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Attention: Board Members

Regarding: REALISTIC VIEW OF THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY’S 2014 BUSINESS PLAN

Attached is a realistic view of the California High-Speed Train Project (CHSTP). Where it has been and where
it appears the Authority is planning to take it.

In 2008, the CHSTP was defined by California Assembly Bill-3034 and the resulting Proposition-1A.

Since then, we the public, law makers and the media have been saturated by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority’s promises and marketing campaigns to build something different than what the public agreed to
fund. The Sacramento Superior Court has ruled that to be the case.

The state has appealed the Superior Court’s finding and we are eagerly ready to defend the Court’s ruling.
The state’s lack of compliance with the law is a non-complex matter for the appeliate court to review and
come to the same finding as the lower court.

The Authority’s 2014 Business Plan just re-enforces how far the CHSTP has drifted from what the public
authorized by now pursuing critical Green House Gas (GHG) revenues that should be used by law to meet the
state’s 2020 GHG reduction goals. California Assembly Bill-32 (AB32) is just another funding law that the
Authority is prepared to bleed out to justify its continued existence.

It is now 2014, six years after the passage of Proposition-1A. It is time for the Authority to eliminate the
constant marketing campaigns which are included throughout the Authority’s 2014 Business Plan and the
rest of their communications.

We wish the Authority would allow the CHSTP to stand or fall on its own merit. Build what the public voted
on or go back to the voters and ask their permission to build something different. The concept may be
uncomfortable but it is simple and fair. Do not take limited AB32 Cap and Trade revenues and use them to
increase the state’s GHG emissions in the Central Valley.

Sincerely,
—

RANK OLIVEIRAT V¥ T~
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Ten Things You Didn’t Know About California High-Speed Rail

1. The first $1 billion construction contract from Madera to Fresno (won in June 2013 by a Tutor
Perini joint venture) doesn’t include track (or electrification). It is earthwork and grading,
drainage, bridges, etc.

2. That first construction contract is 29 miles of construction: 25 miles in the Merced to Fresno
project segment with final environmental approval and 4 miles in the Fresno to Bakersfield

project segment without final environmental approval. If the Fresno to Bakersfield segment
isn’t approved by July 12, 2014, the Tutor Perini contract may have to be renegotiated.

3. The first track section won’t be laid until after grading, drainage, bridges, etc. from
Merced/Madera to just north of Bakersfield is done.

4. The Merced/Madera to Fresno track won’t be electrified when open for trains in 2018. It may
be used by the Amtrak California San Joaquin line with new faster locomotives.

5. California High-Speed Rail will not run passenger service until 2022, when trains will run
between Merced/Madera and Sylmar/San Fernando Valley/Los Angeles on electrified track.

6. When running from San Francisco to San Jose, California High-Speed Rail trains will share
rail with the Caltrain commuter train, which is supposed to be electrified by 2019. When

eventually running from Los Angeles to Anaheim, California High-Speed Rail trains will
share rail with the Metrolink commuter train.

7. The California High-Speed Rail Authority claims the San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim

rail system (shared with commuter trains) will cost $67.6 billion (a Year of Expenditure

figure that isn’t adjusted to eliminate effects of inflation over many years). It no longer says
how much the entire system will cost.

8. When voting on the Proposition 1A bond measure in 2008, Californians were told the entire
system would be $45 billion (including lines to Sacramento and San Diego) and the trains
would be capable of running 2 hours and 40 minutes from San Francisco to downtown Los

Angeles and 30 minutes from San Francisco to San Jose. Voters were not told about high-
speed rail trains sharing track with slower commuter trains.

9. Environmental lawsuits against the California High-Speed Rail Authority often claim

inadequate consideration of running the track next to Interstate 5 in the Central Valley or next
to Interstate 580 over the Altamont Pass.

10. The state has sold Proposition 1A bonds. Some of the money that voters authorized to borrow

through Proposition 1A was designated for rail lines that will be shared with the California
high-speed train or that connect to the high-speed train line at stations.




3-

Introduction: “There Are Many Legacy Issues We Deal With.”

California High-Speed Rail Authority Chief
Executive Officer Jeff Morales responded to
a question about system cost at the February
11, 2014 Authority board meeting with the
comment “There are many legacy issues we
deal with.”

Regrettably, the California High-Speed Rail
2014 Business Plan does not deal with these
1ssues.

In this report, we deal with the many legacy
issues. And the outlook is grim.

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Accountability (CCHSRA) is a grassroots
organization formed in 2011 to represent
agricultural landowners in Kings County,
California as the Authority planned route
alignments that bisect and meander through
prime agricultural farmland. We assert that
the California High-Speed Rail Authority

The Worst of the Legacy Issues:

Foolhardy Promises to Voters in
Proposition 1A (2008)

Maximum nonstop service travel times for each
corridor that shall not exceed the following:

e San Francisco-Los Angeles Union Station:
two hours, 40 minutes.
e San Francisco-San Jose: 30 minutes.

Achievable operating headway (time between
successive trains) shall be five minutes or less.

The authority shall pursue and obtain other
private and public funds, including, but not
limited to, federal funds, funds from revenue
bonds, and local funds, to augment the proceeds
of this chapter.

ignored and demeaned our concerns during its planning process for the project segment between

Fresno and Bakersfield.

In April 2014, CCHSRA is a leading organization for making California High-Speed Rail
Authority accountable to Californians and Americans.

We have discovered that the California High-Speed Rail Authority continually tries to evade
“legacy issues,” in particular inconvenient provisions of Proposition 1A that 52.7% of California
voters approved in November 2008. In response, CCHSRA has helped to fill the policy analysis
vacuum resulting from inconsistent legislative branch oversight and almost non-existent

executive branch oversight.

With this wealth of knowledge, information, and experience, CCHSRA recognizes the legal and
practical inadequacy of the California High-Speed Rail Authority 2014 Business Plan. We have
produced our own version of a business plan that fulfills the letter and spirit of Proposition 1A
and subsequent laws. These laws were meant to give the legislature and the public an accurate
perspective on the project. We present this Business Plan to the California State Legislature and
the People of California and the United States.



‘When the Legislative and Judicial Branches of California Government

Failed to Serve the People, CCHSRA Demanded Accountability

Our members and representatives have spoken at almost every meeting of the California High-
Speed Rail Authority since 2011 and routinely attend state, regional, and local government
meetings related to the high-speed rail passenger train and its connectivity plan.

We focus our litigation on compliance with Proposition 1A (2008) and on adequate
environmental review of project segments under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

We work closely in coalitions with other organizations and public officials critical of the
activities of the California High-Speed Rail.

We contract with professional expert consultants in specialized fields for tedious untangling,
examination, and translation of Authority documents that obfuscate issues.

Our members and representatives have spoken at almost every meeting of the California High-
Speed Rail Authority since 2011 and routinely attend state, regional, and local government
meetings related to the high-speed rail passenger train and its connectivity plan.
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Our Choice on Organizing the CCHSRA Business Plan

Citizens for California High-Speed
The California High-Speed Rail Rail Accountability chooses to

UL LTy VA N BT M AT | Ye iy T--(- 3 organize our 2014 Business Plan

Requirements in Proposition 1A based on the sequence and categories
of questions that Proposition 1A and

Senate Bill 1029 ask the California
High-Speed Rail Authority to answer.

Prepare a detailed funding plan for that corridor or a
usable segment that identifies the sources of all funds
to be invested in the corridor, or usable segment, and | e pelieve the California Hi gh-Speed
the anticipated time of receipt of those funds based Rail Authority 2014 Draft Business
on expected commitments, authorizations,
agreements, allocations, or other means.

Plan essentially intersperses evasive
answers with irrelevant arguments in
support of its high-speed rail

Completion of all necessary project level program.
environmental clearances necessary to proceed to
construction. We disagree with the interpretation of

the California High-Speed Rail
Authority (cited on pages 9 and 15 of the 2014 Draft Business Plan) that the Business Plan
serves as a “roadmap” for its plan to develop the high-speed train system, with its bookends and
connectivity segments. State law does not describe the Business Plan as a roadmap.

Instead, the California High-Speed Rail Authority 2014 Business Plan is supposed to be a check
and balance established by the legislative branch (and endorsed by a vote of the people) to
protect taxpayers and ensure that the California High-Speed Rail Authority — an executive
branch agency — is accountable for how public money is spent. The legislative history of
Assembly Bill 3034 to put Proposition 1A on the November 5, 2008 ballot emphasizes
“oversight” and depicts the Business Plan as a discussion of “sources of funding, patronage,
project cost, foreseeable engineering and financial risks, and other related factors.”

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) developed its own California
High-Speed Rail Authority 2014 Business Plan to fulfill the letter and the spirit of the law. This
report continues our mission to compensate for the practice of the California High-Speed Rail
Authority to avoid accountability to the legislature and the people.
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Why Californians and the American People Need the CCHSRA Version of
the California High-Speed Rail 2014 Business Plan

How many Californians today could accurately describe the current status of California High-
Speed Rail or adequately explain the challenges facing this project? Based on our extensive
experience explaining California High-Speed Rail issues to ordinary Californians during the past
three years, we guess that only a thousand out of 38 million residents could describe the high-
speed rail program in a way similar to this simple yet comprehensive summary.

With such minimal public knowledge of fundamental aspects of the high-speed train program,
we believe poll results about support or opposition to the planned High-Speed Rail system reflect
emotional or ideological concerns, rather than an informed assessment of the program. In fact,
we are struck by how many ordinary Californians can’t even remember how they voted on
Proposition 1A in November 2008 — it was simply an ornament hung on the Presidential election.

A Concise History of California High-Speed Rail

To provide high-speed rail as another option for intercity travel and to reduce pollution from cars
and planes, 52.7% of Californians voted in November 2008 to let the state borrow about $10
billion by selling bonds. The state would start building a modern $45 billion high-speed rail
similar to what is in Japan, China, and Europe. The system would connect San Francisco, Los
Angeles, San Diego, and Sacramento, as well as other cities in between such as Fresno and
Anaheim.

Some bond money would help local and regional rail systems connect to high-speed rail.

The United States government then provided a few billion dollars, some through the 2009
stimulus package that President Obama signed into law.

When the cost turned out to be $98 billion, the state changed it to a $68 billion plan to connect
San Francisco and Los Angeles many years from now, using commuter rail lines at both ends.
Construction might start soon for a small stretch north of Fresno where hardly anyone lives.

In November 2013, a judge stopped the state from selling the bonds because

People in the Central Valley are complaining about the rail line going through their farms and
buildings. People who live in the San Francisco Bay Area want it to be silent and invisible. But
Governor Brown still likes it, so it continues. For years, we’ve heard construction is supposed to
start soon.
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Government Checks and Balances Aren’t Working to Ensure

Accountability

In the legislative branch, representatives of the People in the California State Legislature put
Proposition 1A on the November 2008 ballot and do not seem inclined to put another proposition
on the November 2014 ballot to amend or repeal Proposition 1A. Direct democracy has been
futile: a proposed statewide ballot initiative in 2011 to repeal Proposition 1A failed to obtain

enough petition signatures to qualify for the
ballot, and the outlook is uncertain for the
collection of signatures on petitions for a
new proposed statewide ballot initiative.

The executive branch in its various divisions
has cooperated with the California High-
Speed Rail Authority and has done virtually
nothing to hinder the program. Particularly
disturbing was how the California High-
Speed Passenger Train Finance Committee
approved bond sales in 2013 without
adequate background or deliberation
concerning the legality of those sales.

While the judicial branch has been diligent
in its oversight, issues argued in the courts
about California High-Speed Rail are too
arcane for most people. For example, how
many Californians know that one of the two
court decisions that blocked the state from
selling Proposition 1A bonds resulted from
an obscure tactic called a “bond validation”
lawsuit? It was filed by the California High-
Speed Rail Authority against any and all
interested parties. Yes, you were sued.

We recognize the reasoning of some
California High-Speed Rail supporters who

Examples of California High-Speed
Rail Authority Failures

to Inform the Public about Its
Internal Administrative Actions

Request to the Surface Transportation Board for
a waiver so construction could begin on the
Fresno to Bakersfield segment without complete
environmental review.

Request to the Federal Railroad Administration
for a waiver from Buy America laws for
assembly of two prototype trainsets.

Execution with the State Building and
Construction Trades Council of California of a
Project Labor Agreement (Community Benefit
Agreement) for Construction Package 1.

Internal planning in 2012 for a Supplemental or
Subsequent EIR/EIS on the Merced to Fresno
project segment for the Chowchilla Wye after
the Authority decided publicly in 2011 to
include it in the San Jose to Merced project
segment.

believe the appropriate role of the public effectively ended when 52.7% of state voters exercised
their democratic power to approve Proposition 1A in 2008. According to this line of thought, an
exceptionally ambitious project such as California High-Speed Rail can only succeed if the
experts are able to proceed through trial-and-error, without meddling and interference from the
government. Government audits and reports to the legislature merely distract and provide
committed opponents with authoritative sources to use selectively for public relations purposes.

We don’t agree with this perspective. In this constitutional republic, checks and balances are in
place so that agencies such as the California High-Speed Rail Authority are fully accountable to
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the People. This agency has the authority to spend and borrow staggering amounts of money that
future generations will need to pay back, with interest. It needs robust oversight from the People.

The legislature, the courts, the press, and ordinary citizens such as those in Citizens for
California High-Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) have identified numerous ways in which
the Authority circumvents the law and uses internal administrative decisions to evade public
scrutiny. Its response to requests for public records is sluggish and lackluster. Its staff reports and
mandated reports to the legislature are deceptive and incomplete. Only one Authority board
member of the nine consistently identifies ambiguities in staff reports and asks for more details.

Now the California High-Speed Rail Authority has produced a Draft 2014 Business Plan that is
incomprehensible to a reasonably educated Californian. It does not fulfill the intent of the
California State Legislature to provide requested information that would allow the legislature to
make an informed, accurate assessment of the program status. Like everything the California
High-Speed Rail Authority produces for external review, the 2014 Draft Business Plan is a
public relations product.

A reader of the 2014 Draft Business Plan gets the impression that California High-Speed Rail
Authority officials are feverishly traveling here and there (by train?) for meetings with potential
private investors in the High-Speed Rail System. Not stated: there are no private investors to
date, there aren’t any imminent private investors, and there probably won’t be any committed
private investors until the California High-Speed Rail Authority has spent significant taxpayer
funding on construction.

As another example, the Draft Business Plan repeatedly emphasizes how California High-Speed
Rail Authority will “create” jobs during construction and operation, although the law does not
require such references. While it’s understandable that the California High-Speed Rail Authority
would highlight job creation, the Business Plan lacks balance in that it neglects to determine how
much government funding will be spent per created job or the estimated long-term costs of
permanent jobs (cited as train operators, maintenance yard workers, and stations managers).

Will jobs for operations, maintenance, and security fall under the authority of a private company,
or will these jobs be filled by public employees? Under the authority of the federal Railway
Labor Act, workers in these jobs will presumably have union representation through Master
Labor Agreements, either negotiated with the California High-Speed Rail Authority or with the
private operator. Will these agreements be as generous as those negotiated between employee
unions and the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) District?

Seeing a need for an honest Business Plan that ordinary people can read and understand, Citizens
for California High-Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) produced and now distributes our
own version of the California High-Speed Rail 2014 Business Plan. We expect our Business Plan
to be a valuable tool for legislators, the press, and ordinary citizens as they consider the future of
California High-Speed Rail.



-12-

1. Preparation, Publication, Adoption, Submission of Business Plan
Improper Public Notice and Public Hearing Procedure for the 2014 Draft Business Plan

The California High-Speed Rail Authority apparently considers a press release posted on its
website as adequate public notice for a public hearing. And it apparently considers the fifth
method for public comment listed on the February 7, 2014 press release — “Provide public
comment at the Authority’s Board of Directors Meeting on February 11, March 11 and April 10”
— to fulfill its legal obligation for “at least one public hearing on the plan.” We don’t agree. We
believe this method violates the intent of the state legislature, if not the law.

“To ensure that the public has an opportunity to respond, the

Authority is providing five methods for submitting comments on
this draft plan.”

1. Online comment form through the Draft 2014 Business Plan website at:
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/About/Business_Plans/Draft 2014 Business_Plan.html

2. By email at 2014businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov

3. By U.S. mail to the Authority:

California High-Speed Rail Authority
Attn: 2014 Business Plan
770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

4. Voice mail comment at 916-384-9516

5. Provide public comment at the Authority’s Board of Directors Meeting on February 11,
March 11 and April 10.

We informed the Authority board in an April 2, 2014 letter about the flawed and probably illegal
administrative process for development of the California High-Speed Rail Authority 2014 Draft
Business Plan. To avoid a legal challenge, the California High-Speed Rail Authority needs to
comply with California Public Utilities Code Section 185033(b)(2). It needs to provide adequate
public notice of a legitimate public hearing as a stand-alone meeting agenda item for the public
to comment before the board on the Authority’s 2014 Draft Business Plan. The public hearing
needs to be acknowledged in subsequently approved minutes of the meeting. The public needs a
clear idea of public comments and how the Authority considered these comments and
incorporated into the Final 2014 Business Plan. The public needs a clear idea of how the
Authority considered and incorporated content of the sole legislative committee hearing.


http://www.hsr.ca.gov/About/Business_Plans/Draft_2014_Business_Plan.html
mailto:2014businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov
tel:916-384-9516
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Did the Authority Hold a Legitimate Public Hearing on the Plan?

The Authority did not provide the public with a notice indicating a “public hearing on the plan.”
We do not consider its February 7, 2014 press release to be a legitimate public hearing notice,
which we would expect to be posted sometime between 72 hours and — reasonably at the earliest
— ten days before the hearing. That notice should include, at a minimum, the date, time, and place
of the hearing, the identity of the hearing body, an explanation of the matter to be considered,
and an invitation for the public to address the body about the matter. Based on a comment of the
Authority CEO during the February 11, 2014, meeting, the Authority considers the release of the
Draft 2014 Business Plan on February 7 as what “starts the statutorily required 60-day public
comment period.” But there is also a public hearing required in California Public Utilities Code
Section 185033(b)(2).

The Authority did not include anything on its February 11, 2014 and March 11, 2014 board
meeting agendas indicating a public hearing on the 2014 Draft Business Plan.

The Authority has not provided the public with evidence in its board meeting minutes that a
public hearing was held on the 2014 Draft Business Plan. As seen in the approved minutes of the
February 11, 2014 Authority board meeting, meeting minutes typically report public comments
with this standard statement: “An opportunity was made for public comment. Speakers
commented on a variety of topics.” As a result, meeting minutes do not indicate the Authority
held a “public hearing on the plan.”

Oral comments comprising the “public hearing” have been minimal. Only five people have
spoken during public comment about the 2014 Draft Business Plan, according to transcripts of
the February 11, 2014 and March 11, 2014 board meetings posted on the Authority web site.
Five speakers commented on the plan at the February 11 meeting, and one of those five speakers
was also the sole commenter on the plan at the March 11 board meeting. Those five speakers
regularly address the Authority during public comment on a variety of issues. This is rather
paltry public comment on the business plan for the most expensive public works project in
American history — a highly controversial project with national and international significance.
The Authority board needs to consider whether this scant oral testimony reflects deficiencies in
the notice for a “public hearing on the plan.”

The Authority board is scheduled on the April 10 meeting agenda for “Approval of the Final
2014 Business Plan” for submission to the four committees of the California State Legislature
cited in law. Comments made during public comment at this meeting obviously will not be part
of the categorized summary provided to the Authority board and the public.
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The deficiency of public notice and lack of a formal public hearing is especially disturbing
because the California State Legislature has not vigorously exercised the provision in California
Public Utilities Code Section 185033 that encourages the four committees to hold hearings on
the draft and require the Authority to take into consideration the content of those hearings before

publishing the final business plan.

Only one informational hearing has been held regarding the 2014 Draft Business Plan in the
California State Legislature during the 60-day comment period. On March 27, 2014, the
chairman of the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee held an “Informational Hearing
on World Class Passenger Rail System in California: Evaluating High Speed Rail's Potential for
Success.” This hearing included a panel of experts discussing the 2014 Draft Business Plan.

Hearing

Documents

Senate Transportation and
Housing Committee:
Informational Hearing: World
Class Passenger Rail System in
California: Evaluating High Speed
Rail's Potential for Success

March 27,
2014

Agenda:
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.

ca.gov/files/Agenda.pdf
Background Report:
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.

ca.gov/files/BackgroundPaper3-27-
14_Final amended.pdf

Legislative Analyst’s Report:
http://www.lao.ca.gov/handouts/transporta
tion/2014/Funding-HSRA-032714.pdf
Video of Hearing:
http://calchannel.granicus.com/MediaPlay
er.php?view_id=7&clip_1d=1967

The chairman was the only legislator to attend the hearing. It’s uncertain if the Authority will
follow its legal mandate to take hearing testimony into consideration, as representatives of the
California High-Speed Rail Authority were seen leaving the committee room before the

conclusion of the hearing.

A subcommittee of the Assembly Budget Committee held a hearing on April 2, 2014 regarding
transportation spending. It included eight “issues” regarding California High-Speed Rail, and one
of those issues was the 2014 Draft Business Plan.



http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/Agenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/Agenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/BackgroundPaper3-27-14_Final_amended.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/BackgroundPaper3-27-14_Final_amended.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/BackgroundPaper3-27-14_Final_amended.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/handouts/transportation/2014/Funding-HSRA-032714.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/handouts/transportation/2014/Funding-HSRA-032714.pdf
http://calchannel.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=7&clip_id=1967
http://calchannel.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=7&clip_id=1967
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Documents

Assembly Budget Committee -
Subcommittee No. 3 - Resources
And Transportation

April 2,
2014

Agenda and Staff Report:
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/Sub%203-
%20April%202%20Agenda.pdf

Audio Recording:
http://assembly.ca.gov/listen/447-audio

Little of substance was said about the 2014 Draft Business Plan in the staff report or during the
committee hearing. During public comment after discussion of eight issues related to California
High-Speed Rail, one person specifically criticized aspects of it.

Meanwhile, the Assembly Committee on Transportation and the Senate Committee on Budget
and Fiscal Review have not held any hearings on the 2014 Draft Business Plan.It seems that
earlier business plans were evaluated much more thoroughly:

Hearing

Documents

Senate Transportation and

Agenda:
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.

Business Plan

Housing Committee Informational | October 23, | ca.gov/files/10-23-08 Agenda.doc
Hearing : Review of the High 2008 Background Report:
Speed Rail Authority’s Business http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.
Plan ca.gov/files/10-23-
08BackgroundPaper.doc
Agenda:
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
Assembly Transportation mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110Agenda.
Committee Informational Hearing | January 11, | pdf
- High-Speed Rail Authority 2009 | 2010 Background Report:

http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110backgro

und.pdf



http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/Sub%203-%20April%202%20Agenda.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/Sub%203-%20April%202%20Agenda.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/Sub%203-%20April%202%20Agenda.pdf
http://assembly.ca.gov/listen/447-audio
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/10-23-08Agenda.doc
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/10-23-08Agenda.doc
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/10-23-08BackgroundPaper.doc
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/10-23-08BackgroundPaper.doc
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/10-23-08BackgroundPaper.doc
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/011110background.pdf
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Documents

Joint Legislative Informational
Hearing of the Senate
Transportation and Housing
Committee and Senate Budget and

http://www.cc-hsr.org/assets/pdf/Senate-

g12;’13‘11{1;?&2Ss‘gwclﬁﬁgﬁzlm Janwary 191 Overview-1-10.pdf (not legislative link)

Protection, Energy and

Transportation: California High-

Speed Rail Authority’s 2009

Business Plan

. Agenda:

Budget Subcommittce NO’.3 on November http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.asse

Resources and Transportation - 15.2011 i bl Ifiles/hearines/Nov¥%2015%20

High Speed Rail Authority ’ mn mt V(.)ca.gov ! is ea“?’ffs o net 00

Business Plan Palo Alto High%20Speed%20Rail%200versight%2
OHearing%20Agenda.pdf
Agenda:
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-
11%20High-

Assembly Transportation Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20

Committee Oversight Hearing - November Plan%?20hearing%20Agenda.pdf

High-Speed Rail Authority: Draft 29,2011 Background Report:

Business Plan and Funding Plan http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-
11%20High-
Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Bus
iness%20Plan%20Background.pdf

Joint Informational Hearing of the Agenda:

Senate Transportation and http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.

Housing Committee and Select December ca.gov/files/12-5-11FinalAgenda.pdf

Committee on High-Speed Rail: 5,2011 Background Report:

Review of the Draft High-Speed
Rail Authority’s Business Plan

http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.
ca.gov/files/12-5-11BackgroundPaper.pdf



http://www.cc-hsr.org/assets/pdf/Senate-Overview-1-10.pdf
http://www.cc-hsr.org/assets/pdf/Senate-Overview-1-10.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/Nov%2015%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Oversight%20Hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/Nov%2015%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Oversight%20Hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/Nov%2015%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Oversight%20Hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/Nov%2015%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Oversight%20Hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20Plan%20hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20Plan%20hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20Plan%20hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20Plan%20hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Business%20Plan%20hearing%20Agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Business%20Plan%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Business%20Plan%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Business%20Plan%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Business%20Plan%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/11-29-11%20High-Speed%20Rail%202012%20Draft%20Business%20Plan%20Background.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/12-5-11FinalAgenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/12-5-11FinalAgenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/12-5-11BackgroundPaper.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/12-5-11BackgroundPaper.pdf

Hearing

-17-

Documents

Assembly Transportation

Agenda:
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/April%2030%2

Committee Informational Hearing | April 30, Oagenda.pdf
- High-Speed Rail Authority: 2012 Background Report:
Revised 2012 Business Plan http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20April
%2030%?20background.pdf
Senate Transportation and
Housing Committee and
Senate Select Committee on High- Agenda:
Speed Rail http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.
Senate Budget and Fiscal Review, ca.gov/files/5-15-12%20Agenda.pdf
Subcommittee No. 2 on Background Report:
Resources, May 15, http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.
Environmental Protection, Energy | 2012 ca.gov/files/High-
and Transportation: Joint Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised
Informational Hearing %202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final
on the California High-Speed Rail %20background%?20report.pdf
Project : High-Speed Rail
Authority Revised 2012 Business
Plan
Agenda:
. http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
Assembly TranspQHatlon . mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/2.25.13%20Ag
Committee Oversight Hearing - o
California High Speed Rail February enda’s20doc.pdt
25,2013 Background Report:

Authority: High-Speed Rail
Project Status Update

http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.asse
mbly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20Heari

ng%20Back



http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/April%2030%20agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/April%2030%20agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/April%2030%20agenda.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20April%2030%20background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20April%2030%20background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20April%2030%20background.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/5-15-12%20Agenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/5-15-12%20Agenda.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/High-Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised%202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final%20background%20report.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/High-Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised%202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final%20background%20report.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/High-Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised%202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final%20background%20report.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/High-Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised%202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final%20background%20report.pdf
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/High-Speed%20Rail%20Authority,%20Revised%202012%20Business%20Plan,%20Final%20background%20report.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/2.25.13%20Agenda%20doc.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/2.25.13%20Agenda%20doc.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/2.25.13%20Agenda%20doc.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20Hearing%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20Hearing%20Background.pdf
http://atrn.assembly.ca.gov/sites/atrn.assembly.ca.gov/files/hearings/HSR%20Hearing%20Background.pdf
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2. Description of Type of Service the Authority is Developing for the
Statewide System

Wading Through the Terminology of California High-Speed Rail

In its written reports and at board meetings, the California High-Speed Rail Authority frequently
uses jargon, acronyms, and strange anachronistic railroad terminology. One example is the
controversial “Chowchilla Wye.” A wye is a triangular track arrangement where three rail lines
meet. Near the City of Chowchilla (just north of the Hwy 99 and Hwy 152 intersection) is where
lines for the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Southern California are supposed to meet.

Here are some key terms used by the California High-Speed Rail Authority without any
explanation to ordinary people:

1.

High Speed Train (HST) or High Speed Train System (HSTS) — state law gives the
California High-Speed Rail Authority exclusive authority over high-speed intercity rail
travel, and in the 1990s it chose to pursue construction and operation of an electric-powered
steel-rail-on-steel-track passenger train capable of reaching a speed of 220 mph.

California Streets and Highways Code Section 2704.01 (implemented by Proposition 1A)
defines “High-speed train” as a passenger train capable of sustained revenue operating speeds
of at least 200 miles per hour where conditions permit those speeds and “High-speed train
system” as a system with high-speed trains that includes, but is not limited to, right-of-way,
track, power system, rolling stock, stations, and associated facilities. State law allows a
maximum of 24 stations on the system.

California High-Speed Train Program (CHSTP) — as described in the “Grant/Cooperative
Agreement” between the Federal Railroad Administration and the California High-Speed
Rail Authority, this is the implementation of “a new high-speed rail system, grade-separated
from road vehicle traffic and operated almost exclusively on separate, dedicated tracks with a
top design speed of up to 250 mph and an operating speed of up to 220 mph. The 800-mile,
statewide program will provide reliable, high-speed electrified train service between the Bay
Area, the Central Valley, Sacramento, and Southern California...Phase 1, when complete,
would be designed to provide 2-hour and 40-minute nonstop service — competitive with air
travel — between San Francisco and Los Angeles, compared with over 6 hours of travel time
by automobile.” Or as the “Argument in Favor of Proposition 1A” foolishly declared in the
California Secretary of State’s Official Voter Information Guide for the November 5, 2008
election, “Travel from Los Angeles to San Francisco in about 2% hours for about $50 a
person.”

Section, Segment, Project and Program, Plan, System — the California High-Speed Rail
Authority has an irritating practice of using these terms interchangeably, creating confusion.
To try to achieve consistency, this Business Plan uses the term “Project Section” to indicate
the nine specific sections for which California High-Speed Rail Authority will adopt an
individual project Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement.



4.

10.
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Phase 1 — high-speed travel from San Francisco Transbay Terminal to Union Station in Los
Angeles and then to Anaheim without changing seats. Here’s the definition of “Phase 17 of
California High-Speed Rail in state law, as approved by voters in Proposition 1A and now
implemented as California Streets and Highway Code Section 2704(b)(2):

As adopted by the authority in May 2007, Phase 1 of the high-speed train project is the
corridor of the high-speed train system between San Francisco Transbay Terminal and
Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim.

The first sentence of Proposition 1A, now implemented as California Streets and Highway
Code Section 2704(a), states the following:

1t is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of California
by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate the construction of a
high-speed train system that connects the San Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los
Angeles Union Station and Anaheim...

Phase 1 Blended Plan — 520 miles from San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim, supposedly
to be operational in 2028. Caltrain rails will be shared from San Francisco to San Jose and
Metrolink rails will be shared from Union Station in Los Angeles to Anaheim.

Bay to Basin — 410 mile operating section with dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure from
San Jose through Merced to the San Fernando Valley, supposedly to be operational in 2026.

This also includes shared electrified/upgraded Caltrain rail.

Phase 2 — extensions of high-speed travel south to San Diego and north to Sacramento.

. Initial Operating Segment or Section (I0S) — 300 miles from Merced to Sylmar/San

Fernando Valley/Los Angeles Basin (or Los Angeles), supposedly to be operational in 2022.
California High-Speed Rail Authority staff believes 20 trainsets will be needed when revenue
service starts on the 10S.

First Construction Section or First Construction Segment (FCS) — 130 miles from
Avenue 17 in Madera southward to Allen Rd. outside of Bakersfield in Kern County, or
perhaps from Merced to Bakersfield.

Do not confuse the First Construction Segment (FCS) with the Initial Operating Section
(I0S), which will run from Merced/Madera to Sylmar/San Fernando Valley/Los Angeles.

It’s likely the first construction section from Merced/Madera to Bakersfield will operate as
part of the Amtrak California San Joaquin line with diesel locomotives from 2018 to 2022,
before the high-speed rail train begins travel on the Initial Operating Section (IOS).

Construction Package 1 (CP-1) —the design-build construction contract that the California
High-Speed Rail Authority awarded to Tutor Perini/Zachry/Parsons, a Joint Venture, in June



1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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2013. It is 29 miles of civil work (grading, drainage, bridge construction, utility relocations
etc.) between Madera and Fresno. This does not including track or electrification.

Construction Packages 2-3 (CP-2 and CP-3) — the design-build construction contract to be
awarded for the 60-mile portion of the First Construction Segment between East American
Avenue in Fresno to approximately one mile north of the Tulare/Kern county line in Tulare
County. CP#2 is from East American Avenue in Fresno south to Lansing Avenue near
Corcoran, and CP#3 is from Lansing Avenue in Corcoran south to Perkins Avenue/Elmo
Highway near Allensworth. This does not including track or electrification.

Staff informed the California High-Speed Rail Authority board at its September 10, 2013
meeting that it is consolidating CP-2 and CP-3 into one contract. At its March 11, 2014
meeting, the board approved a generalized “term-sheet” for development of this contract.
Five design-build entities have prequalified to bid on it.

Construction Package 4 (CP-4) — the design-build construction contract to be awarded for
the portion of the First Construction Segment from Perkins Avenue/Elmo Highway in
Allensworth near the Tulare/Kern county line south toward Bakersfield, with the actual
length dependent on available funds. Right now it is planned to end north of downtown
Bakersfield. Construction Package 4 will be civil work, without track or electrification. The
California High-Speed Rail Authority has not yet asked companies to prequalify for this
contract.

Construction Package 5 (CP-5) — the contract to lay track for the First Construction
Segment from Merced/Madera to Bakersfield, perhaps starting in 2016. When this is
completed in 2018, diesel trains will be able to travel along this track.

Dedicated HSR Infrastructure — new rail constructed by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority for its own use, as opposed to rail shared with Caltrain or Metrolink commuter
rails.

Blended System — using electrified and/or upgraded commuter rails at the northern and
southern ends of Phase 1. California High-Speed Rail will share tracks with Caltrain from
San Francisco to San Jose and with Metrolink from Los Angeles to Anaheim.

Connectivity — the concept of linking intercity, commuter, and urban rail systems to the
California High-Speed Rail system. Proposition 1A allows the state to borrow $950 million
to help these systems connect to high-speed rail. Of that $950 million, 20% ($190 million)
funds improvements to the three intercity rail corridors (San Joaquins, Pacific Surfliner,
Capital Corridor) and 80% ($760 million) goes to commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail, and
(ahem) cable car.

Bookends — The segments of high-speed rail that will be shared with Caltrain and Metrolink.
Senate Bill 1029, signed into law by Governor Jerry Brown in 2012, provides $1.1 billion in
funding for these segments.
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Tier 1 Programmatic EIR/EIS — a joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Impact Statement developed and approved under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act that analyzes the general broad program
for the California High-Speed Rail system. The California High-Speed Rail Authority Tier 1
program review divided the system into nine sections for project review.

Tier 2 Project EIR/EIS — a joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement developed and approved under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the National Environmental Policy Act that analyzes one of the nine segments identified
in the Tier 1 Programmatic EIR/EIS as a project.

Peer Review Group — State law (California Public Utilities Code Section 185035(a))
requires the California High-Speed Rail Authority to establish an independent peer review
group for the purpose of reviewing the planning, engineering, financing, and other elements
of the authority's plans and issuing an analysis of appropriateness and accuracy of the
authority's assumptions and an analysis of the viability of the authority's financing plan,
including the funding plan for each corridor. This group of respected, recognized experts has
taken its responsibility seriously and has sometimes sharply criticized the California High-
Speed Rail Authority.

BNSF (Burlington Northern Santa Fe) and...

UPRR (Union Pacific Railroad) — two major freight rail companies that own track
throughout California. Cooperation between the California High-Speed Rail Authority and
these railroad companies is essential for success in building the system, but obviously
passenger rail and freight rail can have competing interests.

Northern California Unified Service — a plan to incorporate the first construction segment
of the Initial Operating Segment into the Amtrak California San Joaquin intercity line, which
in turn connects to Caltrain and ACE (Altamont Commuter Express). Caltrans, Amtrak, the
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, BNSF Railway, and Union Pacific are involved in
this plan.

Year of Expenditure (YOE) — the California High-Speed Rail Authority is strongly
motivated to inform public officials and the news media that its cost estimates are usually
based on “Year of Expenditure” dollars. Because inflation is taken into account between now
and the Year of Expenditure, those numbers appear higher than what we would experience
for prices now. In fact, the 2014 Business Plan has a slight drop in the Phase 1 cost compared
to the 2012 Business Plan because estimates of the future inflation rate are slightly lower in
2014 than in 2012.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) — the “stimulus package” that
President Obama signed into law in February 2009. It provided federal funding for the
California High-Speed Rail Train System, but that funding also imposed conditions that have
complicated the plan.
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Purpose of California High-Speed Rail in State Law

The People of California (and the United States) cannot be blamed for losing perspective on the
California High-Speed Rail project. A background paper for a March 27, 2014 Senate
Transportation and Housing Committee informational hearing succinctly described the
fundamental problem today:

From its legislative conception in 1982, to the passage of Proposition 1A in 2008 in
which voters approved a nearly $10 billion bond for construction of an initial segment, to
the Draft 2014 Business Plan under consideration today, basic elements of the high-speed
rail plan have grown, evolved, and changed. Although the core concept of California’s
high-speed rail has steadfastly remained an ultra-efficient rail line connecting the Bay
Area, Central Valley, and Southern California, the exact route, planned construction
phasing, and interconnectivity with existing passenger rail systems have undergone
substantial changes over three decades of project planning.

No wonder some people say that the main purpose of High-Speed Rail today is to create jobs on
behalf of Fresno politicians, construction corporate interests, and union leaders. No one knows
where the train is going or when. This is a communications failure of the California High-Speed
Rail Authority that should have been rectified in its 2014 Business Plan.

Any description of the California High-Speed Rail system must start with the assumptions in
state law about the need for the system. These are outlined in the findings of the 1996 California
High-Speed Rail Act (Public Utilities Code Sections 185000-185511). Here’s a summary:

e California built an extensive network of freeways and airports, but this is not enough to meet
the mobility needs of the current population or the needs of a future population whose size
and travel demands are growing at a rapid rate. Building more highways and airports to fulfill
current and future transportation needs is costly, and it would result in more pollution.

e In contrast, intercity rail service, when coordinated with urban transit and airports, is an
efficient, practical, and less polluting transportation mode. Advances in rail technology allow
intercity rail systems in Europe and Japan to attain speeds of up to 200 miles per hour and
compete effectively with air travel for trips in the 200 to 500-mile range. In addition,
building a large network of high-speed rail systems using existing skilled workers and
manufacturing facilities will generate jobs and grow the economy.

e Therefore, development of a high-speed rail system is a necessary and viable alternative to
automobile and air travel in the state. Upon confirmation of the need and costs by detailed
studies, the private sector, together with the state, can build and operate new high-speed
intercity rail systems utilizing private and public financing. In order for the state to have a
comprehensive network of high-speed intercity rail systems by the year 2020, it must begin
preparation of a high-speed intercity rail plan similar to California’s former freeway plan and
designate an entity with stable and predictable funding sources to implement the plan.
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Route Alignment

Regrettably, the California High-Speed Rail Authority website does not post the historical 1994-
1996 documents of the California Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission, the predecessor to the
California High-Speed Rail Authority. The public would benefit from seeing the intellectual
origins of the California High-Speed Train System. Were mistakes made in the mid-1990s that
led to the legacy issues of 2014?

In December 1996, the California Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission produced its final
report, the “High-Speed Rail Summary Report and Action Plan.” It reported completing a three-
phase evaluation of three possible routes for the rail:

e (oastal
e [-5 Corridor
e C(Central Valley (SR-99) Corridor

Based on criteria of maximizing ridership, minimizing costs and avoiding potential
environmental constraints, the California Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission chose the SR-
99 Corridor, including Bakersfield and the Antelope Valley, as the best for high-speed rail
service. “The I-5 Corridor was found to have the shortest distance, lowest capital costs, fastest
Los Angeles to San Francisco Bay Area travel times and highest ridership forecasts. But, it was
also found to have the lowest attractiveness for serving intermediate markets since it does not
traverse many developed areas.” The SR-99 Corridor “had substantially fewer impacts on
wetlands and endangered the threatened species, fewer socioeconomic and environmental
impacts, and lower estimated mitigation costs. The SR-99 corridor was estimated to be slightly
more costly to build due to its longer length and the increased cost of construction in developed
areas...”

Type of High-Speed Intercity Transportation

The 1996 High-Speed Rail Summary Report and Action Plan considered three types of intercity
passenger transportation technologies:

e High Speed — steel-wheel-on-rail, can use existing rail lines with some upgrades,
maximum speed 125-150 mph. The Amtrak Metroliner from New York City to
Washington, D.C. was the only high-speed service available in the United States in 1996.

Such speeds will soon be feasible on Caltrans (Amtrak California) intercity rail lines.
Siemens is manufacturing six Charger locomotives for Caltrans that operate efficiently at
speeds up to 125 mph. They could travel at that speed as the San Joaquin line on
completed parts of the First Construction Section between Merced/Madera and
Bakersfield.

e Very High-Speed — steel-wheel-on-rail, straight rail alignments completely grade-
separated and electrified, maximum speed 180-220 mph. Japan and France were using
very-high-speed rails systems in 1996. Today China, Spain, Japan, and France operate
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substantial very-high-speed systems, with several other European and Asian countries
operating lines, constructing lines, or planning to construct lines. In 2014, the United
Kingdom and Australia are engaged in debates over proposed very-high-speed rail
systems with arguments similar to those in California. The planned UK system is called
High Speed 2 (HS2).

e Maglev — electromagnetic force levitates and propels trains along a fixed guideway at
speeds of 200 to 310 mph. An advantage of this system is the lack of mechanical friction
between train wheels and metal tracks, which allows the train to run faster and eliminates
expensive maintenance. In 1996, there were no Maglev systems in revenue service.
Today, China and Japan operate Maglev lines, South Korea is building one, and Germany
had one but demolished it in 2011.

Other types of proposed high-speed intercity transportation rely on pneumatic tubes to move
capsules. The first subway system in New York City, which never advanced beyond a rail
between two stations operating in the early 1870s, was a pneumatic propulsion system. The
Hyperloop proposed by industrialist Elon Musk is another example. A staff report for an April 2,
2014 hearing of the Assembly Budget Committee - Subcommittee No. 3 - Resources and
Transportation was dismissive of claims for significant cost savings with the Hyperlink:

In August 2013, Elon Musk, the CEO of Tesla Motors released a position paper that
suggested that the State should build a "Hyperloop" System in lieu of a High Speed Rail
system. This document compared the costs of the two systems and assumed that it would
only cost $1 billion to obtain the necessary land for the system. Within days of release,
the Musk paper was refuted by transportation experts because, in fact land acquisition
and improvement represents the most significant project cost.

In the case of High Speed Rail, there is no viable existing right-of-way infrastructure to
use to connect the major population centers of Northern and Southern California by rail.
Thus, the bulk of the High Speed Rail projects costs and construction efforts are focused
on building this fundamental linkage. In fact, if the State currently owned a suitable right
of way infrastructure, the total costs for the High Speed Rail track, stations, and trains
would only be $16.3 billion.

It is important to remember that once the State secures the Right of Way, it will retain
ownership of this asset forever. In addition to serving as a route to the High Speed Rail, it
may be possible to use this right of way for other uses, such as communication lines or
power transmission. Ultimately, if Tesla Motors and Space X are able to master the
Hyperloop commercially, this Right of Way would be the natural location for this future
mode of transportation.

Nevertheless, excitement about the potential of the Hyperloop highlights the reality that serious
review of route alignments and technologies for California High-Speed Rail was done 20 years
ago. Are the criteria used in 1994-1996 still relevant today?
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We recommend that the California High-Speed Rail Authority post its early archives, and the
complete archives of its predecessor California Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission, on its
web site. The web site does not include complete versions of the Intercity High-Speed Rail
Commission reports, and it is even missing older board meeting minutes (for example, April 21
and September 28-29 meeting minutes from 1999). The public might even benefit from posted
documents related to the high-speed rail system proposed and advanced by Governor Brown in
1982, as public comment to the California High-Speed Rail Authority board has claimed
significant problems with that plan.

Do NOT Consider California High-Speed Rail as One Very-Fast Train Line

Californians can be excused for being confused and angry in October 2013 when Caltrans
announced it had allocated $140 million from Proposition 1A to the Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) District to buy 46 new rail cars. BART isn’t high-speed rail, and the transportation
agency had just experienced a high-profile strike that highlighted its exceptionally generous
management and employee salaries and benefits. In addition, the chairman of the California
High-Speed Rail Authority is a former member of the BART board, thus creating the false public
perception that the Authority was diverting Proposition 1A high-speed rail funding to BART.

It looked bad. Few people realize that California High-Speed Rail is less than AND more than a
dedicated high-speed rail line between San Francisco and Los Angeles (and ultimately, points
beyond). That’s why our alternative 2014 Business Plan is subtitled The Citizens for California
High-Speed Rail Accountability 2014 Business Plan for the California High-Speed Passenger
Train System, Including Direct Connections with Existing and Planned Intercity and
Commuter Rail Lines, Urban Rail Systems, and Bus Networks Using Common Station and
Terminal Facilities.

When 52.7% of California voters approved Proposition 1A on November 5, 2012, they
specifically authorized the State of California to borrow $9 billion through bond sales to fund
pre-construction activities and construction of a high-speed passenger train system. But the
proposition authorized a total of $9.95 billion. The other $950 million was for “connectivity”
projects — “capital improvements to intercity and commuter rail lines and urban rail systems that
provide direct connectivity to the high-speed train system and its facilities.”

In the context of connectivity, CaHSR is part of a larger scheme (“Statewide Rail
Modernization”) with high-speed rail as its “spine,” “core,” or “backbone” to allow people to use
public transportation (rail and buses) to travel throughout the state without using cars, thus
helping the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions as required under Assembly Bill 32 (the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) and Senate Bill 375 (2008). Cynics and skeptics might
assert the following:

e The $950 million for connectivity was part of a political deal to win support for the bond
measure from state legislators in districts with existing commuter and urban rail systems.
Connectivity was a scheme to claim eligibility for federal funding.

e The glamorous high-speed rail program is simply a front for funding improvement projects
on routine rail transit systems.
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Here are current examples of “connectivity” plans and projects:

Shared Track

1.

Amtrak California (Amtrak in conjunction with the California Department of Transportation,
or Caltrans) operates the San Joaquins (Bakersfield to Oakland and to Sacramento) intercity
rail transit line. Right now the San Joaquin routes use track under contract to freight railroad
companies BNSF (Burlington Northern Santa Fe) and UPRR (Union Pacific Railroad). The
130-mile Merced to Bakersfield Initial Construction Segment of California High-Speed Rail
(which will not be electrified when track is usable in 2018) will probably share its new track
with the San Joaquin Corridor train by using connections to the BNSF Railway line at its
northern end (Avenue 17 in Merced) and the southern end (the northern outskirts of
Bakersfield). California High-Speed Rail wants to get the Amtrak California San Joaquin
service onto the Merced to Fresno Initial Construction Segment as soon as possible after
construction is scheduled to be finished in 2017.

Right now there is no rail service through the Tehachapi Mountains and/or the San Gabriel
Mountains between Southern California and Bakersfield. Currently rail passengers must use
Amtrak Thruway buses to travel between Bakersfield and Los Angeles County suburbs.
Once the high-speed rail track is laid between Bakersfield and Palmdale, Amtrak passengers
will probably be able to stay on the train for that section of track and then transfer at the
Palmdale station to the Antelope Valley Metrolink commuter rail, which goes to Los
Angeles.

After the California High-Speed Rail Authority finishes its project segment between
Palmdale and Sylmar/San Fernando Valley/Los Angeles and the high-speed train begins
running in 2022 on the Initial Operating Segment, rail travelers will be able to travel from
Merced to the Los Angeles Basin without changing seats.

Blended Track (Bookends)

3.

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority operates the Metrolink commuter rail
system connecting cities in the counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino,
and Riverside, with the far southern terminus at the City of Oceanside in San Diego County.
The Los Angeles to Anaheim project segment of California High-Speed Rail will share track
with the already-electrified Orange County Line of Metrolink.

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board operates the Caltrain commuter rail line
between San Francisco and San Jose. By 2020, Caltrain will have installed an electric rail
system to allow Caltrain to phase out its diesel trains and allow the California High-Speed
Rail Authority to blend the high-speed train system with the Caltrain system.

Connectivity (High-Speed Train System Connections to Other Public Transit Systems)

There are several intercity, commuter, and urban rail systems that will eventually connect
directly with the California High-Speed Rail system as Phase 1 is completed and then as Phase 2
is completed. These include the following systems:
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Interstate Rail

Amtrak, operated by the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, for four interstate lines not
run in conjunction with Caltrans: Coast Starlight (Los Angeles to Seattle), California Zephyr
(Emeryville to Chicago), Southwest Chief (Los Angeles to Chicago), and Sunset Limited (Los
Angeles to New Orleans).

Intercity Rail
Amtrak Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo to San Diego through Los Angeles).

Capitol Corridor, operated by the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority in conjunction with
Amtrak and Caltrans with administration by BART.

LOSSAN (Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor), a coordination of Amtrak
California Pacific Surfliner, Metrolink, and COASTER and operated by the LOSSAN Rail
Corridor Agency with administration by the Orange County Transportation Authority.

Commuter Rail

RT, operated by the Sacramento Regional Transit District

ACE (Altamont Corridor Express), operated by the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

Los Angeles County Metro Rail, operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

COASTER, operated by the North County Transit District in San Diego County

Urban Rail

Muni Metro Light Rail (Muni) and Muni Cable Cars, operated by the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency.

San Diego Trolley, operated by the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System.

San Jose Light Rail, operated by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority.

Planned Intercity Rail

SMART, an intercity rail line now under construction for operation by the Sonoma-Marin Area
Rail Transit District, with ferry connection to San Francisco.

Coachella Valley Intercity Rail Corridor — a proposed intercity rail line between Indio and Los
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Angeles that would include Metrolink and Los Angeles County Metro Rail rail lines.

Rail-Integrated Intercity Buses

Amtrak Thruway Buses — exclusive for Amtrak train passengers, these “luxury motorcoaches”
connect Amtrak rail routes with North Coast, Shasta Cascades, Gold Country, High Sierra,
Central Coast, Deserts, and parts of Southern California.

Numerous urban bus services will connect to the CaHSR system. One example cited in the 2014
Draft Business Plan is Samtrans, operated by the San Mateo County Transit District.

3. Proposed Chronology for Construction of Statewide System

It seems that the chronology for construction of the California High-Speed Train System (and the
Authority’s depiction of ongoing construction activities for the California High-Speed Train
System) is substantially driven by deadlines, reporting requirements, and other conditions
wrapped with the federal grant funds. Federal money comes with strings attached. Perhaps these
deadlines and other conditions should be regarded as another set of “legacy costs” referenced by
CEO Jeff Morales.

The 2014 Draft Business Plan says very little about the California High-Speed Rail Authority
relationship with the FRA. However, the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of the
Inspector General has criticized FRA’s High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, and on
March 5, 2014, the Inspector General initiated an audit of the FRA's High Speed Intercity
Passenger Rail Grant Amendment and Oversight Processes, as requested by the Chairman of the
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure’s Subcommittee
on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Material.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority was required to begin construction before December
31, 2012 to be eligible for high speed rail grants from the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act 0f 2009 (ARRA). In 2011, the US Department of Transportation acknowledged it had “no
administrative authority to change this deadline.”

In the spring of 2012, the U.S. Department of Transportation began pressuring the State of
California to appropriate money for the CaHSRT System or face rescission of its federal grants
for the project. In meetings in Sacramento, U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood refused to
accept a postponement of appropriations decisions until August 2012.

On July 6, 2012, the state Senate, by one vote, approved Senate Bill 1029, a "trailer bill" that
was an adjunct to the 2012-13 state budget. Governor Jerry Brown then signed Senate Bill 1029
into law. It appropriated or trigged the spending of a grand total of $8,021,612,000 ($8 billion).

Before outlining the chronology for construction of the dedicated high-speed rail portion of the
system, blended and connectivity projects need to be addressed.
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Blended and Connectivity Projects

SB 1029 designated $1,919,333,000 ($1.9 billion) of the $8,021,612,000 ($8 billion) for state,
regional, and local agencies other than the California High-Speed Rail Authority to help fund
fifteen Connectivity and Bookend Projects.

e $800 million for local assistance and capital outlay connectivity projects throughout the
state. These are capital improvement projects of intercity and commuter rail lines and urban
rail systems that provide direct connectivity to the high-speed train system and its facilities.

To Caltrans — Connectivity — Local

Assistance $713,333,000

To Caltrans — Connectivity — Capital Outlay $106,000,000

Total for Connectivity Projects $819,333,000

e $1.1 billion for capital outlay bookend projects for track that the high-speed train system will
share with commuter rails.

Electrify and Upgrade Caltrain $600,000,000
Upgrade Rail Systems in Southern

California. (Local transit agencies choose $500,000,000
projects.)

Total for Bookend Projects $1,100,000,000

Much of this Proposition 1A is matched with federal grants and other state and local funding
sources. This is called “leveraging” funding. A sense of urgency to obtain these federal matching
funds imposed great pressure on uncertain state legislators to vote for SB 1029.
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Fifteen (15) Connectivity and Bookend Projects

Amount

Agency Recipient

Project Description

Intercity Rail

Caltrans (Amtrak California)

Construction of 8.4 miles of double track
between Le Grande and west Planada to

$41,000,000 San Joaquin Corridor (Amtrak), | . . )
increase service and reduce scheduling
Merced to Le Grand conflicts with freight trains.
Help construct a series of track
improvements to permit an increase in
Caltrans (Amtrak California) service frEquen;y between Oaklligd and
$47,000,000 | Capitol Corridor, Oakland to | >on J0s¢ from the current 7 weekday
San Jose Track Improvement rognd trips to 11 weekday round trips.
With federal and other funds, total
spending is $248 million.
A series of improvements at Amtrak’s
Capitol Corridor station in Roseville
designed to increase service frequency,
Caltrans (Amtrak California) reduce freight tra@n conﬂicts and
$16,000,000 | Capitol Corridor, Roseville to | 2ccommodate freight train growth
Sacramento Track Improvement proj eCFS’ const sts of reloga ‘Flon of the.
Roseville station and addition of a third
track. With federal and other funds, total
spending is $28 million.
Commuter Rail
Approved by the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) in
San Joaquin Regional Rail October 2012 to extend an existing
Commission (Alameda Alameda Corridor Express (ACE)
$10.900.000 Corridor Express) platform so Amtrak passengers have
e Altamont Corridor Express direct access to it. The project will also
(ACE) Stockton Passenger provide additional track work for a new
Track Extension (Gap Closure) | ACE maintenance facility. With matching
funds, total spending is $25 million.
Relocation of existing light rail track,
Sacramento Regional Transit | passenger platform and associated
$30,000,000 District (RT) systems to connect to a new Sacramento

Sacramento Intermodal Facility
Improvements

Intermodal Facility and future high-speed
rail terminal. With federal and other
funds, total spending is $60 million.
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Amount

Agency Recipient

Project Description

Lengthen track at the Millbrae Station to
provide a cross platform connection to
high-speed rail to buy new BART cars. A
multi-agency effort is underway to
upgrade the Millbrae Station, which is a
regionally import ant multimodal station
serving BART, Caltrain, and Samtrans
systems today and high-speed rail service

Bay Area Rapid Transit in the future. This effort also includes
District (BART) advancing transit oriented development
$145,000,000 | Millbrae Station Track on the surrounding station property, and
Improvement & Car Purchase an Access Plan that will identify access
improvements and on-site circulation for
all modes, as well as opportunities to
improve transfers among BART, Caltrain,
buses, airport shuttles, and high-speed
rail. Funds will also help upgrade
technology on the Caltrain Corridor. With
federal and other funds (such as a BART
contribution of $38 million), total
spending is $290 million.
Peninsula Corridor Joint Installation qf an eleptrlc rail system that
Powers Board (Caltrain) phases out diesel trains and blends the
$706,000,000 El;gtri fication ! Caltrain system with the high-speed rail
line. With matching funds, total spending
is $1.456 billion.
Design, installation, testing, training and
Peninsula Corridor Joint Warranty for an 1nte'111gent petwork of
. signals, sensors, train tracking
Powers Board (Caltrain)
) . _ technology, computers, etc. on the
Advanced Signaling System: . .
.S Caltrain Corridor to meet mandated
$42,000,000 Communications Based Co .
Overlay Sienal Svstem federal guidelines. With funds from
y Sighal Systein BART and the Santa Clara Valley
(CBOSS) Positive Train . . .
Control (PTC) Project Transportation Authority, total spending
is $231 million. This work began in
September 2013.
Santa Clara Valley Design, installation, testing, training and
Transportation Authority warranty for an intelligent network of
(Caltrain) signals, sensors, train tracking
$26,000,000 Advanced Signaling System: technology, computers, etc. on the

Communications Based
Overlay Signal System
(CBOSS) Positive Train
Control (PTC) Project

Caltrain Corridor to meet mandated
federal guidelines.
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Agency Recipient

Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (Metrolink)

Project Description

Either repower or purchase 20 to 30
higher horsepower locomotives, and

$89,000,000 recondition and improve passenger cars.
New or Improved s . .
. With matching funds, total spending is
Locomotives/Cars .
$203 million.
Help construct a 2-mile light rail
connection among Metro Gold, Metro
Blue and Metro Exposition light rail
Los Angeles County transit systems through downtqwn Los
. . Angeles to provide a one-seat ride from
Metropolitan Transportation . .
Authority (Metro) throughout the County to Union Station,
$115,000,000 . . where connections can be made to the
Regional Connector Transit . : . i
Corridor high-speed rail system. With matching
funds, total spending is $1.4 billion.
Environmental review has been
completed, a ROD was issued in 2012,
and work has begun and will be
completed in May 2018
Adding to a previously appropriated
North County Transit District | $10.5 million of Proposition 1A funds to
(COASTER) build an advanced communications and
$7,300,000 Positive Train Control signaling system to track the location of
Advanced Signaling System trains to avoid collisions. With matching
(Positive Train Control) funds, total spending is $60 million.
Urban Rail
. . . Help construct a 1.7-mile extension of
San Francisco Municipal licht rail line from 4th .
Transportation Agency ight rail line from 4t .& King St‘reets
$61,000,000 MUNI — Central Subwa (downtown San Francisco) to Chinatown.
Y With matching funds, total spending is
$1.6 billion.
Rehabilitate grade crossings, track, and
switches and ties, add trackwork and
signaling, and raise platforms to
San Diego Metropolitan Transit | accommodate low floor vehicles to allow
$58,000,000 System (Trolley) — Blue Line for reduced headway and improved

Light Rail Improvements

reliability. The last phase of construction
is underway and will continue through
late 2015. With matching funds, total
spending is $152 million.

Other




-33-

Amount Agency Recipient Project Description
regional rail projects that improve local
networks and facilitate high-speed rail
travel to Southern California. Projects
will be selected by local transit agencies,
in conjunction with the High-Speed Rail
Authority, and state funding will be
matched by additional investments to
make the total investment in these
projects $1 billion.

$1,894,200,000 Total for Bookends/Connectivity

Southern California

$500,000,000 Memorandum of Understanding
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California High-Speed Rail Project Segments

Alignment and the Nine Project Sections
First Tier Environmental Impact Reports — Setting a General Idea of the Route

Construction and operation of the California High-Speed Train System has to comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act (requiring an Environmental Impact Report) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (requiring an Environmental Impact Statement). Before the
California High-Speed Rail Authority began detailed preparation for project segments of the
high-speed rail system, it produced generalized reports about the entire system and about large
parts of the system. In 2005, the CaHSR completed and certified a generalized Programmatic
(Tier 1) Final Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the
entire proposed California High-Speed Train System. These reports were as follows:

1. 2005 Final Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed California High-Speed Train System
(Statewide Program EIR/EIS)

2. 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS (Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR/EIS

3. 2010 Revised Final Program EIR for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train

Most of the litigation related to the programmatic environmental reviews relates to the
Authority’s selection of the Pacheco Pass (as opposed to the Altamont Pass) and the resulting
alignment of the high-speed train system shared with the Caltrain commuter rail through cities
such as Atherton, Menlo Park, and Palo Alto.

For purposes of more localized project Tier 2 environmental review, the 2005 programmatic Tier

1 report divided the California High-Speed Train system into nine project segments between
stations to be located along the route:

Project Segment Length (Miles)

San Francisco-San Jose 50
San Jose-Merced 120
Merced-Fresno 60
Fresno-Bakersfield 115
Bakersfield-Palmdale 85
Palmdale-Los Angeles 60
Los Angeles-Anaheim 30
Phase 1 Total 520
Sacramento to Merced 110
Anaheim to San Diego 167
Phase 2 Total 277
High-Speed Train System Total 797
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As required in the Federal Railroad Administration Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for
ARRA funding for rail projects, these sections must show evidence of demonstrating
“Operational Independence/Independent Utility” upon completion. According to Sec. 3.5.2 of the
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA), a rail project has Operational Independence “if, upon
being implemented, it will provide tangible and measurable benefits, even if no additional
investments in the same service are made.” Examples of these benefits include “operational
reliability improvements, travel time reductions, and additional service frequencies resulting in
increased ridership.”

The California High-Speed Rail Authority wants each segment to create new or substantially
improved High-Speed Rail or intercity passenger rail service, even if no other sections are built.
Dividing the program into nine project sections gives the state flexibility in planning and
constructing the system. If the high-speed rail system is frozen or abandoned, the tracks that
were laid can be used by other railroad agencies. On the other hand, it also provi