
NEPA in light of the WMATA safety issues and reduced ridership. 

The FTA submitted its determination on the necessity for a SEIS on December 16 and found 
that one was not, in fact, needed because "changes in transit ridership, especially decreases, 
normally do not significantly alter the environmental impacts caused by a project." The FTA 
alleged that "adverse environmental effects from changes in ridership tend to result when 
substantial increases in ridership require larger stations or facilities, or more frequent 
service to accommodate riders."10 The District Court has set a schedule for briefs to 
consider whether the FTA's determination is correct, the last of which were due at the end 
of January 2017. It is unclear whether the District Court will find the FTA's determination to 
be in accord with the APA. Moreover, even if the District Court rules for the FTA on the SEIS 
issue, it is unclear what will happen with respect to the vacated ROD, and it bears mention 
that the plaintiffs' other claims still remain to be adjudicated. However, it is entirely possible 
that if the MTA and FTA must prepare a new SEIS, they will also need to prepare a new ROD. 
Consequently, the litigation on the Purple Line does not appear to be close to a conclusion, 
and the project has been halted since August 3, 2016, which was just five days before the 
FTA was to sign a FFGA for $900 million on that project.  

                                                       
 
10 MTA Purple Line-Consideration of Submitted Materials from Friends of Capital Crescent Trail and Assessment of Potential Effects 
of WMATA Ridership/Safety Issues on Purple Line Ridership, Federal Transit Administration, 2, December 13, 2016. 
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There are cases in which significant changes to projects operating subject to an FEIS and 
ROD have needed to complete a supplemental NEPA analysis:  in the event "(i) the agency 
makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns; or (ii) there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts." It bears note that 
courts have often opted to interpret the CEQ regulations to require an additional ROD in 
cases where a SEIS is required. 

Most recently, the Los Angeles Metro was required by a federal court in 2014 to prepare a 
supplemental NEPA analysis to "explain why open-face tunneling alternatives were rejected 
on the Lower Flower Segment in downtown Los Angeles." This case arose "from the June 29, 
2012, decision of FTA, approving the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project (the 
"Project") … [that] involves the construction of a new subway line in the City of Los Angeles 
that will connect certain existing stations." The "[p]laintiffs own, or previously owned, 
certain real property that is near the planned subway route." The plaintiffs alleged 
numerous violations of the NEPA with respect to properly assessing the impacts of the Los 
Angeles Metro's mode of tunneling through the area in question.  

The plaintiffs, the FTA, and the Los Angeles Metro filed for summary judgment, and in 2014 
the United States District Court for the Central District of California granted in part and 
denied in part the plaintiffs' and defendants' motions. The Court partially vacated the ROD, 
remanded the matter back to the Los Angeles Metro, and required a "supplemental NEPA 
analysis (either a supplemental EIS or supplemental Environmental Analysis) that addresses 
the feasibility of the Open–Face Shield and SEM tunneling alternatives." The Court further 
ordered that "the FTA shall issue either a Finding of No Significant Impact or an Amended 
ROD." 

In analyzing the adequacy of the FEIS and ROD, the Court explained while the CEQ 
regulations do not define the term "substantial changes" that may require an SEIS, the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has held that:  "In deciding whether a 
supplemental EIS is required, a court should consider each of the following issues: 
(i) whether the modified portion is a primary or secondary aspect of the overall project; 
(ii) whether the modifications are minor; and (iii) whether the modification will have 
environmental impacts that the agency has not yet considered." 

The Ninth Circuit further explained that "[w]hen determining whether to issue a 
supplemental EIS, an agency must 'apply a rule of reason,' not supplementing 'every time 
new information comes to light' but continuing to maintain a 'hard look' at the impact of 
agency action when the 'new information is sufficient to show that the remaining action will 
affect the quality of the human environment in a significant manner or to a significant 
extent not already considered.' "11 

                                                       
 
11 Today’s IV, Inc. v. FTA,  2014 WL 3827489, at *33  (C.D. Cal. May 29, 2014)(quoting League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue 
Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Connaughton, 13–35653, 2014 WL 1814172, ––– F.3d –––– (9th Cir. May 8, 2014). 
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The Ninth Circuit also relied on the CEQ regulations in holding that "[w]hen a supplemental 
EIS becomes necessary, the agency must "prepare, circulate, and file a supplement ... in the 
same fashion (exclusive of scoping) as a draft and final statement." The Ninth Circuit quoted 
40 CFR Section 1502.9(c)(4) and 23 CFR Section 771.130(d) in explaining this process: "[a] 
supplement is to be developed using the same process and format (i.e., draft EIS, FEIS and 
ROD) as an original EIS, except that scoping is not required." 

Thereafter, Los Angeles Metro prepared a SEIS and a supplemental ROD while the plaintiffs 
appealed the District Court decision to the Ninth Circuit. The Ninth Circuit affirmed the 
District Court's decision on December 6, 2016. 

K-5 Conclusion 

It is important to note that no environmental, ridership, or engineering analysis of an 
eastern terminus of the Project at the Downtown Station as described in Plan B has ever 
been undertaken. Of greatest concern are the environmental, air quality, pedestrian, and 
rider safety and traffic congestion impacts associated with establishing a surface 
transportation (TheBus and TheHandi-Van) transfer facility for riders to continue their 
journeys to and from other major employment centers in the city.  

These are the very impacts that Congress sought to address when the NEPA was enacted so 
that government action and the needs of people living near such projects could be balanced. 
Consequently, it is very possible that plaintiffs could challenge an eastern terminus of the 
Project at the Downtown Station (and elimination of other stations) as being in violation of 
the NEPA because there has been no environmental analysis of this alternative. Moreover, 
it is also possible that a federal court could agree with such a challenge, thus forcing a 
potential delay while a SEIS and a new ROD are produced, to say nothing of likely appeals to 
the Ninth Circuit. 

While the ridership impact on ending the Project at the Downtown Station could amount to 
a possible reduction of as much as 50% of the system ridership, courts have taken 
cognizance of ridership reductions of significantly less impact, such as the Purple Line case 
cited above where the court saw total ridership variations of 1.6% to 3.2% as requiring 
further environmental analysis by the FTA and a delay in construction. 

Regardless of the outcome of the Purple Line case and whether an SEIS is required for year 
2030 or 2040 ridership variations, the litigation has resulted in almost all work on the 
project being suspended thus far for 8 1/2 months. Project delays associated with the Ninth 
Circuit case litigation involving Los Angeles Metro resulted in the suspension of work on the 
Lower Flower Segment of the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project for two years. 
Because of these precedents, any savings projected from an eastern terminus of the Project 
under Plan B at the Downtown Station should take into account potential litigation costs 
and the costs of construction delays and project cost escalation as well as likely material 
financing cost increases associated with any delays—should a federal court find that there 
are reasonable justiciable issues with respect to the Project's compliance with the NEPA or 
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should the court find that there was indeed a lack of compliance with the NEPA, 
notwithstanding the best efforts of all to comply.  

The Project has already endured its share of litigation. In two of the three lawsuits 
attempting to stop the Project or question the Project's compliance with both the NEPA 
and/or the Hawaii Environmental Policy Act, plaintiffs have been successful in shutting 
down all construction activities for up to 13 months in one case and shutting all planning 
activities for the City Center segment in another for almost the same amount of time. 
Fortunately, the project shutdowns mostly overlapped, but they could have been sequential 
had the lawsuits been filed at different times. White a third lawsuit was rejected on 
summary judgment without the imposition of a preliminary injunction, the record is clear 
that a SEIS that will most assuredly result in a final act of government which is clearly 
subject to judicial review.  

There are estimates that a Project SEIS will take 12 to 18 months to complete, followed by 
appropriate PMOC, FTA, and federal CEQ review. Thus, a delay of as much as two years is 
reasonable just for the completion of these additional EIS reviews. Additionally, based on 
past experience, it is expected that the chances for further litigation are quite high. While 
the potential for injunctive relief for potential plaintiffs is unknowable at this time, the delay 
impacts just associated with the SEIS and the SEIS review by the FTA and CEQ are likely to 
be significantly compounded with the filing of expected litigation.  

While there are other substantive negative impacts to pursuing Plan B, as described 
elsewhere in this appendix, the risk of litigation associated with changing the eastern 
terminus of the Project to the Downtown Station brings a higher degree of unpredictable 
risk.  
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Appendix L: HECO Relocations and Related Issues 

L-1 138kV, 46kV, and 12kV Overhead Power Line Working Clearance 
Resolution 

HART and HECO have come to an agreement to resolve HECO's concerns regarding 
adequate working clearances between HART's rail guideway and HECO's high-voltage 138kV 
transmission, 46kV sub-transmission, and 12kV distribution power lines and the associated 
steel or wood poles. In order for HECO's work crews to perform future maintenance, repairs, 
or pole replacements (utilizing their existing fleet of bucket truck vehicles), HECO has 
required horizontal working clearances of 50 feet for 138kV power lines, 40 feet for 46kV 
power lines, and 30 feet for 12kV power lines. In relation to the Project, this is the 
horizontal distance between HECO's overhead conductors and the HRTP's edge of guideway. 
HART was able to work with HECO to research and identify alternate equipment (vehicles) 
which would allow HECO's work to be performed in less horizontal space than originally 
required. With the use of these alternate vehicles, HECO has granted variances to their 
clearance requirements in certain areas that will enable existing poles to remain overhead 
and not be relocated as originally contemplated.  

HART assembled a Task Force to review and analyze mitigation options to the clearance 
issue, which explored both relocation and non-relocation alternatives. Some non-relocation 
alternatives that were discussed with HECO included "re-framing" poles, maintaining poles 
from alternate access areas, and using alternate vehicles. Re-framing is an adjustment of 
how the power line conductor attaches to the structural steel pole by eliminating (or 
shortening) the existing pole arms and relocating the insulator and conductor closer to the 
pole, resulting in additional clearance to the HRTP guideway. With re-framing, additional 
analysis of the adjacent poles were required to ensure any angle changes in the power lines 
can be supported by the adjacent existing structural poles. The review of alternate access 
areas included performing a pole-by-pole analysis of the HECO alignment to confirm if any 
frontage roads (such as Moloalo Street) or private property could be used to access poles, 
rather than the public right-of-way. Allowing HECO to work from the guideway was also 
reviewed and discussed, but this didn't provide adequate solutions to allow for HECO to 
perform its work. Alternate vehicles were another explored alternative and have become 
the primary solution to resolve the HECO clearance concerns. HECO successfully tested two 
new bucket trucks that can perform the 46kV work and two additional high-reach bucket 
trucks that can perform the 138kV work within less than their required horizontal working 
clearance.  

Alternatives for relocation of HECO facilities were also analyzed to mitigate cost and 
schedule. Traditional overhead and underground relocations were considered, with the 
cost-effective overhead relocations being the preferred solution. Relocating HECO's lines 
and attaching them to the rail guideway was another option considered; however, this 
option posed access and maintenance challenges for both agencies and was not pursued.  
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For the WOFH and KHG sections of the Project, HECO successfully tested two new bucket 
trucks (the Altec AN67-E100 and Altec TA45-L55, which are not currently in their fleet) that 
can perform the 46kV and 12kV maintenance work with less than their required working 
clearance. This will mitigate the need to relocate almost 90% of the 46kV poles/lines that do 
not meet the required working clearances. For the 138kV lines along WOFH and KHG, HECO 
and HART traveled to Colorado to review the operational capabilities of the Phoenix and 
Skybird bucket trucks. The Phoenix has an upward reach of 180 feet, a side reach of 79 feet, 
and a platform carrying capacity of 2,000 pounds. The Skybird has an upward reach of 210 
feet, a side reach of 102 feet, and a platform carrying capacity of 1,300 pounds. HECO has 
also found alternate cranes which will allow for less than the required working clearance. 
HECO has determined the extent of their power lines that can be addressed through the use 
of this new equipment and has granted variances on a case-by-case basis where possible. 
Variances include the 138kV lines along Kualakai Parkway and along Kamehameha Highway 
(west of HECO's Waiau Power Plant). HART is working to finalize the design for the 
additional necessary 46kV relocations along the WOFH section and is working to procure a 
designer to finalize the additional necessary 138kV relocations along the KHG section (east 
of HECO's Waiau Power Plant). For the Airport section of the Project, a HECO-HART 
combined solution of the use of alternate vehicles (identified on the west side), increased 
Navy easements, and redesigned (re-framed) pole arms will alleviate undergrounding the 
nine-pole 138kV system fronting Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam. This solution will not 
require underground relocations of this 138kV system. For the City Center section of the 
Project, HART and HECO have agreed to underground the two existing overhead 138kV lines 
along Dillingham Boulevard. HECO's 46kV and 12kV lines were already considered for 
relocation in the CCGS procurement, and HART's designers are progressing to a preliminary 
engineering 138kV design with feedback from HECO. 

HECO has provided a report for the 138kV alternate equipment and a separate report which 
covers the 46kV and 12kV alternate equipment. HART is required to purchase these 
alternate vehicles for HECO's future use, which will allow variances to HECO's clearance 
requirements and thus avoid costly line relocations (underground or overhead). As 
presented to HART's Board of Directors, the total underground relocation estimate for the 
138kV and 46kV lines along the WOFH and KHG sections is estimated to be $200 million. 
With the alternate vehicles, a potential savings of $138 million is possible.  

The equipment option costs are presented in the following exhibit, which includes 
relocation costs for WOFH and KHG (for those portions for which alternate equipment 
would not work and thus have to be relocated): 
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Exhibit L-1: HECO Equipment and Relocation Costs 

Equipment/Relocation Option Cost 

Altec Vehicle Cost for 46kV $  4,741,000 

Skybird and Phoenix Cost for 138kV 9,076,000 

46kV and 12kV Relocation (WOFH) 5,700,000 

138kV Underground Relocation (KHG) 32,000,000 

46kV Overhead on Shorter Poles (KHG) 10,000,000 

Total Cost with Vehicle Purchase $61,517,000 

 

For the Airport section, the 138kV underground relocation was included as a priced option, 
and HECO provided a letter allowing for the nine existing 138kV poles to remain in place by 
being re-framed to provide more horizontal working space. For the City Center section, the 
138kV relocations are included in the contractor's base scope. The overall solution for the 
Project consists of a variety of alternative solutions for each section of the alignment to 
either allow for a variance from the standard requirements or to perform the necessary 
relocations to allow for acceptable working clearances, as outlined below and as shown in 
Exhibit L-2:  

Exhibit L-2: HECO Relocation Solutions by HRTP Section 

HRTP Section Relocation Solutions 

WOFH 138kV – No relocations with use of Alternate Vehicles. 

 46kV – No relocations with use of Alternate Vehicles except in two areas that 
will require overhead-to-overhead relocations. 

KHG 138kV – No relocations for certain poles with use of Alternate Vehicles; 
relocation of overhead line to underground where variances were not granted. 

 46kV – Where 46kV lines are "under-built" to 138kV lines, replacement 46kV 
poles are required and allow for demolition of 138kV poles. 

Airport 138kV – Re-frame poles (shorten conductor arms); no relocations with use of 
Alternate Vehicles. 

 46kV – No relocations with use of Alternate Vehicles. 

City Center 138kV – Relocation of overhead lines to underground is included in the base 
scope. 

 46kV – Relocation of overhead lines to underground is included in the base 
scope. 
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L-3 Davis-Bacon Requirements 

HECO has a collective bargaining agreement that has different wage scales and allows 
payment to its labor forces bi-weekly, which does not satisfy the federal Davis-Bacon Act. 
Based on the State of Hawaii Department of Labor and Industrial Relations correspondence, 
HECO has begun the process to pay their employees weekly. HECO has submitted a rate 
conformance request that has thus far been denied by the United States Department of 
Labor (USDOL), although HECO has appealed. HECO and HART are still awaiting a final 
decision from the USDOL for the applicable rates. 
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Appendix M: Plan B Operational and Functional Issues 

An Operations and Maintenance analysis of the Plan B alignment has been conducted, with 
a focus on crossover configuration, headways, and operability into a terminus at the 
Downtown Station. 

Exhibit M-1: Operating Pattern into the Downtown Station Terminus 

 

The headway of Plan B, using the crossover east of Iwilei Station into Downtown Station and 
back, provides a best-case operating scenario headway of 6 minutes and 30 seconds. Given 
that the Downtown Station is currently designed as a side-loading platform station, 
alternating trains into the terminus is not an option due to passenger confusion regarding 
which platform to use.  

This headway is calculated as travel time plus dwells and schedule recovery at the terminus. 
Average dwell time for an urban city station is in the range of 20 to 25 seconds; however, a 
minimum dwell at a terminus is 52 seconds. Downtown station as per simulations done for 
the base alignment uses the 52-second dwell time for calculation purposes. It is important 
to note here that a 52-second dwell for at terminus station, makes no allowance for 
schedule recovery and therefore is insufficient and not a practical dwell for Revenue 
Operations.  

Terminus operations must provide options and inevitably play key roles in providing the 
flexibility and redundancy for Rail Operations. This issue is especially true of systems, such 
as the HRTP, which are capable of very short headways and considerable operational 
flexibility.  

The thoughtful location of crossovers and turnouts enhance and define operational 
flexibility. Crossover and/or turnback operations at or near a terminus, or mid-route, must 
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serve timely passenger loading and offloading requirements under both normal and failure 
management operations. 

The design of track configurations must also support efficient reversal of trains, 
optimization of headway, and increased passenger demands and volume on platforms 
during service adjustments or delays, supported by the following basic principles: 

 Minimum Headways:  The minimum headways must support the long-term system 
design headways for the segment, taking into account the integration and 
coordination with all the other parts of the network which may dictate specific 
headway requirements. Headways must take into account the minimum separation 
currently supported by the automated system, as well as minimum station dwells for 
passenger loading (typically approximately 20 seconds). Crossover locations, such as 
those proposed at the East Kapolei and Ala Moana Stations, are reasonable as front 
crossovers; however, they are slightly more restrictive (typically approximately 
105 seconds) due to the station dwell and direction reversal in comparison to rear 
crossovers, although in the case of the Project they could still offer shorter 
turnaround times due to their proximity to the terminus stations. Generally, as is the 
case for the Project, double crossovers are preferred, as a single front crossover 
design would add constraints to the maximum dwell times and prevent delaying the 
arrival of a following train. 

 Network Schedule Dependences:  Scheduled headways, and the pattern of arrivals 
and departures, will be affected by connections and other considerations at various 
points throughout the network (such as the other terminus station, crossovers 
junctions, and at single-track requirements). Therefore, headways and the pattern of 
arrivals and departures cannot necessarily be optimized for any individual station, 
but rather must be considered across the entire network. A non-holistic approach to 
scheduling will result in routine delays for trains approaching the terminus if their 
arrivals are constrained by a train which has not yet departed. Single-track 
operations into end station designs are particularly susceptible to this type of 
operational disruption.  

 Schedule Transitions:  During scheduled transitions, between peak and off-peak 
period levels of service, the incoming and outgoing in-service headways may be 
different as trains are added to, or removed from, service. This difference in 
headways can result in conflict and delays at junctions or at crossovers leading into a 
terminus location, where trains with higher or lower dwell requirements compete 
for a single platform. 

 Failure Management and Alternate Service:  In the event of a pre-planned 
maintenance, or shuttle operations due to a problem or incident at a terminus 
location or elsewhere along the line, the terminus station should support the 
maximum number of operating options, allowing as much residual service as 
practical. 
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The current guideway configuration locates special trackwork (crossovers) just east of the 
Iwilei Station location and offers a side-loading station (Downtown Station) as the eastern 
terminus for Plan B. The current configuration for Plan B does not support the basic 
operational principles depicted above and therefore does not support the concept of a 
"system of independent utility" within FTA guidelines. 
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